CHAPTUER-II

SECTION-1

A brief account of Kicrkegsara's Philosophy.
INTROUUCTION :

Sbren Kierkegaard, known as the father of Existen~
tialism, was born in 1813 in penmark and died at the age
of 42. Kilerkegaard can not oe regarded as a Philosopher
in the traditional 8ense. His philosophy was an adjunct
to his religious faith. He was mainly interested in
religion, particularly in Christianity. But he gave a new
interpretation of Christlianity from the existentialist
point of view. He 18 regarusu s the parent oi wxistentialisme
The notion or 'existence' takes a guite aifterent colour
with Kierkegaard ana with later existentilalists of the
twentieth century. ¥ In him we can 88e for the first timBeeces
the desire to change one's readers, to free them from their
past 1illusions, anu make them not only think, bui even
live differently ".l ana thils characteristic is founa
in all existentiallistic writings, says Mary warnock.
According to sargaret Chatterjee, » He was a protestant

in wany senses of the term. He protestad both against all
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collectives which threatened to swamp men's individuality
and he protested against the way in which philosophers had
cut off intellect from the inner springs of human existence

2
which alone could give 1t lifev.

" Indeed Kierkegsard was s0 much impervious to the
idea of system-making that he chose rather an acaaemically
non-conforuist moae of Philosophizing a deeply personal
one- for breaking up a new path in philosophical thinking® ,3

8ays Prof ..ebabrata Sinhae.

KIZRKEGAARD ON EXISTANCE

That existence 18 primordial and irreducible is a
truth which was overlooked in traditional philosophye.
Kierkegaard laid his hand upon this simple truth- that
unlike a category of thought, existence 1is unémenable to
conceptual analysis. According to him, " existence can not
be represented in a concept, becguse it 1s too dense,
concrete ana riche I am, and this fact that I exist is so -
compell ing ana enveloping a reality that 1t can not be

reproduced thinly in any of my mental concepts, though it ig
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clearly the life and aeath fact without which all ay

concepts would be void",u Unless existence is a concept,

it can not be rationally analysed. According to him, 1t

is impossivle to prove that anything exlists. " (Generally
speaking, it is a aifficult matter to prove that anything
8x18tB, +sses the entire demonstration always tﬁrns into
sométhing very uifferent and becomes an additional development
of the conseguences that flow from my having assumed that the
ovject in question exists. Thus I always reason from existence,
not toward existence, whether I move in the sphere of palpable
sensible fact or in the realm of thought..;.... whether we
call existence an acceéssorium or the eternal prius it is never

5

subject to demonstration"

He points out that ‘ixistence’ as such and 'the
thought of Existence' are not the same thing. By this he seems
to mean that philosophers may think about"Existence’ in
different ways and may formulate different views about it ,
but ‘dxistence’ as a fact is 8o rich in content that it cannot
oe represented in a concepte. Thers can be no concept o:

Zxistence. Or it may oe saia that the fact that I exist does

not imply' 1 think, I exist'. Because I must first exist,in order
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that 1 may think that 1 exist. 1t may, therefore, be saia
that it existencé can not be a concept, then guite clearly

it can not pe reduced to essence, nor can priority for
éssence over existence se claimed. Then, again, 1if thought

a8 the objective reality be laentical with being, an actually
existing being becomes identical with hlis thought of himself.
But this 18 sheer tautology, because this being which is
ascribea to the thinker daoes not signify that he is, but only
that he 1s engageu in thinking . The existing subject, on the
other hana, 18 engaged in existing, which is inueeu the case
with every human being. The existence of a human being who

is a historical being living here ana now is prior to 'essence’
prior to the apbstractions of impersonal thinking. This may be
taken as an anticipation of the sSartrean statement 'Existence

precedes essence'.,

although Kierkegaaru's 1s & revolt meinly agzinst
Hegel, 1t is virtually a revolt against the entire, Platonic
traaition,against all those who maintain that ‘essence' 1s
prior to 'existence'. Kierkegaard thus initiates the

discussion on .xistentialism ana we 100K for its further

elaboration and development in subsequent fxistentialist
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thinkers. sxistentialists do, howevcr, airfer among them-
selves anu they divide themselves into two Camps-theists
and atheists. But nevertheless, none of them, while formu-
lating his view, can rise above the basic principle of

Bxistentialism as set forth by Kierkegaard.

THiE MEANING OF SXISTENCE

The word 'existence' acguired a new meaning in
Kierkegaard's Philosophy. So long it had identically the
same sense as 'oelng', 1.0.it was just a synonym for
'‘being'. Previously 1t could pbe said that a table exists
a8 meaningfully as 1t could be sald that a man exists.
But with the foundation of the umxistentialist system of
Philosophy by Klierkegaard who himself coined the term
wgxistentialism%, 'iZxistence' and 'veing'disengaged

themselves e

According to Kierkegaard, 'existence' means much
more than what is meant oy mere ‘being'. Zvery instance

of exlstence 1s also an instance of being,but not vice-versa

i, 'oeing' is not necessarily ‘'existence'. Existence belongs
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only to human beéings,and not necessarily to all human beings,
but only to those who are self-conscious anud 8self=deteri ined

or at 1least endowed with the freedom of the wille.

Unlike Hegel ,Kierkegaard holas that actual existence
( existence 1is always actual) can never be reduced to a concept
which significes only the possibility of actual existencse.
On his part,he 1is goncerned only with inaividual human
existence, and this spirit of fxistentiallsm 1is found in ths
thoughts of all succeeding existentialists in so far as they
unanimously hold that existence always stanas for indiviaual
existence ,never for collective existence, Hegel failed to value
the individual human being stanuing apart from the 'Crowd',but
Kierkegaard aid not. He appreciated the seriousness of the |
ethical dilemma facing the individual, 1.2« he appreciated that
the concept of 'individual existence' involves the notion of
'‘Choice', 'inaiviaduality', ‘'freedom' 'responsibility’,

‘committment', ' despair' and ‘'guilt'.

In Kierkegaard's 8pcclal sense of 'individual existence',
a man 18 not siaply a biological ,P8ychological or social animal,
put a 'human being', and ' existence's. Zxistence may be authentic
or inauthentice. In the strict sense,it means only authentic

exlistence ,not the lnauthentic . The aistinction between authsentic
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and inauthentic existencs has been beautifully explailned

by Kierkegaard in his 'Concluaing Unscientific Postscript',

w Bternity 1s a winged-horse, infinitely passed, and time

i8 a worn-out Jjade, the existing individual 1is the driver.
That i8 to say, he 1is such a driver when his moue of existence
is not an existence lcoosely so-calleua,ior then he is no driver
but a drunken peasant who lies asleep in the wagon ana 18ts
the horses take care of themselves. To be sure, he also drives

6
and 18 a driver, ana s0 there are many who also existn .

Unlilke wescartes ana his followers, Kierkegaard holds
that existence is something to be striven for, not self-
evident .lt is oniy by passionately committing itself that

can one 8xist at alle.

Thus according to Kierkegaard, 'existence' means
the significance'which one provides for his own life through
the realization of one's personal freedom and autonoay,
through passionate comuittment. True existence 1s not mere

exlstence characterizea by the capacity for abstract thinking.

The Cartesian ' Cogito ergo sum ' is Criticised by

Kierkegaard as peing confused, because the 'cogito'presupposes
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one's existonce and dossd not prove it. a8 he says, " Decause

I exist ana because I think, therefore, 1 think that 1 existe..
I must exist in oraer to thinkg "7 e He makes a sharp
aistinction between the theoretical ana ths practical and
argues that there is only a practical self, 1.8+, a 1living or
existing self, and no theoretical self or transcendental self.
According to himn, Kant put unaue emphasis upon the knowing

self to the neglect of the existing self. Instsad of beginning
with thinking or knowing self, one could begin with the willing,
striving,living,existing self. Instead of saying, ' I think,
therefore, I am, oné could very well say, " 1 suffer, therefore,
I am "or® 1 get married Eperefore, I am ®. Kierkegaard
diametrically opposes the traditional Cartesian view point by
denying the existential thinking subject ana says that a

purely conceptual existence 18 no existence at alle Only our
ethical being is real, the abstract thinker ( the Cogito )

does not exist, because abstract thought is thought without a
thinker. As Kierkegaard says, " The real suhject is not the
cognitive suoject, ...s the real subjsct is the ethically
existing sun,ject".8 Agaln, " A particularly existing human

belng 18 surely not an idea, ana his existence 1s surely

something guite alifferent from the conceptual existence of
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the idea. An existence 1s a8 a particular huwusan being
is doubtless anda impertection in comparison with the
eternal life of the ldea, but it is a perfection in

9
couparison with not existing at all."

Kierkegaard makes a distinction between self and
existence. In the woras of J.Wedlroa, % The 8elf and
existence are not synonyumous. The self 1s the being
of the inalvidual , an €xisténcBeseseess 15 constituted
oy the individual's ethical responsibility for actualising
the self or his being. svery human being 1s characterised
by possession of thié self-structure . The existing indi-
vidual however, 1is particﬁlar. The particularity of
existence is constitutea by the manner of the individual's
relation to his being"lo Self ana existence are diavetically
relatea. Q;istence emeryges as a result of the individual's
execution of his ethical task of actualizing ana unaer-
stanaing himself. % The more the existing ilndividual
unaerstanas himself the more concretely he exists ; and
the wmore concretel& he exists, the more he unaerstanas
himself. The ethical task of actualizing ana unaerstanaing

the self-structwe gives rise to existoence .n 11
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In this conneéction we wmust refer to the
amblgulety of the wora existence. Throughout the
existentialist literature, there can be founa the aouble
meaning attituce to this word. when Kierkegaard says that
one must exist in order to thin«, he takes the word ‘'exist!
in its general sense of being really and concretely. Unless
an individual exists first, there is no question of his
tninking that he exists, because thinking is possible only
for an existing huuan being. But when Kierkegaard says that
exlstence emergss as a result of inaividual's execution of
his ethical task of’actua;izing and understanding himself,
he does not take 'existence' in its general sense,but in
the technical existentiali§t sense meaning that existence
is authentic oeing which 18 acquired by the indiviaual concerned
not with which he is oorn. 1t 18 an attalnament through moral
ana spiritual discipline. Thus 'existence' means really ethico-
religious existencs, not mere in authentic being. To quote
k.Ce.Solomon, " This play between two senses of 'exists' and
‘existence' ( and occassionally 'being' ) permeates all of

Kierkegaard's writings ( as well &8 the writings of later
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'existentlalists'). Kierxkegaard unlike the many Philosophers
after Descartes for whom personal existence was simply self-
evident, insists that existence is something to be striven for.
In this sense, therefore, the standard ana worn existentlalists
Cliche” " Existence precedes essence® does not apply iiterally

12
to Kierxegaard ( or to Heldegger) .

kxistential Dialectic and the

spheres of existence

Kierkégaard has introduced an existential dialectic in

his pnllosophiéal system, which must pe sharply distin-
guishea from the historical diglectic as founa in the
Phiiosophy of Hegel . Both the kinus of dialectic are
concernea with the formation of mutually opposite concepts ;
and there 1s a close sluilarity between the different stages
of life or modss of existelice af aelineatea in the dialectic
of Kierkegaard an@ the different forms of consciousness
envisaged in Helel's monumental work the Phenomenology of
Spirit'. In the dialectics of both the Philosophers, there

© can be found mutually opposing concepts regaraing life, self
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and different value systems. On account of this similarity
petween the two dialectics, one may be very often confused
with the other. As a matter of fact, Kierkegaard's dialectic
is quite aifrferent from that of Hegel in respect of relation
inspite of their similarity in content. ir . Me K.Bhaara says,
% The aifference between Klerkegaardian dialectic and
Hegellan aialectic does not 1ie in their content but
rather in the relations between the various stages and
15
forms oOf life ."
Accoraing to both the aesthetic 1ife, 1.c.the

1ife of non-com attitude is unsatisfactory, and Chris-
tianity is the wmost authentic. view of 1ife. But while

in Hegel's aialectic the different stages of l1life have
been arranged according to the movement of reason, in
Kierkgaard's dialectic the different stages of l1irfe

have been arranged according to choice on the basis

of faith ana passion. Hegel's rationalism or concep-
tualism 18 applicable to logic, not to life. The free
choiceé of a man 1is not dirscted oy any rational prin-
ciple, but by a leap of faithe. Reason informs us that

we have the power or the right to choose something, but
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it does notlinform us about the object of our choice.
while walking along the way of 11fe man encounters
Paraaoxes ana alternative ways of action ; but he can
not solve those paradoxes by means of reason, he can
solve them only by a choice of one alternative through
leap of falth. R.C.Solomon opines that Kierkegaard's
dialectic is often presented 1in misleading language,

as he speaks of his dialectic as 'qualitative' as
opposed to Hegel's dialectic of pure being, which is
'Quantitative' ; and he claims that his aialectic is

the dialectic of actual existence rather than that of
the concept of existence out as a matter of fact he is
@qually concerned with conceptions of egistence, and his
dipference with Hesel 11e8 in the value he plaées on the
conception of oneself as an 1lndlviaual not as collectivity,
and in the nature of the process of movement from one

conception to another.

In the existential dialectic of Kierkegaard,
one comes across three alternative ways of life, in other-
wordas three fundamental commitments , sometimes called by

" him 'view of life', 'existential categories', 'spheres of

Contd «« 40



existence', 'modes of existing' and 'stages on life's way',
These three conceptions of 1ife are fundamentally incompatible
in the sense that one can choose only one of them at a time
without any compromise between them by the use of reason.
Sach sphere of existence as 1t8 own system of values, hence
there can oe no further criterion for choosing between spheres.
Thus the choice must be maae without a criterion, without a
guiaing principle, witnout reason, out only by a leap of
connitment which can not ve aefenaea further. " Thus there 1is
no rational way of l1ife, no one conception of life-style which
i8 more reasonable than others. One's choice of funaamental
values is ' irrational ' because there is no reason for
choo8sing one s8tyle of life rather than another, nor is there
the possipbility that one can conpromise to find the best of
eaCheesesseerlt 18 not chosen because it is most rational,
14

but chosen inspite of 1ts lack of defence by Reason®.

Kierkegaard has glorifiea the freedom of choice
as wuch a8 Hegel hgs glorified reason. AS he says, ¥ The
most tremendous thing which has been granted to man is the
15

e . ioin W ..
choice of freedoi e consiagers the freedom of choice

to o€ the most vaB8ic value that makes a man existent in the
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real sense of the terme. s3aysS bUr.d.K.Bhadra, " This freedom

of choice, Kierkegaara belisves, 1s the most fundamental

of values ana 1t is what makes a man a human oeing or an
existent inaiviaual . 1t 18 the recognition and the use of
this freedom that is far more important than the object of
cholce .In Hegel's opinion, freedom consists sSimply in
following the dictates of reason. Kierkegaard thinks that

the oonedience of freedog to anything else 1is the concellation

16
of one's freeaomV.

According to Kierkegaard, each man's lite may have
three stages nawely, (i) the aesthetic stage (i1i) the moral
gtage (11ii) the spiritual stage. These stages are ulstinct
and inaepenuent of one another. That 18 t0 say, no compromise
is possiple among them. There 18 no rational way of lassing
fronm oné of these stages to gnother. However, these stages
indicate the aavancement of the sense of the value of hunan
life. Kierkegaard pelieves that the splritual stage 1s-the
highest (however , he m sSometimes glorifies the ethical stage).
somet;mes he says that both the moral and religious stage

are opposed to the aesthetic stase. According to R.C.Solomon,
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such amviguliety persists throughout Kierkegaard's
writings, and so the consistency of his dlalectic becomes

questionaole.

The first staxe of l1life is called the
aesthetic stage 1n the sense that it 1s a stayge of
non-commital attituae. At this stage, one aoes not give
one's opinion on a suoject either positive or negative ;
he rather withholas his opinion in all matters of l1ife,
where the situation demanas either a poslitive or a
negative answer . The second stage 1.8 .the moral stage
is the stage of 'either or', i.8., the stage of choosing
one of the alternativese. In a sense it is the central stage of
human l1life because success in life aepenas upon authentic
choice. If one's choice is not authentic, one can not act
authentically, and conseguently the desired goal can not
be reached. The ultimate stage, namely, the spiritual stage
is a stage beyond the ethical, and at this stage , a man
surrenders himself absolutely to ths will of Goa, his in-
dwelling spirit, and his will being absolutely attuned with

the will of Goa, all responsibility is ultimately vested
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upon God. Here everything occures spontaneously, as man
becomes aivinised through self—ievelopment in course of
the preceedaing staxes of life, " The ethical 1ife is the
1ife of a man in the Society, the life of a man is
regaraed a8 a part of the communlity. Such a man lives
accoraing to principles which consider every wan as an
end in himself and self interest is subsumed under moral
autye. The ethical life with the characteristics of
universal ity , raticnality and duty, in short, morality,

17
meant for Kierxegaara the ethics of Kant." But while
Kant gives a justification of ultimate moral principles
Kierkegaard aoes not give.any such justification, ana he
holas that the categorical imperatives as ultimate values
are not wtimately justirfigble. " The central thing of an
ethical l1ife which is accepted as the most necessary is not
the claim to justifiability of these etp;cal principles.
The ethical life consiaers the inaividual interest to be
subservient to the udemands of principles. But the origins
. or justifications of these principles 18 not provided by the

18
dialectic oI Kierkegaard",
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According'to Kierxkegaard, the transition
of a man from one stage to another stage is not
loglically necessary but only Psychological. He
does not claim to give us a valid argument for
accepting one stag® over another, and 8o there
does not arise the guestion of logical compulsion
of the choice of one 8taxé rather than another. In
the wordas of Solomon, % The reasons which Kierkegaard
gives for moving irom one staxe to the next are not
1oglcal but Psychological ; they are not logically

compelling, but they may be compelling for some
1nd1v1dual".l9 Again, v Klérkegaard is not giving
rzasons in the sense of logically compelling

reasong see.-esveseesbut reasons only in the degenerate
sense that they are personal consiaerations which

20
‘might persuaae us to accept his positionw.
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It may appear that Kilerkegaard's thought
involves self- contradiction, because the transition
trom one stage to another hes no rational justification,
yet he glives some reasons for passing from one stage
to another oy appealing to the feeling of despalr ana
guilt. But this is only apparant, as ir .M.K.Bhadra says,

® There 1s an apparant inconsistency in the philosophy
of Kierkegaard and it issues from the asmbiguous use

of 'reason' and 'rational'e. It 18 true that 'reason’
and 'rationality' are strictly logical notions.

It 1s in this sense'that Kierkegaard denies that an
individual can demonstrate the logical necessity for
choice of one 8phere than another. Another sense of

' reason' also exists and this has been utilized by Hegel.
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1t means anything that makes one more likely to accept
some conclusion. In Hegel's philosophy this use of

' regson' and the use of ' reason' in the sense of
logical necessity are combined together in the central
notion of teleological explanatione. The senses often
remain undistinguished. In Kierkegaard's philosophy
also, the senses of ' reason' and ' rationality' are
often confusingly fusea and the inabiiity to
distinguish these different uses produce fonfuslons

21
in his entire philosophy%.

ANXI&TY AND DAPRESSION IN HUMAN LIFE

The word ' anxiety' may be used to denote a phenomenon
discussed by several kxistentlelist Philosophers,although
the word does not have precisely the same meaning in every

writer who uses it . 'snxiety'( also called anguilsh or dread).
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is unaerstood somewhat differently by Kierkegaard, Helaegger
and Sartre. Still there is close affinity aumong them in the use
of the word. Kierkegaara 1is regaraed as the ploneer in dealing
with the concept of anxiety in ixistentialist Philosophy.
Heidegger aeveloped his own concept of anxiety on the basis

of Kierkegaard's concept of the same, ana Sartre is indebted to
both Kierkegaard and Heidegger for the formation of his own
concept of anxiety.Helaegger says, " The man who has gone
farthest in analysing the concept of anxletyeesesssels Soren
Kierkegaard"zz. Contrasting the descriptions of anxiety in

Kierkegaé.rd and Heldegger, Sartre says that they v do not

appear to us contreaictory ; on the contrary, the one imp]l ies
25
the otherv,

Kierkegaard's concept of anxiety has been elaborately
dealt with in his boox ' The Loncept of uread'. He introauces
the notion of anxiety in the céntext of a aiscussion of the
origin of sin. He understanus8 the story of the fall of man
as one that describes an event or development in the life of
every man, the passage from innocence to sin. 1t is the prior
condition of anxiety that makes this event possible.lt is

described in at least three ways :

1) 1t is inherent in the state of innocence ;
2) 1t is linked to freedom ; and
3) 1t is assocliated with man's peculiar constitution as

body ana soul ,estaplished in spirit.
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First,already in dreaming innocence there 1is souwething
like an instaoility, an uneasineéss, by which the tranguility of
bliss 1is aisturbed. This 1s illustratea in the awakenling of
sexuality and sensuality in the indiviaual. There 1is a malaise
( malady) which finally issues in the sensual act and therefors,

in the loss of innocence and a changed guality of existence.

Accoraing to0 Kierkegaara, " uUread is a gualification
of the dreaminyg spirit, and as such it has its plgce in
Psychology"zu. when we conslider the aialecticai aetcrminants
in aread, it appears they have precisely the characteristic
ambiguiety of Psychology. " Dread 1is a sympathetic antipathy.
an@ an antipathetic sympathy".25 ® The Uread which 1s posited in
innocence 18, in the first place, not gullt, in the second place,
1t is not a heavy burden, not a suffering which can not be
brought into a harmony with the felicity of innocence.... this
dread belongs to the chila so essentially that i1t can not do
without 1it, even though it alarms him, it Captivates him
nevertﬁsless by 1its sweet feeliné of apprehension"26.

Secondly, anxliety 18 a kina of 1instability prior to action,
ana so it is aescribed as the 'Vertigo' or 'dizziness' of freedom,
in so.far as freedom means pos8slibllity ana standing on the edge

of possibility 1s like standing on the edge of a preciplce.

Using a different metaphor of his own John sacquarrie has
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explained this concept of anxiety thus : " One might say
that freeaow is by its very nature pregnant with possi-
pility, anu it is the stirring of possibllity in the woub

of freedom that is experiencea =s the primordial anxiety"27

Thirdly, anxiety 1s the tension which man with his
pecul iar constitution 1s subject to. Man 1s a synthesls of
body and soul united in the spirit." The human task 1is to
accomplish the synthesis of boay and soul, and this task 1s
from the beginninyg anxiety-lauen. anxiety i1s a pecullar hunen
vhenomeénon. An anlumal Knows no anxiety, for its llie 1s purely
sensual , an angel likewise, knows no anxiety, for his life
ig that of the pure intellect. But man conjoining sense and

28
reason, bouy ana scul 1ives in the shadow of anxiety".

According to Kierkegaara, anxiety is not only the
bresupposition or preconaltion for sin, it is also the erfect
of sin, bScause a fallen usan lives amidst ever-aepening
anxiety which i8 not the fear of something definite but that

of something indefinite, for instance, the fear of ueath or

that of infinite freedome.

 According to Kierkegaard, there is no one who does

not have anxlety in the face of his existence. The 1ife of
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modern man is lived in aespair. Kierxegaard summed up

the agony of the oeginning ana €na ot 11ife.

% Hear the cry of the mother at the hour of
giving birth, see the struggle of the dying at the last
moment, and say then whether that which ends like this

29
can be designed for pleasure" ,

Human life is not designed for pleasure. We .strive
for happiness in oraer to e€s8cape anxioty and despair. But
there 1is no eéscape . This 1is tho universal huwinan condaition.
we suffer from anxiety sven when we are not aware of it,
ana even when there 1s nothing to fear, nothing in the
oojective world to feel anxious about. This 1s because our
anxiety 1s not objective at all, 1t 1is suvjective anxiety-
it is the universal fear of something that is nothing, it
is the fear of the nothingness of human existence. About

the meaninglessness of our existence, he says :

4 I stick my finger into
existence~ it smells of nothing.
Where am 1 7 What 1s the thing
called the world 7?7 <e¢ Who am I %
How did 1 coms into ths world ¢

wWhy was 1 not consulted % Contd e +51



The story of an ordinary young man in his 'Either/Or',

'A Fragment of Life', shows how the man keeps faliing into
depression though he experiences the -variocus forums of
enjoyment , 8eénsual ana aésthetic. For Kierkegaard, in the

fact of total crisis, at the euage of the abyss, only absolute
faith and the leap to Goa can overcowe the meaninglessness oOf
our existence. Only ths restoration of Orthodox Christianity,
and the surrender of reason can overcome the sense of anxiety
and hopeless despalr for the solitary individuals of fhé

e

modern world.

Kierkegaard's maxim ;
"Truth is Subjsctivity ™

The 'Characteristic of all the Existentialist writing is the
desire to change one's readers, to free them from their past

illussions, and make them not only think, but even live

31
differently" .

1t 18 Kierkegaard, an ixisteontialist, who, for the
firsp time, wanted to free people from the illusion of
'‘Objectivity' to him, the task of philosophy is to rediscover
' subiectivity' which we have lost. 'Subjectivity' 1s taken

to be the very home of concrete belng, to which we have access
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in ways other than cognitive. As Kierkegaard sounas the
cardinal note 'Subjectivity is truth,subjectivity is

52
reality" .

Now we are to unaerstand what Kierkegaard means by
‘objectivity' ana ‘'Sunjectivity' ana also the significance
of his above sald cardinal nots.'Objectivity' is the tendency
of those people who adopt or discover general laws that govsrn
both pehavior and thought. 1t is the acceptance of the role of
the observer. History, Socloloxy, Psychology, &thics- any
subject matter which is oound by rules of eviaence or which
can be taught in the class-room 18 an opbjéctive study. This
tenaency transforms an observer into glmost a ghost and the
spontaneity ana inwardness of life 1is lost. In opjectivity
the individual loses himself in the mass and ceases to

recognize that the knower is an existing indiviaual.

Kierkegaard aims to destroy the scientific myth
which could dominate a man's ethical 1ife and religious
lifs too. The myth being, that everything 1s causally
determined and a proper observation could provide us with
a complete and true account of the behaviour of everything,
Kierkegaard raises his voice againat this domination of
Sclentific myth l1.e.o0bjectivity, over religious. 1ife and
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8ays, ' An objective acceptance of Christianity 18 papanism
or thoughtlessness..... Christianity protests against every
form of objectivity, it desires that the subject should be
infinitely concerned aoocut himself. 1t 1s with subjectivity
that Christianity 18 concerned and it i8 only in subject-
ivity that its truth exists, if 1t exists at all. Objectively

35
christianity has aosolutely no existence.'!

He thinks that it 18 not easy to dalscard objectivity.
There are many people who can live their whole lives under
the domingtion of objectivity. Under this condition, they
are benighted and need to oe rescued from this state of
darkness. 30 long they are in this state, they are in illusion
and when they are freed, they are enlightened. This
enlightuent 18 calleua by Kierkegaard a sort of conversion.
He comes to this conclusion from his own life when he lived
a short part of his,under the domination of objsctivity i.e.

under iliusion, and threw of the illusion later one

Kierkegaard formulates his principle 'subjectivity
is truth' in his book'Concluding Unscientirfic¢ Postscript',
ana here, oy this principle, he means the inwardness of
relligious life. uescartés ana Kant also thought of Subjectivity.

But subjectivity for Kierxegaard, is something aifferent. It
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is of the essence of the person not of the subjecty

Bvery existentialist speaks about an inaividual
subject existing in the world, who freely acts for
realization of his subjectivity, or his 'real being', and
proves himself an existent. Kierkegaardian subjectivity is
the realizatiop of a concrete individual existent of his
'true being' in the Beilng of God, and this realization 1s
as good as his realization of truth. ' Subjectivity is the
truth, " says Kierkegaardu.su He shows 1in his ' Concluding
Unscientific Postscript' how subjectivity 1s the truth :

# when subjectivity, inwardness, is the truth, the truth
becomes ovjectively a paradox ; and ths fact that the truth
i3 objectively a paraaox shows 1n its turn that subjectivity
is the truthe. For the objective situation is repsllent, and
the expression for the objective repulsion constitutes the
'tension and the measure of the corresponding inwardness.

The paradoxical character of the truth 1s its objective
uncertainly, this uncertainty is an expression for the
passionate linwardness, and this passion is precisely the

35
truth" .

Now the question 18 how does the truth become a

paradox ? '* By virtue of the relationship subsisting between

the eternal ,essential truth and the existing individual, the
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paradox came 1into being. 12t us now go further, let us

suppose tha£ the eternal essential truth 18 itself a

paradoxe. How does the paradox come into being ? By putting

the eternal ,essential truth into juxtaposition with existence.
Hence when we posit such a conjunction with the truth 1tself,
the truth becouwes a paraxox. The eternal truth has come into

veing in tiwe, this is the paraaox"36 - says Kierkegaard.

About paradox he says that paradox is above.every
systeme It 18 religious [ife which makes us aware of Paradox
the paradox of the God-man ( the Incarnation), the paradox
of communication between human and divine (prayer), the
paradox of eternal 1ife, sSuch paradoxes are beyond reason.
we can not possibly be objective about them, Only subjectivity
or faith can comprehend the paradoxes of Christianity. He also
says that it is the internal conflict petween the objective

uncertalnty and our passion of the infinite that enables us

to attain subjectivity.

From the apove description of subjectivity, the
essential characteristics of suojective xnowledge can be
poinfea out in the following way : firstly, it can not be
passeda on from on¢ person to the nexte. Secondly,it always has
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the nature of a paradox, and lastly, it is concrete, not
abstracte And for this reason it wust be necessarily related

to a concrete living existente.

The difference between the objectlve truth and
subjective -truth is brought out by Kierkegaard in ths following

passage

‘'when the question of truth is raised in an objective
manner,reflection 1is directed objectively to the truth, as an
object to which the knower 1s reiated. Reflection 18 not
focussed upon thé relationship, however, but upon thse
question of whether it is the truth to which the knower 1s
related . 1t onl& the object to which he 18 related 1s the

truth the subject is accounted to be in the truthe

When the guestion of truth is raised subjectively,
reflection 1s uirected subjectively to the nature of the
individual's relationship,if only the mode of this rela-
tionship 1s the truth, the indiviaual is in the truth even
if he should happen to be thus related to what is not trueWB?

He further says, '"The objective accent falls on WHAT
is said, the subjective accent on HOW 1t is samd...QObjectively-

the interest if focussed merely on the thought content, subjeciively
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on the inwardness. At 1ts maximuw this inward ‘how' 1s the
passion of the infinite, ana the passion of the infinite is
the truthe. But the passion o1 the infinite 1s precisely

3%
subjectivity, ana thus suojectivity becomes the truth" .

Kierkegaard's view on kKeligion

Particularly Christianity

Kierkegaard was malnly lnterested in Religion and speclally
Christianity.lt may be 8aild that his philosophy 18 an adjunct
to his religious faith. In the nineteenth century European
thought we see the general intellectual tendency towards
reducing reality to a mere category of thought,to a rational
concept, in the philosophy of Hegel's panlogist;c systeﬁ.
Reason op spirit becomes in Hegel the be-all and end-all of
Philosophy. The loglcal categories become the framework of
reallty 1itself. The ligic of the mind 1s the same aB the
metaphysics of réality. ' The real is the rational and the
rational 1s the realébﬁ. Hegel's reason is in a.process of
evolutione This process of the self-development of the reason,

Hegel calls the dialectic of reasone

In the second part of the Century Hegelilanism met
with a revolt in the form of raaical anti-intellectualisme
| Hegelian;sm which reduces the entire world to a system of
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abstract categories and tries to explain man from the objec-
tive point of view can neéver do justice to man as a living
subject intent on working out his own destiny. in ijective
treatment of the human being only weakens ethical and
religious passion. Besiues, Hegel's Absolute Idealism does
not recogniseé the reality of the individual and his freedom
ana responsibllity. It holus that man is the reproduction of
the Infinite Spirit. 1t places man beyond death i1.e. it tries
to prove the unreality of deathe Hence arose Kierkegaard's
oitter attack on Hegel's 'System's. Hegal, who goes to the length
of talking of 'Opjective 3Spirit', ' Cbjective will', 'General
will'® ana ' Universal spirit' are the parmanent target of
Kierkegaard's scathing Criticism, irony and satire. ' Infact,
Kierkegaard can pe described as socrates reborn in the
nineteenth century to counteract the beneful effect of Hegel

40
on Contemporary inthics ana Religion"

' There can be no dount about his passionate attach-
ment to the christlap faithe Yet this wés accompanied by an
équally passionate hostility to the conventional and, as he
.bélieved degenerate forms Of Christianity current in nineteenth

century enmark, and this hostility culminated in an all-out
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attack on the church as he knew it" MW. Kierkegaard

wa§ preoccupied with the religious problen ahd with how
t0 become a Christian. The progress of the humnan self 18
from the aesthetic through the ethical to the religious
8tugo, but again this can not be rationalized or presented
in a logical way. Christianity itseif is the paradox and
demanas the ieap of faithe ' All Christianity 1s rooted 1in
the paradoxical , whether one accepts it as a believer, or

b2

rejects it precisely because it i8 paradoxical'seeec.

yhat commonly passes for Christianity, the doctrines and
ceremonies of the conventional Church, 18 a perversione.
Towards the end of his l1ife Kierkegaard became increasingly
violent in his attacks on Christian institutions. In his
last journals he sees Christianity mofe and more in wérld-
rencuncing terms and as the inward decision of the individual .
Christianity in the New Testament has to do with man's will,
everything turns upon changing the will, every expression
everything 1is related to this basic 1ldea in Christianity
which makes 1t what it is- a change of will. In Christendom
on the other hana; the whole of Christianity has been

transferreda to intellectuality ; 80 it becomes a aoctrine.
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Kierkegaard is, therefore, s Sp;ritual Praginatist.
He maintains that Goa oeing a spiritusl principle and not
an object, can not bpe interlectually understood, I'ar 1ess
proveu, excerpt by my own-inwara straining and daevelopuent
towaras God in faith,prespect ,worship, love ,fear and
suffering. The 80 called argumsents for the existence of God
miss this point anu are unspiritual in outlock. The intellec—
tual 1luea O Gou can &t best josit a ' possible ', ana no
amount of arguuent can make a leap from the possinle to
the existinge. ' Une proves Goda's existence by worshiDeeeoeos

51
not by proors' - says Kierkegaard .

Section= II

rlemwents of Intellect and amotion in
Kierkegasrd's Philosophy ana their

relative preaominance

Now we are to fina out the elements of intellect and emotion

in Kierkegaard's Philosophy. His Philosophical views can be

classifiea unaer the following heads :

a) His revolt against all thos¢ who maintain that

'issence 1s existence '.

b) His idea of Goa.

c) His view on religion.
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- 43
ena our whole concern is with the intellectual®" . Kierkegaard

discusses with a good aeal of humour, the oehaviour of profess-
ional monks and religious preachers who fritter away thelir
love of God in outward demanstration and profession which only

serve to inflawmwe thelr vanity ana teumpt them away from God.

v He formulateéd his main problem in the form, how
can 1 become a Christian ? and asserted that his religion
was8 neither thﬁ habitual religion of an unrefelective Church-
goer nor that of a Hegelian. an unreflective church goer,according
to Kierkegaard, 18 a Christian only because he is a member of
a particular community. His Christianity is only superficial,
depersonalised ,it does not belong to the core of his perso-
nality. Similarly the religion of a Hepelian rationalist who
looks upon abstract thought as the ultimate reality is also
depersonalised religion 8o neither the unreflective church goer

nor the Hegelian can pe a Christian in the true sense of the term'.

% According to hium,most msn who call themselves
Christians do not know what true Christianity is Religion
is not a mere formalistic or ritualistic affair. It must be
realised in one's own life .The church has reduced Christi-
anity to an empty ritualism. '7To be' and not ' to know'

should be the maln motto of ocur life,if we want to be true
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religious. A wan is truly feligious not bgcause he 1s

versed in theological literature but because he has living
contact tith Gou, a cuntact which transforms his whole life.
He shoulua feel the presence of Goa everywhere and be gulded

by Hiw at every moaent of his life.

Thus Kierkegaara renounces a barely formalilstic or
ritualistic conception of religion and at ths some time a

Hegelian conception of it.ﬂuu

KIERKEGAARD'S IDZA OF GOD

Kierkegaara is a theist. He calls God an"unknown something *
" eseecees 1t 18 the unknown. It is not a human peing,

in 8o far as weé know what wman 1s ; nor is 1t any othsr

known thinge. S0 let us call this unknown something ; the

GOd"45 - 8ays Kierkegaard. He thinks that it is very

aifficult to prove that anything exists, because we always

reéeason from existence, not toward existence. So the idea of

asmonstrating that this ' unknown something ' ( Goa ) exists

is nothing but a folly attempt, because the idea of God's

eéxistence 1is already presupposed as certain in the veglnning.

In that case nothing 18 proved but merely the content of a
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conception 1is ueveloped The Gou 18 not a name but a concepte.
As regards the proof he says,' as long as 1 keep ay hola on
the proof i.2.continue to aemonstrate, the existence does
not come out ..... Dut when I let the proof go, the existence
is there.s.s.eeewhoever therefore attempts to demonstrate the
existence of Gou, proves in lieu thereof something elss,

4o
something which at times perhaps aces not need a proofecess’

So ' if the God does not exist 1t would of course be
inpossible to prove 1t ; and if he aoes exist it would be

folly to atteapt 1t- Bays Kierkegaard. ol

But the guesticn irf the existence of God can not be
proved, how is 1t that Kierkegaard speaks of the ' unknown
something ( God ) % what is the ground of his belief in God

or wherefrom does he get the idea of God ¢

Here Kierkegaard refers to the paradoxical passion
Of reason. About this paradoxical passion of reason he says
'esecsssses the paradox is the source of thinker's PasS8iONesces
But the highest pitch of every passion is always to will its
own downfally anu 80 1t 15 also the supreme passion of the
reason to seex a Collision, though this collision must in

oné way or another prove iits undoing. The supreme paradox
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of all thought is the attempt to aiscover something that

thought can not thlnk'uf

Reason being inspired by 1ts paradoxlcal passion,
collides with this 'unknown something' wiich thought can
not think. This something is neither a human oeing nor any
known thing « Kierkegaard calls this unknown sométhing
The Gou . S0, according to him, the paradoxical passion of
the reason necessarily leads to the 1aéa of the God which

does indeed exist, but 18 not Knowne.

This ' unknown sowmething ' is the 1imit to which

the reason repeatedly comes but cannot adavance beyond ‘
this point. For Kilerkegaara then, our reason is incompetent
to pronunce anything positive. He says, ' The reason has
orought the God a8 n8ar as possible, and yet He 1is as

49

far away as ever %

He further points out that a man eguippea with
the power of reason makes the best of it, bput Wtimately comes
to alscover 1its alscursive charautér. keason, with 1t8 aazzling
brilliance legves us half way resultiné in disappointment
when the path of reasons wings off, a void 1s created between

the xknower and the known, leaving the forser 1n a state of
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deep reflection, out of which emer,es another faculty, namely
'faith'. For Kierkegaara, faltﬁ alone can f£ill up the gap.

In a state of extreme be widderment faith evolves as the last
resort and the person cbncernea, with full enthusiasm, takKkes
a leap upto goal=- a leap that is founaed on felth. Kierke-
gaara regarus Gou as the supreme eternsl subject who reveals
Himself to faithe He cowes to the conclusion that God 1s the
ultimate foundation ana we find ourselves as interrelated
subJects' fastenca to God,l.e .we realize our true selves &
fa;ith is the oniy organ ftor our comprehensicn ot the signi-

ficance of inter-subjectlvitye.

AS io the visioility of God, he thinks that God is
invisipble, since His visibility would annual His cmnipre-
sence «Only in Inwardness or suojectivity we can feel His
presence everywhere. ' Nature, the totality of created things,
is the work of Goa.anu yet Gou 18 not there ; out within
the inaiviaual wan there 1: a poteﬁtial 1ty (man 1s Lotentially
spirit ) which is awakenca in inwardness to oecome a God-—
relationship, ana then it becoues poséible to see God every
50 |

wheremw - Says Klerkegaard.
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d) iis maxim' 'Truth is suojectivity'.

e) ana wevelopuent of human life.

1f we analyse his philosophlcal views. y® shallksee
that his Philosophy is estaolishea on the pasis of intuitiocn
or experience anu by means of reason or rational arguuents.
His subjective feellngs are not mere feelings or emotions.
Practically they are all reasonable emotions. He has analysed
his supjective feelings or emotions anda this analysis 1s not

possivle without the exercise. of intellect or reason.

a) We shzll first discuss the basic principle of
Zxistentialism the principle peing ' Existence is
aifferent from essence'. This carainal note of
axistentliallsm 1s a revolt against the entire
platonic tradition, against all those who maintain that
'sssence precedes dxistence's But this basic principle
of uxisténtlalism is itself established by criticising

the Platonlic view : isssence is prior to eéxistence.

Klerkegaara says that existence can not be represented
in a concept ana unless it is a concept,vecause it 1is too
aense, concrete and rich,it can not oe rationally analysed.

He explains the characteristics of ‘'existence', compares %% 1t
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with concept ana then says that there can be no concept of
existence. And as because 1t 18 not a concept,it is

unamenable to rational analysis ana proof.

He finus fault v;fith ' I think therefore, I am', andl
says that 1t is a sheer tautology, because this being which
is ascribea to the thinker does not s8ignify that he 1is, ﬁut
only that he is engaged in thinking. I must first exisf, in

oraer that 1 way think that 1 exist.

In this way Kierkegaard analyses criticises coupares,
arguas and then comes to the revolutionary conciusion that
' ixistence preceaes assence', the pivot on which the entire

thesis of lLxistentialism stanuse.

b) Now we s8hgll analyse his ldaea of Goa wi\th a view to
showing that his Theism is grounded on reason, though,
according to him, our reason is incompetent to prove the
existence of God. He says,' The reason has brought the God

as near a8 possible, ana yet he is as far away as ever'52

This saylng shows that he can not discard the role of reason

out and out though it is incoapetent to pronounce anything

positive.
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He calls the God 'unxnown something' .+ 'eeeeeeolt is
the unknowne. 1t is8 not o huwsan being, in so far as we know
what wan is ; nor is it any other known thing. 30 let us call
this unknown something : the Goci'5j - says8 Kierkegsard.

Here aiso we 8ee that he coupares his ' unknown some-~
thing ' ( God ) with human being ana other gnown things, aistin-

gulshes petwecn the two and then calls this unknown something

'the God ana regards Him a8 the supreme eternal subject. AS
regaras the proof of God's existence, he says that the idea of
demonstrating that this ' unknown something' ( God) exists is
nothing but a folly attempt, beéause the iaea of God's exis~-
tence 1s alreaay presupposed a8 certain in the begining. In
support of his opinion, he argues with the help of the follow=-
ing dilemma
' It the God does not exist it would of
cowrse be imposslple to prove it ; and
if' He does exist 1t woula be folly to
attempt ‘it'm— 1lst premise
wither God does not exist or

He does exist- 2nd premilse
o'+ Hither it is impossible to prove It or
it 1s folly to attempt it- Concliusion.e.
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It is interesting to note that Kierkegaard discards'proor’

ocutright ana lays stress on the paradoxical passion of

reason which leaas to 'faith' through which God reveals

Himsslf. But we s6e that he hiuwself arguss or takes the

help of proof in support of his opinion that Gou's existence
can not pe provew. $O we€ see that hlerkegaard bullds

his Thelsm step by step with the help of reason or intellect.
Yet, in the ena, he speaxs of 'faith' as the last resort and
the only organ of our comprehension of Goa. But his 'faith'
orlslnates trom reason- the paradoxical passion Of reason.

80 Kierkegaard's faith in Gow 1s not pure faith or passion,

rather it aay be called intellectual faith.

d) Kierkegaard wantea to free people from the illusion
of ‘objectivity'. %Yo him, the tusk of philosoghy is to
rediscover ' subjectivity' which we have lost. He says,'subjec-—
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tivity is truth,subjectivity is reality'.

Kierkegaard makes g rational analysis of the nature
of' human existence which was alrectly felt by him in his very
veing ana couc8 t 0 the conciusion that 80 long men are uhder
the 1llusion of objectivity they are benighted and need
to e rescued trom this state or Garkness. He thinks that
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it 18 not easy to wiscara cbyectivity. But when they are
freed, they are enlightened. This enlightuent is called by

him a sort of conversione.

Now it is one tling to experience something oneself,
“enc it is ahqther to convey one's own experience to othsrs.
This can be aone cnly by méans of reason or language . When

on the basis of personal txperience Kierkegsard argued that

all human beiny are subject tdlsuch experience, then there 1is

a Kina of generalisation in ths way of‘Inauction. That

' subjectivity 1is truth' is true not of one man but of all men
in general. 1t is also not true that only this or that person
is unaer the illusion of objectivity, but most people are

unaer such illusione. He 1s consclous of the evil erffects of
such 1llusion on hwian life ana wanted to make people free

from 1iis spell, ala in colng this_he wasd not guite lirrational.
He aiftfers between the subjective truth and objective truth and
concluaes that ' subjectivity is truth' ' Subjectivity is
reality'. Kierkegaard's subjectivity is the realisstion of «
concrete ma'iviauai existent of his ' true being' in 4the

being of God ; ana this realisation is as good as his preali-
sation of trutheesssss But this realisation and aifferentiatian

1s not possible without the exercise of intellect or reason.
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80 this kinu of Philosophy can not be mereiy emotional .

Kierkegaard hiamself lived a short part under the
domination of 'objectivity' i.ec.under illusion and threw off
the illusion 1ater.on. This enlightuent is called by him a
sort of conversion. After his conversion, he looked back into
the stages he passed, the stages oeing, the aesthetic stage,
the akhixgkxx ethlcal 8taze anu the religious stage. s
generalises his own three stages of life upon huwman life. To
him, these stages are the aifferent moues of life view which
a man forms and lives accoraingly. Here we sec that on the
pasis of his own experience, he generalises in the way of
Indauction. Avout the cthical staxe, he says that it 1s the
stage of cholce. Here, man for the first time chooses himself.
Bthical 1life 1s subjective;.it is primarily fixed on innepr

decisions of the will.

Now forming of different life-views, a conception of
life's significance and of its purpose ,making choice and
decisions of whick} Kierkegaard spoaks in the ethical stage,
are all works of reason or intellect. A l1leap from the ethical
8taxe to the religious, a lifelong and cheerrul striving for

apbsolute happiness, falth in goua~ the alalectical struggle,
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his view on religion, His faith in God, his realization
of truth in the pelug otf Gou, l1ove for yod etce. ail
inaicate the predouinance of intellect in his philosophye.
His philosophical views are grounaed on reason ana in some
cases originates frowm reagson though he aiscards the role
of reason outright. Tﬁe eleuwents of emotion that we find

in Kierkegaard's philoaphy are all reasonable emotionse

Contdeee/FB



