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  HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION


  At the end of 1847 and early in 1848, Kierkegaard again considered terminating his work as a writer and seeking an appointment as a country parish pastor1 “Then came the year 1848—for me, beyond all comparison the richest and most fruitful year I have experienced as an author.”2 During that year, Kierkegaard began and/or completed the writing of Christian Discourses, The Sickness unto Death, Practice in Christianity, The Point of View for My Work as an Author, Armed Neutrality, “A Cycle of Ethical-Religious Essays,” The Lily in the Field and the Bird of the Air, and a piece on the actor J. Ludvig Phister as Captain Scipio.3


  For him it was also an important period of self-understanding. “How true it is to me now that all my recent productivity has actually been my personal upbringing, my humiliation. Youthfully I have dared—then it was granted to me to set forth the requirement of ideality in an eminent sense—and quite rightly I am the one who feels humbled under it and learns in a still deeper sense to resort to grace.”4


  The numerous manuscripts and his own sense of an inverse relation to their ideality plunged him into months-long wrestling with the question of publication—should they be published, and also, some or all, and under his own name or under a pseudonym?5 Initially the decision was “to lay aside everything I had finished writing”; yet “it might be unjustifiable for me to let these writings just lie there…”6 One possibility was to publish “all the last four books (‘The Sickness unto Death,’ ‘Come Here,’ ‘Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended,’7 ‘Armed Neutrality’) in one volume under the title ‘Collected Works of Completion [Fuldendelse]’ with ‘The Sickness unto Death’ as Part I. . . . Perhaps rather: ‘Collected Works of Consummation [Fuldbringelse]’ and the volume should be quarto.”8


  Eventually the two works (The Sickness unto Death and Practice) were published separately,9 but because of the ideality of the presentations Kierkegaard concluded that they should not appear under his name but under a pseudonym.10 The exclusion of a direct personal relation to the writings of 1848 meant not only the adoption of a pseudonym for the two works but also the withholding of Armed Neutrality and Point of View (although On My Work as an Author, a considerably modified and selective substitute for the latter, was published as a signed work on August 7, 1851, three years later). Two of the essays from the “Cycle of Ethical-Religious Essays” appeared May 19, 1849, under the pseudonym H. H. and with the title Two Ethical-Religious Essays. The Lily in the Field and the Bird of the Air was published under Kierkegaard’s name on May 14, 1849 (accompanied the same day by the second edition of Either/Or).


  The new pseudonym chosen for Sickness unto Death and Practice was Anti-Climacus.11 Obviously the name bears a relation to Johannes Climacus, the pseudonymous author of Philosophical Fragments, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, and Johannes Climacus, or De omnibus dubitandum est. The prefix “Anti” may, however, be misleading. It does not mean “against” but “before,” a relation of rank, the higher, as in “before me” in the First Commandment. “There is something (the esthetic) that is lower and is pseudonymous, and something that is higher and is also pseudonymous, because as a person I do not correspond to it.”12 “Anti-Climacus will be the higher pseudonym, and thus the piece ‘Climacus and Anti-Climacus’13 cannot be used unless it should be by a new pseudonym.”14


  Retrospectively, Practice is related to the themes of The Concept of Anxiety and Philosophical Fragments and more directly to the theme of the first Anti-Climacus volume Sickness unto Death. In the first half of that work the various aspects of despair in itself are analyzed and described. The second half of the volume is an analysis of despair as sin and of the despairing self before God. Practice constitutes the third part of the sequence, the healing of the sin-conscious self and the indicative ethics gratefully expressive of the redemptive gift.


  In May 1848, Kierkegaard did indeed consider forming a single volume that would include all three parts of the sequence:


  ... A new book ought to be written entitled: Thoughts That Cure Radically, Christian Healing.


  It will deal with the doctrine of the Atonement. First of all it will show that the root of the sickness is sin. It will have two parts. [Deleted: Perhaps it is better to have three.


  First comes:


  (1) Thoughts that wound from behind—for upbuilding. This will be the polemical element, something like “The Cares of the Pagans,”15 but somewhat stronger; Christian discourses should be given in an altogether milder tone.]


  (1) [changed from: (2)] On the consciousness of sin.


  The Sickness unto Death

  Christian Discourses

  (2) [changed from: (3)] Radical Cure

  [changed from: Thoughts That Cure Radically]

  Christian Healing

  The Atonement16


  The original Part One was not written. The subtitle “Thoughts That Wound from Behind” had been used in Christian Discourses (April 26, 1848) as the heading of Part Three.17 The first of the remaining two parts was published (July 30, 1849) as The Sickness unto Death, and the second, “Radical Cure,” became Practice in Christianity (September 25, 1850).


  In relation to later writings, Practice, together with For Self-Examination and the posthumously published Judge for Yourself, constitutes the beginning of Kierkegaard’s attack on the established order of Christendom. Initially, however, he regarded Practice as a defense.18 The emphasis in Practice is on the requirement of Christian ideality and on the need for institutional (ecclesiastical) and personal admission19 of the accommodation of Christianity to the culture and to the individual misuse of grace. A contemplated subtitle of Practice was “A Contribution to the Introduction of Christianity into Christendom,”20 and Kierkegaard was convinced that a beginning could be made only by an admission of the actual situation by the primary Danish spokesman for the Church, Bishop Mynster. “This is the Christian requirement. The lenient, the most lenient form of this is undoubtedly that which I used in Practice in Christianity, namely, that you admit that this is the requirement, and then have recourse to grace.”21


  In On My Work as an Author, Kierkegaard affirmed that Practice was a corrective defense of the established order: “Provided an ecclesiastical established order understands itself, it will to the same degree understand the latest book, Practice in Christianity, as an attempt to find, ideally, a basis for an established order,” and that “the preface expresses [this] directly by stating my understanding of the book.” But the nature of the book lends itself also to understanding it as an attack.


  It cannot be said directly that the book (except for the editor’s preface, which stands by itself) is a defense of the established order, since the communication is doubly reflected; it can also be just the opposite or be understood as such. This is why I directly say only that an established order that understands itself must understand it in this way; all doubly reflected communication makes contrary understandings equally possible; thus the one who passes judgment is disclosed by the way he judges.22


  Bishop Mynster and Kierkegaard had conversations about the book,23 but Kierkegaard was disappointed in Mynster’s silence and in the silent treatment generally given to the book. When the second edition was published in 1855, it was unaltered, “as a historical document,”24 and he reaffirmed that on the basis of an admission it was a defense of the established order. If, however, it had been initially published in 1855, it would, with two omissions and one change, have become an attack, because the admission had not been forthcoming and the situation was essentially unchanged.


  If it were to come out now, now when both pious consideration for the late bishop has lapsed and I have convinced myself, also by having this book come out the first time, that, Christianly, the established order is indefensible, it would be altered as follows: it would not be by a pseudonym but by me, and the thrice-repeated preface25 would be dropped and, of course, the Moral to No. 1,26 where the pseudonym turns the matter in a way I personally agreed to in the preface. 27


  My earlier thought was: if the established order can be defended, this is the only way to do it: by poetically (therefore by a pseudonym) passing judgment on it, by then drawing on grace in the second power, Christianity would become not only finding forgiveness for the past by grace, but by grace a kind of indulgence from the actual imitation of Christ and the actual strenuousness of being Christian. In this way truth still manages to come into the established order; it defends itself by judging itself; it acknowledges the Christian requirement, confesses its own distance, yet without being able to be called a striving in the direction of coming closer to the requirement, but resorts to grace “also in relation to the use one makes of grace.”28


  In my opinion this was the only way Christianly to defend the established order; and lest I in any way incur the guilt of setting to work too fast I dared to give the matter this turn in order to see what the old bishop would do about it If there was power in him, he would have to do one of two things either decisively declare himself for the book, venture to go along with it, let it be the defense that wards off what the book poetically contains, the charge against the whole official Christianity that it is an optical illusion “not worth a pickled herring,” or as decisively as possible throw himself against it, stamp it as a blasphemous and profane attempt, and declare the official Christianity to be the true Christianity. He did neither of the two, he did nothing; he only wounded himself on the book; and to me it became clear that he was powerless.


  Now, however, I have completely made up my mind on two things: both that the established order is Christianly indefensible, that every day it lasts it is Christianly a crime; and that in this way one does not have the right to draw on grace.


  Thus, take away the pseudonym, take away the thrice-repeated Moral to No. 1: then Practice in Christianity is, Christianly, an attack upon the established order; but out of pious consideration for the old bishop and out of cautious slowness it [the attack] was concealed in the form of: the final defense of the established order.


  Incidentally, I am well aware that the old bishop saw the attack in this book; but, to repeat, he powerlessly chose to do nothing more than condemn it in the living room, but not once in private conversation with me, despite my asking him to do it after I was told of his verdict in the living room.29


  April [30] 1855S. Kierkegaard30


  Although the first edition of Practice was sold out in five years (a much better record than for Postscript and many other Kierkegaard volumes), there was only one scant review31 at the time of publication. In 1851, a lengthy piece in a Swedish journal,32 with Practice as the point of departure, gave no discussion of the work but provided biographical information and a discussion primarily of the earlier pseudonymous works, because Kierkegaard, unlike Martensen, was “almost unknown in Sweden.”33 In 1855, the second edition of Practice received an announcement stating that the “work will surely create more of a stir than when it first appeared.”34 A long Danish review,35 like the Swedish article, took Practice as a point of departure and then concentrated on a critical presentation of the works preceding it. In 1885, the author of a long review of Practice and other works concluded that Kierkegaard, although an “overstrained interpreter,” was “right in his criticism of ‘official’ Christianity with all its self-satisfaction and lack of criticism, its carnality and worldliness, its sham and hypocrisy, in order to alarm the apathetic, the sleeping, the moribund, and to raise the flag of truth and honesty. But he ought to have shown that the witness, the earnest, the alarming, the true and vigorous witness, is not silenced in established Christendom, and that he, by taking his standpoint outside, outside the congregation, must lose his right to act as a Christian guide.”36


  Kierkegaard’s own appraisal of Practice in Christianity is at odds with that of the few contemporary reviewers. He called the 1848 writings (including Practice) “the most valuable I have produced”37 and The Sickness unto Death and Practice “extremely valuable.”38 Of Practice in particular, he wrote: “Without a doubt it is the most perfect and truest thing I have written; but it must not be interpreted as if I am supposed to be the one who almost censoriously bursts in upon everybody else—no, I must first be brought up myself. . . .”39 Kierkegaard scholar Emanuel Hirsch agrees with this high estimate and judges that of the 1848 writings “The Sickness unto Death and Practice in Christianity, his two masterpieces as a Christian writer, as well as The Point of View, . . . have greater prospect of being placed among the imperishable writings of the Christian Church than any other Christian-religious or Christian-theological productions of the nineteenth century.”40
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  PRACTICE IN CHRISTIANITY


  By

  ANTI-CLIMACUS


  NO. I, II, III


  Edited

  by

  S. KIERKEGAARD


  Practice in Christianity


  by

  Anti-Climacus

  No. I


  “COME HERE, ALL YOU WHO LABOR AND ARE BURDENED, AND I WILL GIVE YOU REST”1


  FOR AWAKENING2 AND INWARD DEEPENING

  by

  ANTI-CLIMACUS


  Procul o procul


  este profani


  [Away, away, O


  unhallowed ones]3


  EDITOR’S PREFACE4 [XII XV]


  In this book, originating in the year 1848, the requirement for being a Christian is forced up by the pseudonymous author to a supreme ideality.


  Yet the requirement should indeed be stated, presented, and heard. From the Christian point of view, there ought to be no scaling down of the requirement, nor suppression of it—instead of a personal admission and confession.


  The requirement should be heard—and I understand what is said as spoken to me alone—so that I might learn not only to resort to grace but to resort to it in relation to the use of grace.5


  S. K.


  INVOCATION6


  It is indeed eighteen hundred years since Jesus Christ walked here on earth, but this is certainly not an event just like other events, which once they are over pass into history and then, as the distant past, pass into oblivion. No, his presence here on earth never becomes a thing of the past, thus does not become more and more distant—that is, if faith is at all to be found upon the earth;7 if not, well, then in that very instant it is a long time since he lived. But as long as there is a believer, this person, in order to have become that, must have been and as a believer must be just as contemporary with Christ’s presence as his contemporaries were.8 This contemporaneity is the condition of faith, and, more sharply defined, it is faith. Lord Jesus Christ, would that we, too, might become contemporary with you in this way, might see you in your true form and in the surroundings of actuality as you walked here on earth, not in the form in which an empty and meaningless or a thoughtless-romantic or a historical-talkative remembrance has distorted you, since it is not the form of abasement in which the believer sees you, [XII 2] and it cannot possibly be the form of glory in which no one as yet has seen you. Would that we might see you as you are and were and will be until your second coming in glory, as the sign of offense and the object of faith, the lowly man, yet the Savior and Redeemer of the human race, who out of love came to earth to seek the lost, to suffer and die, and yet, alas, every step you took on earth, every time you called to the straying, every time you reached out your hand to do signs and wonders, and every time you defenselessly suffered the opposition of people without raising a hand—again and again in concern you had to repeat, “Blessed is the one who is not offended at me.”9 Would that we might see you in this way and that we then might not be offended at you!


  The Invitation


  COME HERE TO ME, ALL YOU WHO LABOR AND ARE BURDENED, AND [XII 5] I WILL GIVE YOU REST.


  How amazing, amazing that the one who has help to bring is the one who says: Come here! What love! It is already loving, when one is able to help, to help the one who asks for help, but to offer the help oneself! And to offer it to all! Yes, and to the very ones who are unable to help in return! To offer it, no, to shout it out, as if the helper himself were the one who needed help, as if he who can and wants to help everyone were nevertheless in one respect himself a needy one, that he feels need, and thus needs to help, needs those who suffer in order to help them!10


  I [XII 6]


  “Come here!”—Well, there is nothing amazing when someone who is in danger and needs help, perhaps fast and immediate help, shouts: Come here! Nor is there anything amazing in a quack’s shouting: Come here, I have a cure for every disease! Alas, for the quack the untruth is all too true that it is the physician who needs the sick. “Come here, all you who can pay an exorbitant price for healing—or at least for the remedies. Here is medicine for everyone—who can pay—come here, come here!”


  But ordinarily it is the case that the person who is able to help must be searched for, and once he is found it may be hard to gain access to him, and when one has gained access one perhaps must still plead with him for a long time, and when one has pleaded with him for a long time, he perhaps at long last lets himself be prevailed upon—that is, he sets a high price on himself. And at times, especially when he refuses payment or magnanimously renounces it, this is simply an expression of the very high price he sets upon himself.


  But he who sacrificed himself, sacrifices himself here also, he is himself the one who seeks those who have need of help, he is himself the one who goes around and, calling, almost pleading, says: Come here. He, the only one who is able to help and help with the one thing needful,11 who is able to rescue from the only, in the truest sense, life-threatening illness, he does not wait for anyone to come to him; he comes on his own initiative, uncalled—for he is indeed the one who calls to them; he offers help—and such help!


  [XII 7] Yes, that simple wise man of old12 was just as infinitely much in the right as most people, when they do the opposite, are in the wrong when he did not set a high price on either himself or his instruction, even though in another sense he thereby expressed with noble pride the dissimilarity of the value. But he was not out of love so concerned that he asked anyone to come to him—should I now say “although” or should I say “because”—he was not quite sure of the significance of his help, for the more sure someone is of his help, sure that it is the one and only help, the more reason, humanly speaking, to set a high price on it, and the less sure, the more reason to offer with greater readiness one’s possible help in order at least to do something. But he who calls himself the Savior and knows himself to be that says in concern: Come here.


  “Come here, all you!”—Amazing! It is not so amazing, people being the way they are, that someone who perhaps in the end cannot help one single person foolishly bites off more than he can chew and invites everybody. But when a person is entirely sure that he can help and when he is also willing to help, when he is willing to devote all his time to this and with every sacrifice, then as a rule he does reserve for himself one thing—to make a selection. However willing a person is, he still does not wish to help everyone—he will not abandon himself in that way. But he, the only one who in truth can help and in truth can help all, consequently the only one who in truth can invite all, he makes no condition whatsoever. These words, which seem to have been designed for him from the beginning of the world, he does in fact say: Come here, all you. O human self-sacrifice, even when you are most beautiful and noble, when we admire you the most, there is still one more sacrifice—to sacrifice every qualification of one’s own self so that in one’s willingness to help there is not the slightest partiality. O love—thus to set no stipulation whatever of price upon oneself, completely to forget oneself, so that one is someone who helps, completely blind to who it is that one is helping, seeing with infinite clarity that, whoever that person [XII 8] may be, he is a sufferer—to be unconditionally willing to help all in this way, alas, therein different from everyone!


  “Come here to me.” Amazing! Human sympathy does, after all, willingly do something for those who labor and are burdened; we feed the hungry, clothe the naked, make philanthropic donations, build philanthropic institutions, and if the sympathy is deeper we probably also visit those who labor and are burdened. But to invite them to come to one, that cannot be done; then one’s entire household and way of life would have to be altered. It will not do, when one is living in abundance13 oneself or at least in joy and gladness, to reside together in a house and live together in a common life and in daily association with the poor and wretched, with those who labor and are burdened. In order to invite them to come to one in this way, one must oneself live in the very same manner, poor as the poorest, poorly regarded as the lowly man among the people, experienced in life’s sorrow and anguish, sharing the very same condition as those one invites to come to one, those who labor and are burdened. If someone wants to invite the sufferer to come to him, he must either alter his condition and make it identical with the sufferer’s or make the sufferer’s condition identical with his own, for if not, the contrast makes the difference all the greater. And if someone wants to invite all the sufferers to himself (of course one can make an exception in the case of an individual and alter his condition), it can be done in only one way, by altering one’s condition in likeness to theirs if it is not already originally so designed, as was the case with him who says: Come here to me, all you who labor and are burdened. This he says, and those who lived with him saw and see that there truly is not the slightest thing in his way of life that contradicts it. With the silent and veracious eloquence of action, his life expresses—even if he had never said these words—his life expresses: Come here to me, all you who labor and are burdened. He stands by his word or he himself is his word; he is what he says—in this sense, too, he is the Word.


  [XII 9] “All you who labor and are burdened.” Amazing! The only thing he is concerned about is that there might be one single person who labors and is burdened who does not hear this invitation; as for the possibility that too many might come, he has no fear of that. Ah, where there is heart-room, there is indeed always room, but where was there heart-room if not in his heart! How the single individual will understand the invitation he leaves up to the individual. His conscience is free, he has invited all who labor and are burdened.


  But what is it, then, to labor and be burdened; why does he not explain it more specifically so that one can know exactly what he means; why is he so sparing of words? O you of petty mind, he is so sparing of words in order not to be petty; you of narrow heart, he is so sparing of words in order not to be narrow-hearted. Precisely this is love [Kjerlighed] (because love is for all), lest there be one single person who may become anxious by brooding over whether he, too, is included among those invited. And might not someone who could demand a more specific definition be a self-lover who reckoned that this would be especially suitable and appropriate for him without considering that the more numerous such increasingly specific definitions become the more unavoidable it would in turn become that there might be individuals and individuals for whom it would become increasingly indeterminate whether they were invited. O man, why does your eye see only to its own interest; why is it evil because he is good!14 The invitation to all opens the inviter’s arms, and thus he stands as an eternal image.15 As soon as there is the more specific definition, which perhaps would help the single individual to another kind of certainty, the inviter looks different, then a shadow of change,16 as it were, speedily comes over him.


  “I will give you rest.”—Amazing! Then those words “Come here to me” presumably must be understood in this way: Remain with me, I am that rest, or to remain with me is that rest. It is not as it usually is—that the helper who says “Come here” thereupon must say “Now leave” as he explains to each individual where the particular help he needs is to be found, where the analgesic herb grows that can heal him, or where [XII 10] there is that quiet place where he can relax from his labor, or where there is that happier part of the world where people are not burdened. No, he who opens his arms and invites all—ah, if all, all you who labor and are burdened, were to come to him, he would embrace them all and say: Now remain with me, for to remain with me is rest. The helper is the help. Amazing! He who invites all and wants to help all—his method of treating the patient is just as if intended for each one individually, as if in each patient he had only this one patient. Ordinarily a physician must divide himself among his many patients, who, no matter how many they may be, are very far from being all. He prescribes the medication, tells what should be done, how it is to be used—and then he goes to another patient; or if the patient has come to him, he lets the patient go. The physician cannot sit all day long with one patient, even less have all his patients at home with him and yet sit all day with one patient—without neglecting the others. Therefore the helper and the help are not really one and the same. Throughout the day, the patient keeps with him the help that the physician prescribes in order to use it continually, whereas the physician checks on him only occasionally or the patient visits the physician only occasionally. But when the helper is the help, he must remain with the patient all day long, or the patient with him—how amazing, then, that this helper is the very one who invites all!


  [XII 11] II

  COME HERE, ALL YOU WHO LABOR AND ARE BURDENED, AND I WILL GIVE YOU REST.


  What an enormous variety, what almost limitless differences among the invited guests. A human being, a lowly human being, certainly can attempt to portray a few specific differences—the inviter must invite all, although each one separately or as an individual.


  So, then, the invitation goes out, along the highways and along the lonely ways, and along the loneliest way—yes, where there is a way so lonely that only one person knows it, one solitary person (otherwise no one knows it), so there is only one track, that of the unhappy one who fled down that way with his wretchedness (otherwise no track, and no track to show that anyone can come back along this way)—there, too, the invitation finds its way, easily and unerringly finds its way back itself, most easily when it brings the fugitive along with it to the inviter. Come here, come here all of you—and you and you and you, too, you loneliest of all fugitives!


  In this way the invitation goes out, and wherever there is a crossroad, it stands still and calls. Ah, just as the soldier’s bugle call turns to all four corners of the world, so the invitation sounds wherever there is a crossroad, and not with an uncertain sound—for who, then, would come!—but with the trustworthiness of eternity.


  It stands at the crossroad, there where temporal and earthly suffering placed its cross, and calls. Come here, all you poor and wretched, you who must slave in poverty to secure for yourselves—not [XII 12] a carefree but a hard future. What a bitter contradiction: to have to slave in order to secure [sikkre] for oneself what one sighs [sukke] under, what one shuns! —You despised and disregarded ones, whose existence no one, no one cares about, not even as much as for a domestic animal, which has more value! —You sick, lame, deaf, blind, crippled, come here! —You who are confined to your beds—yes, you come too, for the invitation has the nerve to invite the bedridden—to come! You lepers! The invitation blasts away all distinctions in order to gather everybody together; it wants to make up for what happens as a result of distinction: the assigning to one person a place as a ruler over millions, in possession of all the goods of fortune, and to someone else a place out in the desert—and why (what cruelty!), because (what a cruel human conclusion!), because he is wretched, indescribably wretched—why, then, because he needs help or at least needs compassion, and because human compassion is a miserable invention that is cruel where the greatest need is to be compassionate and is compassionate only where in the truest sense it is not compassion!


  You sick at heart, you who only through pain learn to know that a human being has a heart in a different sense than an animal does and what it means to suffer there, what it means that a physician may be correct in saying that someone has a sound heart and yet is heartsick; you whom faithlessness deceived, whom human sympathy then made a target for mockery (for human sympathy is rarely long in coming); all you who have been treated unfairly, wronged, insulted, and mistreated; all you noble ones who, as everyone is sure to tell you, well-deservedly reaped the reward of ingratitude, for why were you so stupid as to be noble, why were you so foolish as to be loving and unselfish and faithful; all you sacrifices to cunning and deceit and slander and envy, whom villainy singled out and cowardice deserted, whether you are sacrificed in some out-of-the-way and lonely place after having gone aside to die or you are trampled down in the human mob,17 where no one asks what right you have, no one asks what wrong you suffer, no one asks where it pains or how it pains, while the mob in its animal health tramples you in the dust—come here!


  The invitation stands at the crossroad, where death distinguishes death from life. Come here, all you sorrowing ones,18 you who, burdened, labor in futility! There certainly is rest in the grave, but to sit beside a grave,19 or to stand beside a grave, or to visit a grave is still not the same as lying in the grave; and to read again and again one’s own writing, which one knows by heart, the epitaph that one placed there oneself and [XII 13] oneself best understands who it is who is buried here—this is not the same as lying buried there oneself. In the grave there is rest, but beside the grave there is no rest; it says: up to here and no further,20 so you may go home again. But however often you return to that grave day after day, in thought or on foot—you never come any further, do not move from the spot—and this is very strenuous and does not express rest. Therefore come here—here is the way on which one makes headway: here is rest beside the grave, rest from the pain of loss, or there is rest in the pain of loss—with him who eternally reunites the separated ones more firmly than nature unites parents and children, children and parents—alas, they did become separated; more closely than the pastor unites husband and wife—alas, separation did occur;21 more indissolubly than the bond of friendship unites friends—alas, it was loosened. Separation forced its way in everywhere to bring pain and unrest, but here is rest! —Come here also you, 22you whose residence has been assigned among the graves, 23you who in the eyes of society are regarded as dead but are not missed, are not lamented—not buried, yet dead—that is, belonging neither to life nor to death; you to whom human society cruelly locked its doors and for whom no grave has yet mercifully opened; you, too, come here, here is rest, and here is life!


  The invitation stands at the crossroad, there where the road of sin veers away from the hedge row of innocence24—come here, you are so close to him; one single step onto the other way and you are so infinitely far away from him. It may well be that as yet you do not feel the need of rest, do not really understand what it means; nevertheless, accept the invitation so that the inviter may save you from what is so hard and dangerous to be saved from, so that, saved, you may be with him who is the Savior of all, of innocence also. For even if it were possible that utterly pure innocence was to be found somewhere, why should it not also need a Savior who could keep it safe from evil! 25—The invitation stands at the crossroad, there where the way of sin turns more deeply into sin. Come here, all you who are lost and gone astray, whatever your error and sin, be it to human eyes more excusable and yet perhaps more terrible, or be it to human eyes more terrible and yet perhaps more excusable, be it disclosed here on earth or be it hidden and yet known in heaven—and even if you found forgiveness on earth but no peace within, or found no forgiveness because you did no seek it, or because you sought it in vain: oh, turn around [vende om] and come here, here is rest!26—The invitation stands at the crossroad, there where the way of sin turns off for the last time and disappears from view in—perdition. Oh, turn around, turn around, come here; do not shrink from the difficulty of retreat, no matter how hard it is; do not be afraid of the laborious pace of conversion [Omvendelse], however toilsomely it leads to salvation, whereas sin leads onward with winged speed, with mounting haste—or leads downward so easily, so indescribably easily, indeed, as easily as when the horse, completely relieved of pulling, cannot, not even with all its strength, stop the wagon, which runs it into the abyss. Do not despair over every relapse, which the God of patience27 has the patience to forgive and under which a sinner certainly should have the patience to humble himself. No, fear nothing and do not despair; he who says “Come here” is with you on the way; from him there is help and forgiveness on the way of conversion that leads to him, and with him is rest.


  Come here, all, all, all of you; with him is rest. And he makes no difficulty; he does only one thing: he opens his arms. He will not first ask you, you suffering one—alas, as righteous people do even when they are willing to help: You are not yourself to blame for your trouble, are you? You have nothing to reproach yourself for, have you? It is so easy, this human propensity, to judge by externals, by results: if someone is a cripple or is deformed or has an unfavorable appearance—then to judge that ergo he is an evil person; if someone is so unfortunate as to get along badly in the world, so that he amounts to nothing or is down and out—then to judge that ergo he is a bad person. What an exquisitely contrived kind of cruel enjoyment to want to feel one’s own righteousness in relation to someone who is suffering by explaining his suffering as God’s punishment upon him, so that one hardly dares to help him, or by asking him that censorious question that flatters a person’s own righteousness before one helps him. But he will not question you in this way, does not want to be your benefactor in a cruel way. And if you are conscious of yourself as a sinner, he will not question you about it, he will not break the bruised reed even more,28 but will raise you up when you accept him; he will not identify you by contrast, by placing you apart from himself so that your sin becomes even [XII 15] more terrible; he will grant you a hiding place with himself, and hidden in him he will hide your sins. For he is the friend of sinners.29 When it is a question of a sinner, he does not merely stand still, open his arms and say, “Come here”; no, he stands—and waits, as the prodigal son’s father waited,30 or he does not stand and wait, he goes to seek the sinner as the shepherd sought the strayed sheep, as the woman sought the lost penny.31 He walks—but no, he has walked, but infinitely farther than any shepherd and any woman. —Indeed, he walked the infinitely long way from being God to becoming man; he walked that way in order to seek sinners!


  [XII 16] III

  COME HERE TO ME, ALL YOU WHO LABOR AND ARE BURDENED, AND I WILL GIVE YOU REST.


  “Come here!” He assumes that those who labor and are burdened feel the burden to be ever so heavy, feel the labor to be heavy, and now are standing there irresolute and sighing, one person looking in all directions for help, another with downcast eyes because he discerned no comfort, a third staring upward as if it might still come from heaven—but all of them searching. Therefore he says, “Come here.” The one who ceased to seek and to sorrow, he does not invite. —“Come here!” He, the inviter, knows that precisely this is part of true suffering, to go off by oneself and brood in quiet hopelessness, without the courage to confide in anyone, to say nothing of daring with bold confidence to hope for help. Alas, that lonely demoniac32 was not the only person possessed by a dumb spirit; any suffering that does not begin with rendering the sufferer speechless does not amount to much, as little as erotic love if it does not make one silent; the sufferers whose quick tongues run facilely with stories of their suffering neither labor nor are burdened. See, this is why the inviter did not dare to wait until those who labor and are burdened come to him—he himself lovingly calls them. All his willingness to help perhaps would still not help if he did not say these words and thereby take the first step, for in the calling out of these words (“Come here to me”) he does indeed come to them. Ah, human [XII 17] sympathy, perhaps at times it is self-restraint worthy of respect, perhaps at times also true and sincere fellow-feeling, if you renounce questioning the person you suspect to be walking around brooding about a secret suffering; but yet how often it may also be a sagacity that does not wish to come to know too much! Ah, human sympathy, how often was it only curiosity, not sympathy, that made you dare to venture into a sufferer’s secret, and how you felt it as a burden, almost as a punishment of your curiosity, when he accepted your invitation and came to you! But he who says these releasing words, “Come here,” he is not self-deceived as he says these words; neither will he deceive you when you come to him to find rest by casting your burden upon him. He follows the urging of his heart in saying it, and his heart follows the words—if you, then, follow the words, they in turn follow you back again to his heart. It goes without saying, the one follows from the other—oh, that you will only accept the invitation. —“Come here!” He assumes that they who labor and are burdened are so tired and exhausted and fainting that as if in a stupor they have again forgotten that there is comfort; or, alas, he knows that it is all too true that there is no comfort and help if it is not sought in him—therefore he has to call to them, “Come here!”


  33“Come here!” Every society has, of course, a symbol or something whereby it is known that one belongs to it. When a young woman is dressed up in a certain manner, we know that she is going to a dance. Come here all you who labor and are burdened. —“Come here!” 34You do not need to wear an external and visible distinguishing mark; come just with anointed head and washed face35 if only you inwardly labor and are burdened.


  “Come here!” Oh, do not stand still and hesitate [betænk Dig]— no, consider [betænke], consider that each moment you stand [XII 18] still after having heard the invitation you will hear its call more faintly and thus distance yourself even if you remain on the spot. —“Come here!” However tired and weary you are of the labor, or of the long, long, and yet up until now futile going for help and rescue, even if it seems as if you could not succeed in taking one more step, could not keep on one moment longer without collapsing—oh, just one step more and here is rest! —“Come here!” Alas, but if there is someone so wretched that he cannot come, oh, a sigh is enough; that you sigh for him is also to come here.


  The Halt


  COME HERE TO ME, ALL YOU WHO LABOR AND [XII 21] ARE BURDENED, I WILL GIVE YOU REST. 21


  Halt now! But before what is one to halt? Before that which at the same moment infinitely changes everything—so that instead of seeing what might be expected, a vast crowd of people who labor and are burdened who accepted the invitation, you eventually will actually see the opposite, a vast crowd of people who shudder and recoil until they storm ahead and trample down, so that, if from the outcome one were to infer what had been said, one might rather conclude that “procul o procul este profani [away, away, O unhallowed ones]”36 had been said instead of “Come here”—before that which is infinitely more important and infinitely more decisive: the inviter. Not as if he were not a human being, to do what he says, or God, to keep what he promises—no, in another sense.


  I [XII 22]


  37That the inviter is and wants to be the specific historical person he was eighteen hundred years ago, and as that specific person, living under the conditions under which he lived at that time, he has spoken words of invitation. —He is not and does not want to be for anyone the person one has come to know something about incidentally from history (world history, history directly understood in contradistinction to sacred history) and nothing more than that, because we can learn nothing from history about him inasmuch as there is nothing at all that can be “known” about him. He does not want to be judged humanly by the results of his life, that is, he is and wants to be the sign of offense and the object of faith; to judge him according to the results of his life is blasphemy. As God, his life, that he lived and has lived, is infinitely more decisive than all the results of it in history.


  a

  Who Spoke Those Words of Invitation?


  The inviter. Who is the inviter? Jesus Christ. Which Jesus Christ, the Jesus Christ who sits in glory at the Father’s right hand? No. From glory he has not spoken a word. So, then, it is Jesus Christ in his abasement, in the situation of abasement, who has spoken these words.


  [XII 23] Is, then, Jesus Christ not the same? Yes, he is the same today and yesterday,38 the same as he was eighteen hundred years ago, the Jesus Christ who abased himself and took the form of a servant,39 the Jesus Christ who spoke these words of invitation. It is also he who said that he will come again in glory.40 In his coming again in glory he is again the same Jesus Christ, but this has not happened as yet.


  Is he, then, not in glory now? Yes, of course, this the Christian believes. But it was in the condition of abasement that he spoke those words; he did not speak them from glory. Nothing can be known about his coming again in glory; that can only be believed in the strictest sense. But one cannot become a believer except by coming to him in his state of abasement, to him, the sign of offense and the object of faith. He does not exist [existere]41 in any other way, for only in this way has he existed. That he will come in glory is anticipated, but can be anticipated and believed only by the person who has adhered to him and adheres to him as he has existed.


  So Jesus Christ is the same; but he lived eighteen hundred years ago in his abasement and is not changed until his coming again. He has not yet come again; therefore he still continues to be the abased one who, it is believed, will come again in glory. What he has said and taught, every word he has spoken, becomes eo ipso [precisely thereby] untrue if we make it appear as if it is Christ in glory who says it. No, he is silent; the abased one is speaking. The intervening period (between the abasement and the coming again in glory), which at this time is about eighteen hundred years and may still become many times eighteen hundred years, the intervening period, that is, what the intervening period wants to make him into, world history’s or church history’s secular information about Christ, about who Christ was, about who has spoken those words, is something irrelevant, neither here nor there, something that only misrepresents him and thereby makes his words of invitation untrue.


  It is untrue if I make up words that someone has never said and say that he has said them. But it is also untrue and the words he has said become untrue, or it becomes untrue that he has said them, if I make him essentially different from what he was when he said them. Essentially different, for an untruth with regard to something or other incidental is not able [XII 24] to make it untrue that “he” has said it. —Thus if it pleases God to wander here on earth in as strict an incognito as only an Almighty can wear, impenetrable for all confidential knowing, if it pleases him (and why he does it, for what purpose, he himself certainly knows best, but whatever his reason and purpose, they testify that the incognito has something essential to signify) to teach people in the form of a lowly servant, judging from appearances just like any other human being, if it pleases him to teach people in this guise—and then when someone repeats verbatim what he said but makes it appear that it was God who said these words, then it becomes untrue, for it is untrue that he said these words.


  b

  Can One Come to Know Something about Christ from History?*


  No. Why not? Because one cannot know anything at all about Christ; he is the paradox, the object of faith, exists only for faith. But all historical communication is the communication of knowledge; consequently one can come to know nothing about Christ from history. For if one comes to know little or much or something about him, he is not the one he in truth is. Thus one comes to know something about him that is different from what he is. One comes to know nothing about him or one comes to know something incorrect about him—one is deceived. History makes Christ into someone else than he is in truth, and thus from history we come to know much about—Christ? No, not about Christ, for about him nothing can be known; he can only be believed.


  c

  Can It Be Demonstrated from History That Christ Was God?


  Let me ask another question first: Can any more foolish contradiction be imagined than this, to want to demonstrate (for the present it is a matter of indifference whether we want to [XII 25] demonstrate it from history or from anything else in the world) that an individual human being is God? That an individual human being is God, that is, claims to be God, is indeed the offense ϰατ’ έξοχήν [in an eminent sense]. But what is the offense, that which offends? That which conflicts with all (human) reason. And it is that which one wants to demonstrate! But to “demonstrate” is, after all, to make something into the rational-actual that it is. Can one, then, make that which conflicts with all reason into the rational-actual? Certainly not, unless one wants to contradict oneself. One can “demonstrate” only that it conflicts with reason. The demonstrations for the divinity of Christ that Scripture sets forth—his miracles, his resurrection from the dead, his ascension—are indeed only for faith, that is, they are not “demonstrations.” Neither do they want to demonstrate that all this is in complete harmony with reason; on the contrary, they want to demonstrate that it conflicts with reason and consequently is the object of faith.


  Back to the demonstration from history. “Is it not eighteen hundred years now since Christ lived, is not his name proclaimed and believed throughout the whole world, has not his teaching (Christianity) changed the shape of the world, victoriously penetrated all its relations, and therefore has not history adequately, or more than adequately, established who he was, that he was—God?” No, history has neither adequately nor more than adequately established that; never in all eternity can history establish that. But with regard to the first assertion, it is indeed certain enough that his name is proclaimed all over the world—whether it is believed, I shall not be able to decide; it is certain enough that Christianity has changed the shape of the world, victoriously penetrated all its relations, so victoriously that now all claim to be Christian.


  But what does that demonstrate? At most it can demonstrate that Jesus Christ was a great man, perhaps the greatest of all. But that he was—God—no, stop; with the help of God that conclusion will surely miscarry.


  If in wanting to proceed to this conclusion we begin with the assumption that Jesus Christ was a human being and then consider the eighteen hundred years of history (the results of his life), we can then conclude in steadily ascending superlatives: great, greater, greatest, exceedingly and amazingly the greatest man who has ever lived. —But if we begin with the assumption (of faith) that he was God, then we have eo ipso crossed out, canceled, the eighteen hundred years as making [XII 26] no difference either way, demonstrating neither pro nor contra, because the certitude of faith is infinitely higher. —And obviously we have to begin in one of these ways; if we begin in the latter way, everything is in order.


  If we begin in the first way, we cannot, without somewhere or other being guilty of a μετάβασις εἰς ἄλλο γένος [shifting from one genus to another], suddenly by way of a conclusion obtain the new quality, God, so that as a consequence the result or results of a human being’s life at some point suddenly demonstrate that this human being was God. If this could be done, then the following question could also be answered: What results must there be, how great the effects, how many centuries must pass in order to have it demonstrated from the results of a “human being’s” life (this, after all, is the assumption) that he was God? If it perhaps is so that even in the year 300 Christ was not completely demonstrated to be God, there would be something to it; he was a little more than the exceedingly, amazingly greatest man who ever lived, but it would still take a few additional centuries. In that case, it presumably would follow in turn that the people who lived in the year 300 did not regard Christ as God, even less those who lived in the first century: whereas certainty that he was God increases with every century, so that in our century, the nineteenth, certainty is the greatest it has ever been, a certainty of which by comparison the first centuries had only a vague inkling. This question may be answered or ignored; it is basically a matter of indifference.


  What, after all, does this mean? Would it be possible that by observing the ever-unfolding results of something one can by a simple deduction produce a quality different from that of the assumption? Is it not madness (if the person is not mad) that the first judgment, which is indeed that of the assumption from which one proceeds, can mistake which is which to such a degree that one goes wrong by a quality from the correct one? And if one begins with this error, how will one at any point be able to see from the results that a quite different, an infinitely different quality is involved? A footprint on a way is indeed a result of someone’s having walked this way. It may happen that I make the mistake that it was, for example, a [XII 27] bird, but by closer scrutiny, following the prints further, ascertain that it must have been another animal. Fine, but here there is no infinite change of quality, either. But can I, by close scrutiny and by following prints of this sort, at some point reach the conclusion: ergo it is a spirit that has walked along this way, a spirit—which leaves no print? So it is also with concluding from the results of an—assumed—human existence that ergo it was God. Do God and man then resemble each other to such a degree, is there such scant difference between them, that I, if I am not mad, can start with the assumption that it was a human being; and on the other hand has not Christ himself claimed to be God? If God and man resemble each other to that degree, if they are to that degree kindred, consequently essentially within the same quality, then the conclusion “ergo it was God” is humbug; for if to be God is nothing else than that, then God does not exist [er til] at all. But if God does exist, and consequently is separated from what it is to be human by an infinite qualitative difference42—if I, then, or anyone starts with the assumption that it was a human being, it can never in all eternity be shown that it was God. Even someone only moderately developed dialectically must easily perceive that the whole question of results is incommensurable with the decision whether it was God and that this decision confronts a person in an entirely different way: whether he will believe what he claimed to be, that he was God, or he will not believe.


  Dialectically understood—that is, of course, if one takes the time to understand it—this is sufficient to block that conclusion from the results of Christ’s life: ergo he was God. But faith as the authority makes an even more extreme charge against any attempt to approach Jesus Christ by means of what is known about him from history, which has preserved the results of Christ’s life. Faith’s claim is that this whole attempt is—blasphemy. Faith’s claim is that the only demonstration that unbelief allowed to stand when it dispatched all the other demonstrations of the truth of Christianity, the demonstration that unbelief invented—yes, it is curiously complicated!—and invented in order to demonstrate the truth of Christianity!—excellent, unbelief invents demonstrations in order to defend Christianity—the demonstration that is then much paraded in Christendom, the demonstration of eighteen hundred years—faith’s claim is that it is—blasphemy.


  With regard to a human being, it is true that the results of his life are more important than his life. If, in order to find out [XII 28] who Christ was and to show this by means of a conclusion, we consider the results of his life, we then eo ipso make him into a human being, a human being who like other human beings must take his examination in history, which, incidentally, in this case is just as mediocre an examiner as an ordinary school teacher examining in Latin.


  How strange! With the help of history and by looking at the results of his life, we want to arrive in conclusion at the “ergo”: ergo he was God—and faith makes the very opposite claim, that the one who begins at all with this syllogism begins with a blasphemy. The blasphemy is not so much the hypothetical assumption that he was a human being. No, the blasphemy is what lies at the base of this whole enterprise, the idea without which one would not begin, the idea of whose correctness one is firmly and completely convinced, that it also applies to Christ, the idea that the result of his life is more important than his life, in other words, that he is a human being. Hypothetically one says: Let us assume that Christ was a human being. But at the base of this hypothesis, which is still not blasphemy, lies the assertum [claim] that the view that the result of one’s life is more important than one’s life applies to Christ. If this is not assumed, then one admits to oneself that one’s whole enterprise is meaningless, one admits it before beginning, and therefore why begin? But if one assumes it and begins, then the blasphemy is under way. The more engrossed one becomes in considering the results, but with the aim of drawing a conclusion as to whether he was God or not—the more blasphemous is one’s conduct and is that at every moment as long as this consideration continues.


  What a strange meeting: it is made to appear that if only a really thorough consideration of the results of Christ’s life is made one will surely come to the “ergo”—and faith judges the very beginning of this attempt to be a mockery of God, and the continuation an increasing mockery of God.


  “History,” says faith, “has nothing at all to do with Jesus Christ; with regard to him we have only sacred history (which is qualitatively different from history in general), which relates the story of his life in the state of abasement, also that he claimed to be God. He is the paradox that history can never digest or convert into an ordinary syllogism. He is the same in his abasement as in his loftiness—but the eighteen hundred years, or if it came to be eighteen thousand years, has nothing [XII 29] at all to do with it. These brilliant results in world history, which almost convince even a professor of history that he was God, these brilliant results are certainly not his coming again in glory! But this is just about how one understands it; it shows again that Christ is made into a human being whose coming again in glory cannot be or become anything other than the result of his life in history—whereas Christ’s coming again in glory is something entirely different from this, something that is to be believed. He abased himself and was wrapped in rags—he will come again in glory, but the brilliant results, especially on closer inspection, are too shabby a glory, in any case a totally incongruous glory that faith therefore never mentions when it speaks of his glory. He still exists only in his abasement, until he, something that is believed, comes again in glory. History may be an excellent branch of knowledge, but it must not become so conceited that it undertakes what the Father will do, to array Christ in glory, clothing him in the glittering trappings of results, as if this were the second coming. That in his abasement he was God, that he will come again in glory—this goes not a little beyond the understanding of history; this cannot be drawn from history, no matter how matchlessly one regards it, except through a matchless lack of dialectic.”


  How strange, and then history is the very thing that people have wanted to use to demonstrate that Christ was God.


  d

  Is the Result of Christ’s Life More Important Than His Life?


  No, by no means, just the opposite; if this were the case, then Christ was only a human being.


  It is, namely, by no means extraordinary that a human being has lived; certainly millions and millions enough of them have lived. If that is to become extraordinary, then his life must have something extraordinary; that is, with regard to a human being’s life, the extraordinariness consists only in something else. It is not extraordinary that he lived, but his life had this and this extraordinariness. This extraordinariness can be, among other things, what he has achieved, the results of his life.


  But that God has lived here on earth as an individual human being is infinitely extraordinary. Even if it had had no results whatever, it makes no difference; it remains just as extraordinary, [XII 30] infinitely extraordinary, infinitely more extraordinary than all the results. Try here to situate the extraordinariness in something else, and one will readily perceive the foolishness; indeed, what extraordinariness would there be in the fact that God’s life has had extraordinary results? To talk in this manner is nonsense.


  No, that God has lived is the infinitely extraordinary, is the in-itself extraordinary. If it is assumed that Christ’s life had had no results at all—if someone were then to say that his life was not extraordinary, this is a mockery of God. It is equally extraordinary, and if it were a matter of extraordinariness in something else, it would have to be: the extraordinariness that his life had had no results. If, however, someone says that Christ’s life is extraordinary because of the results, then this is again mockery of God, because Christ’s life is the in-itself extraordinary.


  The emphasis does not fall upon the fact that a human being has lived, but the emphasis falls infinitely upon the fact that God has lived. Only God can attach that much importance to himself, so that the fact that he has lived is infinitely more important than all the results that are registered in history.


  e

  A Comparison of Christ and a Person Who in His Lifetime Suffers the Same Treatment from His Contemporaries That Christ Suffered


  Let us imagine a person, one of those glorious ones who suffered wrong at the hands of his contemporaries but whom history installed in his rights by making it obvious, with the aid of the results of his life, who he was. Incidentally, I do not deny that all this demonstration by results is really designed for the mundus, qui vult decipi [world, which wants to be deceived].43 Any noncontemporary of that glorious one who saw who he was is actually only making himself believe it if he comes to know it on the basis of results. But I shall not insist on this, and with regard to a human being, the result of his life is still more important than the fact that he has lived.


  So, then, let us imagine one of those glorious ones. He lives among his contemporaries, but he is not understood, is not recognized for what he is; he is misunderstood, then derided, [XII 31] persecuted, and finally put to death as a criminal. But the result of his life makes it obvious who he was; history, which preserves these results, gives him his due. He is mentioned century after century as the great and noble one; the matter of his abasement is as good as forgotten. It was blindness on the part of that age that it did not recognize him for what he was; it was an impiety that it mocked and derided him and finally put him to death. But let that be forgotten now; not until after his death did he really become what he was, in the results of his life, which are, of course, much more important than his life.


  Is the same thing supposed to be true with regard to Christ? Then it would be a blindness, an impiety, on the part of that generation—but let that be forgotten now. History has now installed him in his rights: we now know from history who Jesus Christ was; we now give him his due.


  What ungodly thoughtlessness that makes sacred history into profane history, Christ into a human being! Can one, then, come to know something about Jesus Christ from history? (See b.) By no means. Jesus Christ is the object of faith; one must either believe in him or be offended; for to “know” simply means that it is not about him. Thus history can indeed richly communicate knowledge, but knowledge annihilates Jesus Christ.


  Furthermore, what mockery of God if someone is presumptuous enough to say of Christ’s abasement: Let this matter of his abasement be forgotten now. But Christ’s abasement certainly was not something that happened to him—even though it was that generation’s sin to crucify him—not something that happened to him, and perhaps would not have happened to him in a better age. Christ himself willed to be the abased and lowly one: thus the abasement (to be this lowly human being although God) is something he himself has joined together, something that he wills should be tied together, a dialectical knot that no one should presume to untie, nor can anyone untie it before he himself has untied it by coming again in glory. With him, then, it is not as with a person who because of the injustice of his age was not allowed to be himself or to be regarded for what he was, but history made it manifest, for Christ himself willed to be the abased one, this was precisely how he wanted to be regarded. History, therefore, should not go to the trouble of letting him have his due, and we must not in ungodly thoughtlessness presumptuously delude ourselves that we immediately know who he was. No one knows that, and the person who believes it must become contemporary with him in his abasement. When God chooses [XII 32] to let himself be born in lowliness, when he who holds all possibilities in his hand takes upon himself the form of a lowly servant, when he goes about defenseless and lets people do with him what they will, he surely must know well enough what he is doing and why he wills it; but for all that it is he who has people in his power and not they who have power over him—so history ought not play Mr. Malapert by this wanting to make manifest who he was.


  Finally, what mockery of God if anyone has the presumption to say that the persecution Christ suffered expresses something accidental. Because a person is persecuted by his age, it does not follow that he has the right to say that this would happen to him in any age. There is to some extent something in it when a later age says: Let this matter of the wrongs he suffered while he lived be forgotten. It is different with Jesus Christ! He is not the one who by allowing himself to be born and by making his appearance in Judea has presented himself for the examination of history. It is he who is the examiner; his life is the examination, and not for his generation alone, but for the human race. Woe to the generation that brashly dared to say: Let this matter of the wrong he suffered be forgotten; history has now made manifest who he was and has installed him in his rights.


  If it is assumed that history is capable of doing this, Christ’s abasement is placed in an accidental relation to him—that is, one makes him a human being, an extraordinary human being to whom such things happened through the impiety of the generation, but something he for his part was far from desiring, for he would preferably have been somebody great in the world (this is human)—rather than that Christ freely willed to be the lowly one, and although his purpose was to save mankind, yet he also wanted to express what the truth44 would have to suffer and what the truth must suffer in every generation. But if this is his supreme will, and if he does not wish to show himself in glory until his second coming, and if he still has not come, and if no generation can be regarded as guiltless but every generation must be considered an accomplice in what that generation did to him—then woe to the person who has the presumption to take his lowliness from him or let the wrongs he suffered be forgotten and fabulously deck him out in the human glory of the historical results, which are neither one thing nor the other.


  f

  The Calamity of Christendom


  But precisely this is the calamity, and for many an age has been the calamity in Christendom—namely, that Christ is neither the one nor the other, neither the person he was when he lived on earth nor the one he will be at his second coming (which must be believed), but is someone about whom we have learned something in an inadmissible way from history, have learned that he was some kind of great somebody. In an inadmissible and illicit way we have become “knowing” about Christ—for the admissible way is to become believing. We have mutually fortified one another in the thought that by means of the outcome of Christ’s life and the eighteen hundred years, by means of the results we have come to know the answer. As this gradually became wisdom, all the vitality and energy was distilled out of Christianity; the paradox was slackened, one became a Christian without noticing it and without detecting the slightest possibility of offense. Christ’s teaching was taken, turned, and scaled down; he himself guaranteed the truth as a matter of course—a man whose life had had such consequences in history. Everything became as simple as pulling on one’s socks—naturally, for in that way Christianity has become paganism. There is in Christendom an everlasting Sunday babbling about Christianity’s glorious and priceless truths, its gentle consolation, but, of course, one bears in mind that it is eighteen hundred years since Christ lived. The sign of offense and the object of faith has become the most fabulous of all fabulous characters, a divine Mr. Goodman.45 One does not know what it is to be offended, even less what it is to worship. What we especially extol in Christ is the very thing that would make us most indignant if we were his contemporaries, whereas now, in reliance on the outcome, we are completely secure and, in reliance on the fact that history makes it absolutely certain that he was the great one, conclude: Ergo this is the right thing. That is, it is the right, the noble, the sublime, the true, when it is he who does it. In other words, we really do not care to find out in a deeper sense what it is he does; even less do we try with the help of God and according to our humble capacities to imitate him in doing the right, the noble, the sublime, the true. What that is, we really do not find out; therefore, in the situation of contemporaneity, [XII 34] we can come to exactly the opposite conclusion. We are content to admire and extol and—as was said of a translator who timidly translated an author word-for-word, therefore meaninglessly—are “too scrupulous,”46 perhaps also are too cowardly and flabby really to want to understand.


  Christendom has abolished Christianity without really knowing it itself. As a result, if something must be done, one must attempt again to introduce Christianity into Christendom.


  [XII 35] II

  THE INVITER


  The inviter, then, is the abased Jesus Christ, and it is he who has spoken these words of invitation. It is not from glory that he says them. If this were the case, then Christianity is paganism and Christ is taken in vain; therefore it is not true that this is so. But if it were so, that the one who sits in glory would say these words “Come here” as if it were perfectly simple to run straight into the arms of glory—well, no wonder a crowd came running! But those who run in this way have been led on a wild-goose chase, fancying that they know who Christ is. But no one knows that, and in order to believe in him we have to begin with the abasement.


  The inviter, the one who says these words, that is, the one whose words these are—whereas in someone else’s mouth the same words are indeed a historical untruth—is the abased Jesus Christ, the lowly man, born of a despised virgin, his father a carpenter, in kinship with a few other common folk of the lowest class, this lowly man who moreover claimed to be God (which literally amounts to pouring oil on fire).


  It is the abased Jesus Christ who has spoken those words. And you do not have the right to appropriate one word of Christ’s, not one single word, you have not the slightest to do with him, you do not have the remotest fellowship with him if you have not become so contemporary with him in his abasement that you, just like his contemporaries, have had to become aware of his admonition: Blessed is he who is not offended at me! You have no right to take Christ’s words and [XII 36] explain him away by lies. You have no right to take Christ’s words and fantastically make him into something with the aid of the garrulity of history, which when it talks about him quite literally does not know what it is talking about.


  It is the abased Jesus Christ who is speaking. It is historically true that he said these words; as soon as his historical actuality is changed, it is a lie that these words are said by him.


  So [it is] the lowly, destitute man with twelve poor disciples from the commonest class of people, for a long time an object of curiosity but later in the company only of sinners, tax collectors, lepers, and madmen, because merely to let oneself be helped by him meant to risk one’s honor, life, and goods, in any case exclusion from the synagogue47 (this penalty we know was attached), [who says], “Now come here all you who labor and are burdened!” O my friend, even if you were deaf and blind and crippled and a leper, etc., even if you combined in your wretchedness all human wretchedness, something in a way never before seen or heard—and even if he were willing to help you by a miracle—it would still be possible that more than these sufferings you would fear (and this is human nature) the penalty that would be placed on letting yourself be helped by him, the penalty of being excluded from association with other people, of being insulted, mocked day after day, perhaps losing your life. It would be human (and this is human nature) if you thought something like this: No, thanks, then I would still rather go on being deaf and blind etc. than be helped in this way.


  “Come here, come here, all, all you who labor and are burdened, come here, see, he is inviting you, he is opening his arms!” 48When an elegant man dressed in silk says this in such a pleasant, melodious voice that it gives a lovely echo in the beautiful vaulted ceiling, a silken man who spreads honor and esteem upon listening to him; when a king in purple and velvet says this against the background of a Christmas tree hung with the glorious gifts he is about to distribute—well, then there is some sense to it, isn’t there? But whatever sense it has for you, this much is certain—it is not Christianity; it is the very opposite, as diametrically opposite to Christianity as possible—remember the inviter!


  [XII 37] Judge, then, for yourself, because that is your right; people do not have the right, however, to do what they so often do—to deceive themselves. That a person who looks like this, a person whose company everyone with the least bit of common sense in his head or the least little bit to lose in the world avoids, that he (indeed, it is the most unreasonable and crazy thing of all; one scarcely knows whether to laugh or cry), that he, indeed, it is the very last thing one would expect to hear from him (if he had said, “Come here and help me” or “Leave me in peace” or “Spare me” or haughtily, “I disdain you all”—that would make sense)—that he says, “Come here to me!”—well, it really seems very inviting! And that is not all: “All you who labor and are burdened”—just as if such people did not already have enough troubles to bear and to boot are to be exposed to all the results of becoming involved with him. And finally: “I will give you rest.” All that was lacking was—he will help you! I would say: Even the best-natured scoffer who lived contemporary with him would be obliged to say, “That would be the last thing he should get involved in—wanting to help others when he himself is in that condition. It is just as if a beggar were to inform the police that he has been robbed. It is a contradiction for someone who owns nothing and has not owned anything to report having been robbed, and likewise it is a contradiction for someone to want to help others when he himself is most in need of help.” Humanly speaking, it is indeed the most utterly crazy contradiction that the one who has no place where he can lay his head49—that the man about whom it so accurately (humanly speaking) was said, “See what a man”50—that he says: Come here to me all you who suffer—I will help!


  Examine yourself, now—for this you have the right to do; you have the right to examine yourself; but you really do not have a right to allow yourself, without self-examination, to be duped by “the others” or to dupe yourself into believing that you are a Christian—so, then, examine yourself: what if you had lived contemporary with him! To be sure, he—alas, he!— he claimed to be God! But many a madman has done the same—and all his contemporaries judged, “He is blaspheming.”51 Indeed, that was why a penalty was placed upon allowing oneself to be helped by him; it was pious concern for souls on the part of the established order and of public opinion so that no one should go astray: it was religious piety that he [XII 38] was persecuted in this way. So, then, before someone decides to let himself be helped, he has this to consider, that he must not only expect the opposition of people, but consider carefully, even if you could otherwise endure all the consequences of this step, consider carefully that the punishment here at the hands of people is God’s punishment upon him, the blasphemer—the inviter!


  Come here now all you who labor and are burdened!


  There is no reason, is there, to hurry; there is a little pause that could be used appropriately for going around by another street. And, supposing you are a contemporary, if you are disinclined to sneak around by another street or in Christendom are disinclined to sneak into being a Christian, then there is a prodigious halt, the halt that is the condition for faith to be able to come into existence: you are halted by the possibility of offense.


  But in order to make it perfectly clear and close at hand that the halt is due to the inviter, that the inviter halts and makes accepting the invitation not in any way just a simple but a very awkward matter, because one is not permitted to take the invitation but must take the inviter also, I shall briefly go through his life in two periods that manifest a difference, although both of them essentially fall within the category of abasement, because for God it is always an abasement to be a human being, even if he were emperor over all emperors, and essentially he is no more abased by being a poor lowly man, mocked, and, as Scripture adds, spat upon.52


  A

  The First Period of His Life


  Let us talk about him quite frankly, just as his contemporaries talked about him and as we talk about a contemporary, a person just like ourselves, whom we see in passing on the street; we know where he lives, on what floor, what he is, what he does for a living, who his parents are, his kinfolk, what he [XII 39] looks like, what he wears, with whom he associates, and “there is really nothing extraordinary about him, he looks just like everyone else.” In short, let us talk about him as we talk about a contemporary about whom we do not make a lot of fuss, for in the situation of contemporaneity with all these thousands and thousands of actual people there can be no room for a distinction between perhaps being remembered for centuries and being an actual store clerk “just as good as he is.”53—So let us talk about him as contemporaries talk about a contemporary. I know very well what I am doing, and, believe me, the acquired, drilled, dull, world-historical custom whereby we always speak with a certain veneration about Christ since, after all, we have learned suchlike from history and have heard so much of that sort of thing, about his supposedly having been something great—this veneration is not worth a pickled herring; it is thoughtlessness, hypocrisy, to that extent blasphemy, because it is blasphemy to have a thoughtless veneration for the one whom we must either believe in or be offended at.


  It is the abased Jesus Christ, a lowly man, born of a despised virgin, his father a carpenter. But he does make his appearance, it is true, under circumstances that must draw attention to him in a very special way. The little nation in which he makes his appearance, God’s chosen people, as it calls itself, is anticipating an expected one who will bring in a golden age to the country and people. Of course, the form in which he appears is as different as possible from what the majority expect. However, it does more or less correspond to the ancient prophecy54 with which the people must be assumed to be familiar. So he makes his appearance; a predecessor55 has called attention to him, and he himself decidedly attracts attention to himself by wonders and signs that become the talk of the whole country—and he is the hero of the moment; wherever he goes he is surrounded by a countless throng of people. The sensation he creates is enormous. All eyes are upon him; everyone who can walk, indeed, even those who can only crawl, must go and see this prodigy—and everyone must have a judgment, an opinion of him; thus the suppliers of opinions and judgments almost have to close shop because business is so rushed and the opinions so conflicting. Yet he, the miracle worker, is still the lowly man who literally does not have a place to lay his head.56—And let us not forget: in the situation [XII 40] of contemporaneity signs and wonders have an entirely different elasticity to repel and to attract than this tame, this, as warmed up by the preachers, even tamer bit about signs and wonders eighteen hundred years ago. In the situation of contemporaneity signs and wonders are something exasperatingly annoying, something that in a very embarrassing way almost forces one to have an opinion, something that, if one does not happen to feel like believing, can be a burdensome thing to be contemporary with, especially since it makes existence far too strenuous, especially the more intelligent, developed, and cultured one is. It is a very awkward matter to have to assume in connection with a contemporary that he actually does do signs and wonders—when we have him at a distance, when the outcome of his life encourages one in delusions, then it is easy to delude oneself into thinking that one believes it.


  Thus the crowd is enraptured with him; it follows him enthusiastically, sees signs and wonders, both those he does and those he does not do, happy in the hope that the golden age will commence when he becomes king. But the crowd can rarely account for its judgment, has one opinion today, another tomorrow. That is why the sagacious and sensible do not participate as a matter of course. Let us now see what a sagacious and sensible person is bound to think as soon as he has recovered from the impact of surprise and astonishment.


  57The sagacious and sensible person might say, “Assuming that this man is what he purports to be, the extraordinary—for this business about his supposedly being God I can regard only as an exaggeration, which I would be willing to make allowances for and to forgive if I actually regarded him as the extraordinary, for I do not quibble about words—on the assumption that it is miracles he is doing, although I have my doubts about this and in any case suspend my judgment, is it not, then, an inexplicable riddle that this very same man can be so foolish, so narrow, so totally ignorant of human nature, so weak or so amiably conceited or whatever you may want to call it, to behave in this way, almost to force his good deeds upon people! Instead of haughtily and domineeringly keeping people from himself at the distance of profoundest servility and accepting their adoration on the rare occasions when he is seen, instead of that to be accessible to all or, more correctly, to go himself to everyone, to associate with everyone, almost as if being the extraordinary meant to be the servant of all;58 [XII 41] as if being the extraordinary, as he himself claims to be, meant to be concerned whether people will have benefit from him or not—in short, as if being the extraordinary meant to be more concerned than anybody else. The whole thing is inexplicable to me—what he wants, what his purpose is, what he is trying to do, what he wants to achieve, what it all means. He who by many a statement betrays such a deep insight into the human heart, which I cannot deny him, he certainly must very well know what I with less than half of my sagacity can tell him in advance, that this is no way to get ahead in the world—unless, disdaining sagacity, one honestly aspires to become a fool or perhaps even goes so far in honesty that one prefers to be put to death, but then one must indeed be really insane to want that. To repeat, as a knower of human nature he very likely must know that what one has to do is to deceive people and then give one’s deception the appearance of benefactions one is doing for the whole human race. Then one harvests all the advantages, even the one giving the most precious enjoyment of all, that of being called by one’s contemporaries the benefactor of the human race—and as soon as one is in one’s grave, who cares a hang about what posterity says about one. But to sacrifice himself as he is doing, not to assert himself in the least, almost to beg people to accept these benefactions—no, it could never occur to me to join him. And, of course, he does not invite me anyway; for he invites only those who labor and are burdened.”


  Or: “His life is just downright fantasticality, and yet that is the mildest expression we can use about it. If one judges in that way, one is kind enough to forget completely this sheer madness that he considers himself to be God. It is fantasticality. One can live that way for at most a few years in one’s youth. But he is already past thirty. And he is literally a nobody. Furthermore, in a very short time he is bound to lose all esteem and standing among the people, the only thing one can say he has managed to gain for himself up to now. If one wishes to be assured of popular favor in the long run, which I readily admit is the most insecure thing that one can choose at all, one must behave differently. It will not be many months before the crowd is tired of someone who is at its service in this way; he will be regarded as dead and done for, a kind of mauvais sujet [black sheep] who can rejoice if he ends up in some remote corner of the world, forgetting the world and forgotten, unless by remaining on the spot he should, in a continuation of his previous activity, be fantastic enough to want to be put to death, the inescapable result of remaining on the spot. What has he done about his future? Nothing. Does he have a permanent job? No. What are his prospects? None. To mention only this simple matter, how will he pass the time when he becomes old, the long winter evenings—with what will he fill them—he cannot even play cards. He enjoys a bit of popular favor—truly the most movable of all movable property—in a turn of the hand it can become enormous popular disfavor. —To join him—no, thanks, thank God I certainly have not gone crazy yet.”


  Or: “That there is something extraordinary about the man, of that there really is no doubt (provided one reserves one’s right and the right of sound human understanding to refrain from any opinion with respect to his claim to be God). One could rather become almost indignant with Governance for having entrusted to such a person what has been entrusted to him, a person like that who does the opposite of what he himself says: that one should not cast one’s pearls before swine59—which is why it will surely end with their quite rightly turning around and trampling him underfoot. Such behavior can always be expected of swine—but we would not expect someone who himself is aware of this to do the opposite of what he knows should not be done. Yes, if only one could deftly trick his wisdom out of him—for that extremely singular idea upon which he himself seems to place so much value, that he is God, I am happy to leave to him alone as his exclusive property—if only one could trick his wisdom out of him—without becoming his follower! If only one could secretly visit him at night60 and get it out of him—for I am quite capable of editing and publishing it, und zwar [but] in a quite different way. To the astonishment of the whole world, something totally different will come of it, I promise you, for this much I certainly do perceive, that there is something very profound in what he says—the only trouble is that he is the person he is. But perhaps, who knows, perhaps am Ende [in the end] it may be possible to trick it out of him; perhaps in this respect he is such a [XII 43] good-natured fool as to communicate quite openly. That would not be impossible, for it seems to me that the wisdom he obviously possesses, by being entrusted to him, has been entrusted to a fool: his life is such a contradiction. —But to join him, to become a follower—no, that would be making oneself a fool.”


  Or: “If what this man wants is the good and the true, something I leave undecided, then he is at least doing good so far, especially for the youth and the inexperienced young, for whom because of the earnestness of life it is so beneficial to understand this properly, the earlier the better. He makes it obvious even to the most infatuated that this high-flown talk about living for the good and the true has a considerable admixture of the ludicrous in it; he demonstrates how our contemporary writers have hit the nail on the head when they always have the good and the true represented by a half-witted character or by someone who is so obtuse that he is a dunderpate. To exert oneself as strenuously as this man does, to renounce everything but toil and trouble, to be at everybody’s beck and call every hour of the day, more zealous than the busiest practicing physician—and why? Is it because this is his livelihood? No, not in the remotest way. As far as we can perceive, it just never occurred to him to want to have any. Then is it because he wants to earn money thereby? No, not a penny—he does not have a penny, and if he did he would promptly give it away. Then is it to gain honor and prestige in the state? The very opposite—he disdains all worldly prestige. And he who, since he has now renounced all worldly prestige and is practicing the art of being able to live on nothing, he who more than anyone else could be counted on to pass his life in the most pleasant loafing (and there could be some sense in that)—he is the one who lives more strenuously than any public servant who is rewarded with honor and prestige, more strenuously than any businessman who makes money to burn. Why, then, does he exert himself in this way, or (to what end this question about something about which there can be no question!): to exert himself in this way, in order to achieve the success of being ridiculed, scoffed at, etc.!—this is surely a queer kind of pleasure. That someone pushes his way through the crowd to reach the place where money, glory, and honor are dished out—that is understandable. But to push oneself to the front in order to be whipped publicly—how sublime, how Christian, how stupid!”


  Or: “So many rash and hasty judgments are heard about this person from people who understand nothing—and idolize him—and so many severe judgments from those who perhaps misunderstand him. But no one can rightly charge me with [XII 44] any rash and hasty judgment; I keep perfectly cool and calm. Indeed, what is more, I fully realize that I am as accommodating and moderate toward him as possible. Let us suppose, something I admit only to a certain degree, that even the understanding is impressed by this man. What judgment must be formed of him now? The judgment is: in the first place, I can have no opinion about him. I do not mean about his claim to be God, for in all eternity I shall never be able to have any opinion about that; no, I mean about him as a human being. 61Only the outcome of his life will be able to decide whether he actually was the extraordinary or whether he, deceived by his powers of imagination, set a much too high criterion not only for himself but for what it means to be a human being at all. Even with the best will in the world I can do no more for him; even if he were my one and only friend, my own child, I could not judge more leniently, and not otherwise, either. But from this it in all likelihood follows that for good reasons I cannot come to have an opinion about him. For in order to have an opinion I must first see the outcome of his life, and to the very end—that is, he must be dead. Then I can, and yet only perhaps, have an opinion about him; and even assuming this, it is still only an opinion of him in an improper sense, for then, of course, he is no more. It follows, then, that I cannot join him as long as he is living. The authority with which he is said to teach62 cannot have any decisive meaning for me. It is indeed rather easy to see that he is going in a circle; so he appeals to what he is to demonstrate, which in turn can be demonstrated only by the outcome, provided that it is not connected to his fixed idea that he is God, for if that is the reason he has authority, because he is God, then the answer is: Yes—if. But I will concede this much to him—that if I imagined myself living in a later generation, and if by then the outcome of his life, its results in history, had made it clear that he was the extraordinary: then I just might come very near to, very close to, becoming his follower.”


  The clergyman might say: “For an impostor and demagogue there is really something unusually honest about him, and therefore he cannot become absolutely dangerous, even if it does appear to be rather dangerous as long as the rain shower lasts, looks rather dangerous with his enormous popularity, until the rain shower is over and the people—the very same people—throw him down again. The honesty is this claiming to be the expected one and then to resemble him as [XII 45] little as he does—this is honest, just as when someone planning to pass counterfeit paper money makes it so crudely that anyone with any knowledge promptly can detect it. —It is true that we all look forward to an expected one, but that it is God in person who is to come is not the expectation of any rational person, and every religious person shudders at the blasphemy of which this person is guilty. Yet we do look forward to an expected one; in that we are all agreed. But the government of the world does not advance tumultuously by leaps, world development is not—and this is indeed already implicit in its being a development—revolutionair but evolutionair. Therefore the authentic expected one will look entirely different, will come as the most glorious flowering and the highest unfolding of the established order. That is how the authentic expected one will come, and he will conduct himself quite differently; he will recognize the established order as the authority, will summon all the clergy to a convention, present to it his achievements, together with his credentials—63and then if in balloting he has the majority he will be accepted and hailed as the extraordinary that he is: the expected one.


  “But there is a duplicity in this person’s conduct; he is too much of a judge; it seems as if he simultaneously wants to be the judge who judges the established order and yet also the expected one himself. If he does not want to be the former, then why his absolute isolation, his distance from everything that is called the established order! If he does not want to be the judge, then why his fantastic flight beyond actuality out into association with ignorant commoners, why his arrogant, revolutionary disdain of all the intelligence and competence of the established order, just to begin all over again from the beginning with the help of—fishermen and tradespeople—thus with regard to the established order it seems as if the motto for his whole existence is that he is illegitimate! If he simply wants to be the expected one, then why does he talk about not putting a new piece of cloth on an old garment,64 words that are the very slogan of any revolution, for they do not imply a willingness to recognize the established order but wanting to do away with it, instead of joining the established order and, if one is a reformer, improving it and, if one is the expected one, developing it to its highest level. This is a duplicity, and this cannot be done—to be both judge and the expected one. [XII 46] And this duplicity will be his downfall, which I have already calculated. A judge’s catastrophe is properly depicted as meeting a violent death, but the expected one’s catastrophe certainly cannot possibly be a downfall; in that case he of course eo ipso is not the expected one, is not the one for whom the established order is waiting in order to deify him. The people still do not perceive this duplicity, they see in him the expected one—something the established order cannot possibly see and something that only the people, the idle and unemployed crowd, can see, since they are anything but the established order. But as soon as the duplicity becomes manifest, it is his downfall. No, then his predecessor was a more definitely distinct figure; he was only one thing—the judge.65 What confusion and derangement, to want to be both, and what further confusion, himself to acknowledge the predecessor as the one who should sit in judgment, consequently to make the established order receptive to the expected one and entirely able to accept him, and then want to be himself the expected one who succeeds the judge—and then still not to be willing to join the established order!”


  And the philosopher might say: “A conceit so dreadful, or rather so insane, that an individual human being presumes to be God, has never been heard of before; such an extreme form of pure subjectivity and sheer negativity has never been seen. He has no doctrine, no system; basically he knows nothing; there are a few aphorisms, some maxims, and a couple of parables, which he goes on repeating or revising, whereby he blinds the masses, for whom he also does signs and wonders, so that instead of coming to know something or gaining some sound instruction, they come to believe in him, he who as calamitously as possible incessantly imposes his subjectivity upon one. There is absolutely no objectivity or positivity in what he says. As a matter of fact, he does not need to succumb; philosophically he has already succumbed; after all, it is the qualification of pure subjectivity to fall to the ground.66 One may concede that he is a remarkable subjectivity, and that as a teacher, no matter how you judge his signs and wonders, he does continually repeat the miracle with the five small loaves67 and sets the whole country in motion with only some lyrics and aphorisms. But even if the madness that he considers himself to be God is disregarded, it is an incomprehensible [XII 47] mistake, which indeed only betrays little philosophic training, to think that God could reveal himself at all in the form of an individual human being. The human race, the universal, the totality, is God,68 but the race certainly is not any particular individual. That the single individual wants to be something is the very presumptuousness that lies in subjectivity, but of course it is madness for the single individual to want to be God. If this madness were possible, that an individual human being was God, then to be consistent one would have to worship this particular human being; a greater philosophical brutishness cannot be imagined.”


  The sagacious statesman might say: “That this man is a power at the moment cannot be denied—apart, of course, from the delusion he has that he is God. Such a thing one cancels out once and for all as a private hobby that will amount to nothing and is of no concern to anybody, least of all a statesman. A statesman looks only at what power a person has, and that he at this moment is a power cannot, as said before, be denied. But what he wants, what he is aiming at is hard to make out; if this is sagacity, it must be a totally new and unique kind, not entirely unlike what is otherwise called madness. He has considerable powers, but he seems to destroy them, instead of using them; he expends them, but he receives nothing in return. I regard him as a phenomenon with whom it is wise not to become involved—and this one never does with a phenomenon—since it is altogether impossible to calculate him or the catastrophe of his life. It is possible that he can become king, it is possible—but it is not impossible or, more correctly, it is just as possible that he can end up on the scaffold. He lacks earnestness in his whole endeavor. With an enormous wingspan, he floats—no more than that; he fixes no end, charts no course—he floats. Is he fighting for nationality, or is he aiming at a communist revolution, does he want a republic or a monarchy, which party will he join and which oppose, or does he want to be in favor with all parties, or does he want to contend with all parties? I become involved with him? No, that would be the last thing I would do; I do even more—I take every precaution against him. I keep absolutely quiet; I do nothing. I am as if I did not exist; for if one were to [XII 48] undertake the least little thing, one cannot calculate how he might intrude disturbingly or how it might be twisted in with his affairs. The man is dangerous, in a certain sense, extremely dangerous. But my scheme is to trap him simply by doing nothing at all. For he must be overthrown—and the safest way is by himself, by tripping over himself. I do not have, at least at the moment, the power to overthrow him, and I do not know anyone who has. To do the least little thing against him at present would only mean to be crushed oneself. No, always nothing but negative opposition, nothing, then he will very likely become entangled in the enormous consequences he draws after him; he will trip on his cloak—and then he will fall.”


  And the solid citizen might say what the opinion would be in his family. “No, let us be human. In moderation everything is good; too little and too much spoil everything. According to a French proverb I heard from a traveling salesman: Any power carried to excess is toppled—and this man, his downfall, I am sure, is certain. I have also earnestly taken my son to task, warned and impressed upon him that he should not go and mess up his life by joining this man, and why?—because they are all running after him. Well, who are these ‘all’? Idle and unemployed people, street loafers and tramps, who find it easy to run around. But not many of the property owners and well-to-do and not a one of the sagacious and reputable people by whom I always set my watch, not Councilor Jeppesen nor Chief Magistrate Marcus nor the wealthy Commissioner Christophersen—no, no, these people know well enough what’s what. And if we look at the clergy, who must understand such things best—they decline with thanks. As Pastor Gronwald said last evening at the club: ‘That life will have a horrible ending.’ And that fellow can more than just preach; one should not hear him on Sunday in church but on Monday at the club; I just wish I had half of his understanding of the world. He was absolutely correct when he said—and it was as if spoken from my own heart—‘It is only the idle and the unemployed who run after him.’ And why do they run after him? Because he can do a few miracles. But who says that it is a miracle or that he gives his followers the same power? And in any case a miracle is something very uncertain, whereas what is certain is certain. Every earnest father with grown-up children must really be concerned lest his sons let themselves be beguiled and carried away and then take up with him along with these desperate people who follow him, desperate people who have nothing to lose. And even these people—how does he help them? One must be crazy to want to be helped in that way. As a matter of fact, he helps even the [XII 49] poorest beggar out of the frying pan into the fire, helps him into a new misery that the beggar could have avoided by remaining what he was, an out-and-out beggar.”


  And the scoffer, not the scoffer despised by all for his malice but the one admired by all for his wit, also liked for his good nature, might say: “It is fundamentally a priceless idea, one that as a matter of course must benefit all of us—that an individual human being just like the rest of us says that he is God. If that is not doing good to mankind, then I do not know what good- and well-doing or well- and good-doing are. Assuming that the distinctive mark of being God is (indeed, who in the whole world would have thought of this; how true that such a thing did not arise in any human heart!69) to look exactly like everybody else, neither more nor less: then we are all gods. Quod erat demonstrandum [Which was to be demonstrated]. Long may he live, the inventor of this very extraordinary discovery for mankind! Tomorrow I shall announce that I, the undersigned, am God—and the inventor at least cannot deny it without contradicting himself. In the dark all cats are gray—and if to be God is to look like everyone else, just exactly like everyone else: then it is dark and we are all . . . . . or, what I wanted to say, we are all, each one individually, God, and then one person is no better than another. It is the most ludicrous thing one can imagine. The contradiction (the comic always lies in contradiction) is enormous—but the merit is not mine, it is solely and only and exclusively the inventor’s: that a human being just like the rest of us, but not as well-dressed as the average person, therefore that a poorly dressed person who most likely belongs (at least seems to belong there considerably more than under the rubric ‘God’) under the welfare department—that he is God. It is really worst for the welfare director, that with this general advancement of the human race he does not improve his position.”


  Ah, my friend, I really do know what I am doing, I know my responsibility, and my soul is eternally convinced of the rightness of what I am doing. So imagine yourself contemporary with him, the inviter. Imagine that you were a sufferer—but bear in mind the risk you are running by becoming his disciple, by following him. In the eyes of all the sagacious, [III 50] sensible, and reputable people, you are running the risk of unconditionally losing almost everything. He, the inviter, demands that you shall give up everything, let everything go—but the commonsensicality of the contemporary age does not let you go; it judges that to join him is madness. And mockery will cruelly overwhelm you. Whereas it almost treats him with leniency out of sympathy, it finds it totally insane to become his follower. It says, “A romantic visionary is a romantic visionary, that is all right; but to become his follower in earnest is the greatest possible lunacy. There is always only one possibility of becoming more lunatic than a lunatic: the higher lunacy, in earnest to join a madman and regard him as wise.”


  Do not say that this whole account is an exaggeration. You do know, of course (but you perhaps have not paid close attention to it), that of all the esteemed, all the enlightened and sensible contemporaries—while it certainly is possible that one or two of them, perhaps several, had something to do with him out of curiosity—there was only one, just one, who in earnest sought him out, and he came to him—at night.70 And you know very well that at night one walks the forbidden paths; one chooses the nighttime to go where one does not wish it to be known that one is a regular visitor—bear in mind the judgment on the inviter that this implies: to visit him was a disgrace, something no reputable person, no man of honor could be known to do—no more than (this, too, is concealed by the night) going to—but, no, I would rather not follow this up, this “no more than.”


  Come here to me now all you who labor and are burdened, and I will give you rest.


  B

  The Second Period of His Life


  Now everything has happened to him that all the sagacious and sensible people, the statesmen and citizens, the scoffers etc., predicted. And just as was scoffingly said later at a moment when it seemed that the most callous would be moved to sympathy, even stones to tears, “He has helped others; now let him help himself,”71 so now thousands and thousands of [III 51] people have repeated thousands and thousands of times, “What was it that he once said, that his time had not yet come;72 has it perhaps come now?” —Alas, while that single individual, the believer, had to shudder every time he considered it and yet could not stop staring down into this abyss of, humanly speaking, meaningless madness: that God in human form, that this divine teaching, that these signs and wonders, which would have made even Sodom and Gomorrah repent73 if they had happened there, actually produce the very opposite effect, that the teacher is shunned, hated, held in contempt.


  In other words, it is easier to see who he is now when the mighty and the esteemed and the opposition of the established order and the measures against him have diminished the first impression of him, and the people have lost patience in expecting, inasmuch as his life, instead of going forward in increasing esteem, goes ever backward in increasing disrepute. Everyone knows, of course, that a person is judged by the company he keeps—and his company! Well, his company could be described as the “outcasts of human society”; his company is the lowest class of people. Moreover, they are sinners and tax collectors—whom anyone who is anybody at all shuns for the sake of his good name and reputation, and a good name and reputation are certainly the least one could wish to assure oneself in life. Furthermore, his company is lepers, whom everyone avoids, lunatics, who only arouse horror, the sick and the wretched, poverty and misery. Then who is he, he, who in this procession is nevertheless the object of the persecutions of the mighty! He is a person scorned as a seducer, deceiver, and blasphemer! It is a kind of compassion if some reputable person actually refrains from expressing his contempt for him—that they fear him is, of course, another matter.


  This is how he appears now. But take care lest you be influenced by what you have found out later—namely, how his loftiness, almost with divine majesty, never showed itself so perceptibly as right now. Ah, my friend, if you live contemporary with someone who was not only himself “excluded from the synagogue”—but remember that there was a penalty for allowing oneself to be helped by him, and this punishment was “exclusion from the synagogue”—so, if you live contemporary with such a despised person, about whom everything [III 52] is found compatible with that opinion, since everything can be interpreted in two ways—you are hardly the man who explains everything in the opposite way or, what amounts to the same thing, the single individual, something you know very well no one wants to be, something that is certainly regarded as a ludicrous eccentricity, perhaps even as a crime.


  And then those who were mainly his company—his apostles! What madness—but not what new madness, for this is entirely in conformity with the first—his apostles are some fishermen, ignorant fellows who yesterday netted herring—and tomorrow, as they say in the context of madness, tomorrow they will go out into the whole world and transform the shape of the world. And it is he who claims to be God, and these are his duly appointed apostles! Is it he who is to secure esteem for the apostles, or is it perhaps the apostles who are supposed to secure esteem for him? Is he, the inviter, a mad visionary? The procession74 matches this—no poet could do better. A teacher, a wise man, or whatever one wants to call him, a kind of miscarried genius who claims to be God—surrounded by a band of rabble who cheer, he himself accompanied by some tax collectors, condemned characters, and lepers, closest to him his selected circle, the apostles. And these are the authorities so competent to decide what truth is, these fishermen, tailors, and shoemakers; they not only admire this man, their teacher and master, whose every word is wisdom and truth, they not only see what no one else can see, his loftiness and holiness—no, in him they see God and they worship him.


  No poet can invent it better,75 if he does not forget that the something more here is that this same person is the one feared by the powerful, the one against whom they are plotting in order to overthrow him. His death is the only thing that can calm them and make them satisfied. They have placed an ignominious penalty on joining him, yes, even on letting oneself be helped by him, and yet they cannot find peace; they cannot be positively sure that the whole affair is fanaticism and madness. So it is with the powerful. The people, who idolized him, the people have more or less abandoned him; only momentarily does the idea of him flare up again; in his whole existence there is not a shred for which even the most envious of the envious could envy him. And the powerful certainly do not envy him this life either, but they demand his death simply for the sake of their security, so that they can have peace again when everything has become as it was before, even more firmly established by his warning example.


  These are the two periods of his life. It began with his being idolized by the people, while everything called the established order, everything that had any power and influence, spitefully [XII 53] but cravenly and secretly laid the trap for him—into which he then walked? Yes, but he saw it well enough. Finally the people discovered that they had made a mistake in him, that the fulfillment he would bring did not correspond at all to their expectation of the moon and the stars. So the people turned away from him, and the powerful sprung the trap—into which he then walked? Yes, but he saw it well enough. The powerful sprung the trap—and now the people, who now see themselves completely deceived, turn their hate, their indignation, against him.


  76And sympathy—to include this also—might say, or in the club of sympathizers (for sympathy is sociable, loves to club together, and in the company of silly shallowness is malice and envy, since, as a pagan has already perceived, no one is so speedily inclined to sympathy as the envious77) one might hear something like this: “Yet one really has to feel sorry for the poor fellow to have to end up this way. After all, he was a harmless sort of fellow. Suppose his wanting to be God was an exaggeration, he was still actually good to the poor and needy, even if he did it in a peculiar way by identifying himself completely with the poor and wandering around in the company of beggars. But there is something touching about it, and one cannot help but be sorry for the poor fellow that he had to come to such a pitiful end.78 People may say what they will and judge him as severely as they wish—I cannot help pitying him; I am not that callous, and I cannot help showing sympathy.”


  We have reached the last period, not of the sacred history that the apostles and followers who believed in him have recorded, but of the profane history that is its counterpart.


  Come here now, all you who labor and are burdened, that is, if you feel the need, even if you are of all who suffer the most miserable, if you feel the need to be helped in this way, that is, helped into even greater misery—then come here, he will help you.


  III

  THE INVITATION AND THE INVITER


  [XII 54] Let us forget for a moment what in the strictest

  sense is the offense—that the inviter claimed to be

  God; let us assume that he had passed himself off

  only as a human being, and let us then look at the

  inviter and the invitation.


  The invitation is indeed sufficiently inviting. How then can this misrelation of actuality, this frightful inverted relation, be explained, that no one or almost no one accepted the invitation, but that all, almost all (alas, and it was indeed precisely all who were invited!), are in agreement about opposing the inviter, putting him to death, yes, even putting a penalty upon letting oneself be helped by him! It is certainly to be expected that upon such an invitation all, all who are suffering, would flock to him, and all who were not suffering, moved by the thought of such mercy and compassion, would flock to him, so that the whole generation would be in agreement about admiring and extolling the inviter. How can the opposite be explained? That it did happen is indeed certain, and that it happened in that generation certainly does not mean that that generation was worse than others! Who could be so thoughtless? Everyone who has any understanding of the matter readily perceives that it happened in that generation because that generation was contemporary with him. So how, then, can it be explained that it happened, this terrible inversion of what it seems one ought to have expected?


  Well, this presumably would not have happened if (1) the [XII 55] inviter had conformed to the image the merely human conception of compassion wanted him to have, and if (2) he had had the merely human conception of what human misery is.


  With regard to the first point: It had to have been a really kind and sympathetic person, also possessing all the prerequisites for being able to give temporal and earthly help and ennobling this help with a deep and sincere human sympathy. But he still had to be an esteemed man, not without a certain degree of human self-assertion, the consequence of which would be that neither would he be capable, even in his feelings of compassion, of reaching down to all who are suffering, nor would he ever become clear about the nature of a human being’s and humanity’s misery.


  Divine compassion, however, the unlimited recklessness in concerning oneself only with the suffering, not in the least with oneself, and of unconditionally recklessly concerning oneself with each sufferer—people can interpret this only as a kind of madness over which we are not sure whether we should laugh or cry. Even if there had not been any other obstacle for the inviter, this alone would have been sufficient for him to come to grief in the world.


  Let someone make just a very little venture in divine compassion—that is, be just a trifle reckless in being compassionate, and you will promptly see how people will judge it. Let someone who could have better conditions in life, let him not, remaining in such a difference of conditions, give much to the poor, philanthropically (that is, superiorly) visit the poor and sick and miserable—no, let him completely give up his difference and in earnest seek the company of, completely live with, the poor and lowly of the people, the workers, the manual laborers, the cement mixers, etc.! Ah, in a quiet moment when one does not see him, most people will perhaps even be touched by the idea of such a thing, but as soon as they see him in this company and this procession, him who could have been somebody great in the world, see him sailing along in the fine company of a bricklayer on his right and an apprentice brush-maker on his left, what then? At first they will have thousands of explanations that explain that he is living this way because of his eccentricity and stubbornness and pride and vanity. And even if they stop attributing these bad motives to him, they will still be unable to reconcile themselves to the sight of him—in this company. Generally speaking, even the best of people will be tempted to laugh the moment he sees it.


  [XII 56] And even if all the pastors, whether in velvet, in silk, in broadcloth, or in bombazine, were to say something else, I will say, “You lie, you are only deceiving people with your Sunday discourses. In other words, in the situation of contemporaneity it will always be possible to say of such a compassionate [medlidende] person, who accordingly is a contemporary [medlevende]: I believe it is vanity; therefore I laugh at him and mock him. Yes, if only he were a truly compassionate person or if only I had been contemporary with that noble one!” And now what about, to cite the Sunday discourse, those glorious ones “who were misunderstood etc.”—well, they are dead. In this manner we manage to play hide-and-seek; in connection with any contemporary who ventures that far out, we assume that it is vanity—and with regard to the dead, we assume that they are dead and therefore that they were glorious.


  But it must be remembered that with regard to differences in life everyone wants to cling to his own; it is because of this fixed point, this consideration, that human compassion is always merely to a certain degree. Sausage peddlers will consider that in being compassionate it is descending too far down to go to paupers in the poorhouse and express equality with them; the compassion of sausage peddlers is trapped in one consideration [Hensyn], consideration for other sausage peddlers and then for saloon keepers. Thus their compassion is not totally reckless [hensynsløs]. And so it is with every condition of life—the journalists who live on the pennies of the poor class under the guise of asserting and defending their rights would be the first to render it ludicrous if this reckless compassion made even a merely moderate appearance.


  To make oneself quite literally one with the most wretched (and this, this alone is divine compassion), this is “too much” for people, something they can shed a few emotional tears over during a quiet Sunday hour and involuntarily burst out laughing over when they see it in actuality. The point is that it is too lofty for them to bear seeing it in daily use;79 it must be at a distance for them to be able to bear it. People are not so familiar with loftiness that they really dare to believe in it; the contradiction, therefore, is this: this loftiness—and then that it is actuality, daily life, quite literally the daily life, in which it manifests itself. When the poet or orator illustrates this loftiness,80 that is, depicts it at the poetic distance from actuality, people are moved—but in actuality, in the actuality of daily life, to see this loftiness here in Copenhagen, in the market on Amagertorv, in the middle of the daily bustle of weekday [XII 57] life! And when the poet or orator does it, of course it lasts only one hour; people seem to be capable of believing in this loftiness for that length of time. But to see it in actuality every day! It is indeed an enormous contradiction—that the loftiest of all has become the everyday!


  To that extent it was already settled in advance what the inviter’s fate must be, even if nothing else had contributed to his downfall. The unconditioned, everything that provides the criterion of unconditionality, is eo ipso the sacrifice. For people are willing enough to practice compassion and self-denial, willing enough to seek after wisdom etc., but they want to determine the criterion themselves, that it shall be to a certain degree. They do not wish to do away with all these glorious virtues; on the contrary, they want—at a cheap price—to have as comfortably as possible the appearance of and the reputation for practicing them. Therefore as soon as the true divine compassion appears in the world it is unconditionally the sacrifice. It comes out of compassion for people, and it is people who trample it down. And while it goes about among them, even the sufferer hardly dares, out of fear of people, to flee to it. The point is, it is urgent for the world to preserve the appearance of being compassionate; this now makes the divine compassion into an untruth—ergo this divine compassion must go.


  But the inviter was indeed this divine compassion—and therefore he was sacrificed, and therefore even those who suffered fled from him; they understood (and, humanly speaking, very correctly) that when it comes to most human misery one is better helped by remaining what one is than by being helped by him.


  With regard to the second point: The inviter’s conception of the nature of human misery was altogether different from the human conception of it. And to help in this respect was his intention—but he had not taken with him either money or medication or any such things.


  Thus the inviter’s image is so unlike what human compassion would form of him that he really is an occasion for offense. Humanly speaking, it is something downright cruel, something shocking, something over which one could become so embittered that one could have the urge to kill the man—to invite the poor and sick and suffering to come—and then to be able to do nothing for them, but instead of that promise them the forgiveness of sins.81 “Now let us be human. A human being is no spirit. And when a human being is almost starving to death, then to say to him: I promise you the gracious forgiveness of your sins—this is outrageous. Really, it is also laughable, but it is too serious for one to be [XII 58] able to laugh about it.”


  Accordingly (since our purpose in using that quotation is not to exaggerate, but merely to let the offense discover the contradiction and do the exaggerating), the inviter’s real meaning was that sin is a human being’s corruption.82 See, that creates space—and the invitation did indeed create space, almost as if he had said “procul, o procul este profani [away, away, O unhallowed ones],”83 or as if, even if he had not said this, a voice were heard that interpreted the invitation’s “Come here” in this way. There are not many sufferers who accept the invitation. Even if there had been someone who, although he knew that there was actually no earthly help to be found with this inviter, yet, touched by his compassion, went to him—now he, too, runs away. Indeed, it is almost a kind of cunning to come in the guise of compassion in order to talk about sin.


  Yes, it certainly is cunning if you yourself are not fully aware that you are a sinner. If it is merely a toothache you have, or it is your house that has burned down, but it has escaped you that you are a sinner, then it is cunning. It is cunning of the inviter to say: I heal all sicknesses, and then when one comes says: I acknowledge only that there is one sickness—sin—of that and from that I heal all of those “who labor and are burdened,” all of those who labor to work themselves out of the power of sin, labor to resist evil, to overcome their weakness, but only manage to be burdened. Of this sickness he heals “all”; even if there were but one single person who turned to him on account of this sickness—he heals all. To come to him, however, on account of some other sickness, simply and solely because of it, is the same as breaking one’s leg and going to a physician who specializes in diseases of the eyes.


  IV

  CHRISTIANITY AS THE ABSOLUTE,

  CONTEMPORANEITY WITH CHRIST


  [XII 59] With the invitation to all “who labor and are burdened,” Christianity did not come into the world as a showpiece of gentle comfort, as 84the preacher blubberingly and falsely introduces it—but as the absolute. It is out of love that God so wills it, but it is also God who wills it, and he wills as he wills. He wills not to be transformed by human beings into a cozy—a human god; he wills to transform human beings, and he wills it out of love. Neither does he want anything to do with this human impudence about why and wherefore Christianity came into the world—it is and it shall remain the absolute. Therefore all the relativities people have hit upon about why and wherefore are untruth. Perhaps they have hit upon them out of a kind of human compassion that thinks it has to haggle and bargain—for God presumably does not know man; his demands are too extravagant [overspændt], so there have to be pastors to haggle and bargain. Perhaps they hit upon them out of a desire to have good standing among people and to profit from proclaiming Christianity, for if it is relaxed [nedspændt] to the merely human, to what has arisen in the human heart,85 then people naturally think well of it and in turn naturally think well of the kindly speaker who is able to make Christianity so mild—if the apostles had been able to do that, then the world at that time would also have thought well of them. But all this is untruth, is a distortion of Christianity, which is the absolute. But then what good is it; is it then indeed a nuisance? [XII 60] Ah, yes, one can also say that; in a relative sense, the absolute is the greatest nuisance. In all the flat, lethargic, dull moments, when the sensate dominates a person, to him Christianity is a madness because it is incommensurate with any finite wherefore. But then what good is it? Answer: Be quiet, it is the absolute. And that is how it must be presented, consequently as, that is, it must appear as madness to the sensate person. And therefore it is true, so true, and also in another sense so true when the sensible person in the situation of contemporaneity (see II A) censoriously says of Christ, “He is literally nothing”—quite so, for he is the absolute. Christianity came into the world as the absolute, not, humanly speaking, for comfort; on the contrary, it continually speaks about how the Christian must suffer or about how a person in order to become and remain a Christian must endure sufferings that he consequently can avoid simply by refraining from becoming a Christian.


  There is, namely, an infinite chasmic difference between God and man,86 and therefore it became clear in the situation of contemporaneity that to become a Christian (to be transformed into likeness with God) is, humanly speaking, an even greater torment and misery and pain than the greatest human torment, and in addition a crime in the eyes of one’s contemporaries. And so it will always prove to be if becoming a Christian truly comes to mean becoming contemporary with Christ. And if becoming a Christian does not come to mean this, then all this talk about becoming a Christian is futility and fancy and vanity, and in part blasphemy and sin against the Second Commandment of the Law and sin against the Holy Spirit.


  In relation to the absolute, there is only one time, the present; for the person who is not contemporary with the absolute, it does not exist at all. And since Christ is the absolute it is easy to see that in relation to him there is only one situation, the situation of contemporaneity; the three, the seven, the fifteen, the seventeen, the eighteen hundred years make no difference at all; they do not change him, but neither do they reveal who he was, for who he is is revealed only to faith.


  Christ is no play-actor, if I may say it this soberly; neither is he a merely historical person, since as the paradox he is an extremely unhistorical person. But this is the difference between poetry and actuality: contemporaneity. The difference between poetry and history is surely this, that history is what actually happened, whereas poetry is the possible, the imagined, the poetized. But that which has actually happened (the [XII 61] past) is still not, except in a certain sense (namely, in contrast to poetry), the actual. The qualification that is lacking—which is the qualification of truth (as inwardness) and of all religiousness is—for you. The past is not actuality—for me. Only the contemporary is actuality for me. That with which you are living simultaneously is actuality—for you.87 Thus every human being is able to become contemporary only with the time in which he is living—and then with one more, with Christ’s life upon earth, for Christ’s life upon earth, the sacred history, stands alone by itself, outside history.


  History you can read and hear about as about the past; here you can, if it so pleases you, judge by the outcome. But Christ’s life on earth is not a past; it did not wait at the time, eighteen hundred years ago, and does not wait now for the assistance of any outcome. A historical Christianity is nonsense and un-Christian muddled thinking, because whatever true Christians there are in any generation are contemporary with Christ, have nothing to do with Christians in past generations but everything to do with the contemporary Christ. His life on earth accompanies the human race and accompanies each particular generation as the eternal history; his life on earth has the eternal contemporaneity. And this in turn makes all didacticizing of Christianity (didacticizing that essentially has its mask and refuge in the pastness of Christianity and in the eighteen hundred years of history) into the most un-Christian of all heresies, as anyone would perceive and therefore would abandon didacticizing if he tried to imagine the generation contemporary with Christ—didacticizing. But every generation (of believers) is indeed contemporary.


  If you cannot prevail upon yourself to become a Christian in the situation of contemporaneity with him, or if he cannot move you and draw you to himself in the situation of contemporaneity, then you will never become a Christian. You can honor, praise, thank, and reward with all earthly goods the person who deludes you into thinking that you are nevertheless a Christian—he is deceiving you. You can count yourself fortunate that you were not contemporary with anyone who dared to say that; you can be stung into a fury, as by the “gadfly’s sting,”88 by the nuisance of being contemporary with anyone who tells you that—In the first instance you are deceived; in the second you at least come to know the truth.


  If you cannot bear contemporaneity, if you cannot bear to [XII 62] see this sight in actuality, if you could not go out into the street—and see that it is the god [Guden]89 in this dreadful procession and this your condition if you fell down and worshiped him—then you are not essentially Christian. What you have to do, then, is to confess this unconditionally to yourself so that you above all maintain humility and fear and trembling in relation to what it truly means to be Christian. For it is along that way that you must go in order to learn and to practice resorting to grace in such a way that you do not take it in vain; for God’s sake do not go to anyone in order to be “reassured.” Indeed it does say, “Blessed are the eyes that saw what you saw,”90 words with which the preachers in particular have busied themselves—strangely enough, at times perhaps even to justify a worldly high style of living that precisely in the situation of contemporaneity would become somewhat incongruous—just as if these words were not said simply and solely about those contemporaries who became believers. If the glory had been directly perceptible so that everyone could see it as a matter of course, then it is surely an untruth that Christ abased himself and took the form of a servant; it is superfluous to warn against offense, for how in all the world could anyone be offended by glory attired in glory! And how in all the world can one then explain what happened to Christ, that all did not rush in admiration to see what was directly to be seen! No, there was “nothing for the eye in him, no splendor so that we should be able to look at him, and no esteem so that we could desire him” (Isaiah 53:2). Directly there was nothing to be seen except a lowly human being who by signs and wonders and by claiming to be God continually constituted the possibility of offense—a lowly human being who thus expressed (1) what God understands by compassion (including what it means to be oneself a lowly and poor person, if one is to be compassionate) and (2) what God understands by human misery, which in both cases is altogether different from what people understand thereby and is something everyone in every generation to the end of time must learn for himself from the beginning, beginning at exactly the same point as every contemporary with Christ and practicing it in the situation of contemporaneity. Human irascibility and intractability are, of course, no help. Whether one will succeed in becoming essentially Christian, no one can tell him. But anxiety and fear and despair are no help, either. Honesty before God [XII 63] is the first and the last, honestly to confess to oneself where one is, in honesty before God continually keeping the task in sight. However slowly it goes, if one only creeps ahead, one still has one thing—one is properly situated, not led astray and deceived by the trick of recasting Christ so that instead of being God he becomes that sentimental sympathy that human beings themselves have invented, so that Christianity, instead of drawing human beings to the divine, is delayed along the way and becomes the merely human.


  


  * Here and throughout the book, “history” is to be understood as profane history, world history, history directly understood in contradistinction to sacred history.


  The Moral91


  [XII 64] “And what does all this mean?” It means that each individual in quiet inwardness before God is to humble himself under what it means in the strictest sense to be a Christian, is to confess honestly before God where he is so that he still might worthily accept the grace that is offered to every imperfect person—that is, to everyone. And then nothing further; then, as for the rest, let him do his work and rejoice in it, love his wife and rejoice in her, joyfully bring up his children, love his fellow beings, rejoice in life. If anything more is required of him, God will surely let him understand and in that case will also help him further, for in the terrible language of the Law it indeed sounds so terrible, because it seems as if it were the individual himself who by his own power is to hold to Christ, rather than, in the language of love, that it is Christ who holds on to him. So, then, if anything more is required of him, God will surely let him understand, but this is required of everyone, that he before God shall honestly humble himself under the requirements of ideality. And this is why they should be heard, be heard again and again in their entire infinitude. To be a Christian has become a nothing, a silly game, something that everyone is as a matter of course, something one slips into more easily than one slips into the most trifling accomplishment. Truly it is high time for the requirements of ideality to be heard.


  “But if the essentially Christian is something so terrifying and appalling, how in the world can anyone think of accepting Christianity?” Very simply and, if you wish that also, very Lutheranly: only the consciousness of sin can force one, if I dare to put it that way (from the other side grace is the force), into this horror. And at that very same moment the essentially Christian transforms itself into and is sheer leniency, grace, [XII 65] love, mercy. Considered in any other way Christianity is and must be a kind of madness or the greatest horror. Admittance is only through the consciousness of sin; to want to enter by any other road is high treason against Christianity.


  But sin, that you and I are sinners (the single individual), has been abolished, or it has been illicitly reduced both in life (the domestic, the civic, the ecclesiastical) and in scholarship, which has invented the doctrine of sin in general. By way of compensation they then want to help people into Christianity and keep them in it by means of all this about the world-historical, all this about the gentle teachings, the sublime and the profound, about a friend, etc.—all of which Luther would call rubbish and which is blasphemy, since it is brazen to want to fraternize with God and Christ.


  Only the consciousness of sin is absolute respect. And just because Christianity insists on having absolute respect, from any other perspective Christianity must and will appear as madness or horror simply in order that the qualitative infinite emphasis can fall upon the fact that the consciousness of sin is the only admittance, is the view that, by being absolute respect, is able to see the gentleness and love and compassion of Christianity.


  The simple soul who humbly acknowledges himself to be a sinner, himself personally (the single individual), has no need at all to learn about all the difficulties that come when one is neither simple nor humble. But where this humble consciousness of personally being a sinner (the single individual) is lacking—well, if a person such as that otherwise possessed all human wisdom and sagacity and all human gifts, it will be of only little benefit to him. To the same extent Christianity, terrifying, will rise up against him and transform itself into madness or horror until he either learns to give up Christianity or—by means of what is anything but scholarly propaedeutics, apologetics, etc., by means of the anguish of a contrite conscience, all in proportion to his need—learns to enter into Christianity by the narrow way, through the consciousness of sin.
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  2“BLESSED IS HE WHO IS NOT OFFENDED AT ME”3
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  EDITOR’S PREFACE4


  [XII 71] SEE PREFACE TO NO. I


  EXORDIUM5


  Yes, blessed is the one who is not offended at him; blessed is the one who believes that Jesus Christ lived here on earth and that he was the one he said he was, the lowly human being, yet God, the only begotten of the Father—blessed is the one who knows of no one else to go to but in everything knows how to go to him. And whatever a person’s condition in life is to be, whether he is to live in poverty and misery, blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that he fed five thousand people with five loaves and two small fish,6 blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that it happened, is not offended because it does not happen now but believes that it did happen. And whatever a person’s fate in the world is to be, however buffeted by the storms of life, blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that he rebuked the waves and it became dead calm,7 believes fully and firmly that Peter sank simply and solely because he did not believe fully and firmly.8 And whatever a person’s transgression may be, if his guilt was so terrible that not merely he himself but humanity despaired of the possibility of its being forgiven—and yet blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that he said to the paralytic, “Your sins are forgiven,” and that it was just as easy for him to say that to the paralytic as to say “Pick up your bed, get up and walk”9—blessed is the one who is not offended but believes in the forgiveness of sins even though not helped to faith, as in the case of the paralytic, by the certainty of healing. And whatever the mode of a person’s death [XII 74] when his last hour has come, blessed is the one who is not offended as were the contemporaries when he said, “The girl is not dead, she is sleeping”;10 blessed is the one who is not offended but believes, the one who (just as the child is taught to say certain words at bedtime in order to fall asleep) says, “I believe in him,” and then sleeps; yes, blessed is that person—he is not dead but is sleeping. And whatever a person’s suffering for the sake of the faith is to be in this world, even though for the sake of the faith he is laughed to scorn, persecuted, put to death, blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that he, the abased one, the lowly despised man, he who only in a sorry way showed what it is to be a human being when it was said of him: “See what a man”11—blessed is the one who is not offended but believes that he was God, the only begotten of the Father, and that this belonged to Christ and belongs to those who want to belong to Christ. Yes, blessed is the one who is not offended but believes—blessed victory—because faith conquers the world by conquering at every moment the enemy within one’s own inner being, the possibility of offense. Fear not the world, fear not poverty and misery and sickness and want and adversity and the injustice of people, their affronts, their mistreatment; fear not anything that can damage only the outer person; fear not those who are able to kill the body,12 but fear yourself, fear what can kill the faith and in that way kill Jesus Christ for you—the offense, which, to be sure, someone else can give but which nevertheless is an impossibility if you yourself do not take offense. Fear and tremble, for faith is carried in a fragile earthen vessel, in the possibility of offense. Blessed is he who is not offended at him but believes.


  “Blessed is he who is not offended at me!” Ah, if only you could hear him say that himself, hear from the fervor that here, too, he is suffering for you, that is, hear the contradiction that, despite his love, he out of love cannot make impossible whether or not you will be offended at him, that he who [XII 75] came from far, far away, from heaven’s glory, that he who descended so low until he became the lowly human being and now stands there in order to save you also, that he who all-powerfully can do all things and yet in love sacrifices everything—powerlessly, which he himself suffers under because he is more concerned for your welfare than you are yourself—must leave it up to you yourself whether you will be offended or not, whether, saved by him, you will inherit eternal happiness or bring about your eternal unhappiness and make him as distressed as love can become! Ah, if only you could have an intimation of what happens within him every time he sadly must repeat these words of concern, “Blessed is he who is not offended at me,” that he who comes to the world in order to save all—but, alas, it does not happen very speedily—that he repeatedly must say to each one individually: Blessed is he who is not offended at me! Ah, if you could hear him say it and have an intimation of what goes on inside him when he says it, to me it seems that you could not possibly be offended at him; if you are otherwise unaware of how important your salvation is, if it has escaped you yourself, you certainly must come to know it from his concern. So human in his divinity! With the Father he knows from eternity that only in this way can the human race be saved: he knows that no human being can comprehend him, that the gnat that flies into the candlelight is not more certain of destruction than the person who wants to try to comprehend him or what is united in him: God and man. And yet he is the Savior, and for no human being is there salvation except through him.13


  If for a moment I dared to speak thus, and I think I dare to, I would say: Even if it were not for your own sake, even if it were not to your own downfall to be offended at him—who could be so cruel to him as to be offended at him. One can be cruel in several ways. The powerful can cruelly have a person be tortured—but the weak can cruelly make it impossible for love to help him, alas, the only thing for which love asked, and so ardently. Could you be so cruel to him who in his inner being is like an infinite abyss of sadness? The more superiority, the more sadness. So it always is, even in relationships among individuals, something that people only rarely think about because they themselves most often hanker after or envy superiority and do not imagine themselves in its place. The superior person understands, and the more truly superior the more concerned in responsibility he understands, what will benefit the other and then wants to do everything to benefit him—and then perceives with sadness that the other understands neither himself nor him. And now he, the God-man, [XII 76] what must he have suffered, not only, or rather, not just from the moment malignity gained the power over him to mock, scourge, and mistreat him, no, during all that time he walked about and was the teacher. What infinite sadness when he who came to save all, he who divinely had no concern at all for acquiring honor and esteem (what madness and blasphemy!) but every day, every hour, every moment of his life had thought only for others—what infinite sadness when he now looked out upon the human throng and saw everything else but not faith or faith’s understanding, saw curiosity, which misunderstands, light-mindedness, which misunderstands, instability, self-importance, conceit, prejudice, in short, total misunderstanding of him who certainly had no need of them (what madness and blasphemy!) but whom everyone unconditionally needed: the Truth and the Life!14 What infinite sadness that on the day of visitation those who had gone astray did not know what makes for their peace15—what infinite sadness for him who is himself the visitation and wanted to bring peace! What suffering in sadness when he who gazed at—and at whom?—at the single individual, at every individual, in order to see for whose sake it was that he had come into the world and then saw this blind, narrow-minded, sinful individual human being who would not even let himself be helped! Humanly speaking, what an insane misrelationship: between an individual human being who will not even let himself be helped—and—him! No human being could endure this misrelationship; only the God-man can do that; indeed, no human being can form a conception of this sadness.


  “Blessed is he who is not offended at me!” Oh, if you could form a conception of his joy over every believer, then, saved, you would bypass the offense! His joy over the believer is like a human being’s joy over becoming understood, completely understood, by another. He is indeed not like a human being; he cannot be understood or comprehended—he must be [XII 77] believed—but in faith you belong to him completely, and his joy is as great as that of the person who found someone who understood him. How great was his joy when he considered Peter blessed—“Blessed are you, Simon Peter,”16—because Peter believed; how great his joy was you can see in his asking Peter three times: Do you love me?17


  A BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE CONTENTS OF THIS EXPOSITION


  [XII 78] Just as the concept “faith” is an altogether distinctively Christian term, so in turn is “offense” an altogether distinctively Christian term relating to faith. The possibility of offense is the crossroad, or it is like standing at the crossroad. From the possibility of offense, one turns either to offense or to faith, but one never comes to faith except from the possibility of offense.*


  Essentially offense is related to the composite of God and [XII 79] man, or to the God-man. Speculation has naturally considered itself able to “comprehend” the God-man—as one can very well comprehend, for speculation takes away from the God-man the qualifications of temporality, contemporaneity, and actuality. On the whole it is tragic and dreadful that this has been feted as profundity—and it is not using too strong an expression to say that this is nothing but performing tricks and making fools of people. No, the situation belongs with the God-man, the situation that an individual human being who is standing beside you is the God-man. The God-man is not the union of God and man—such terminology is a profound optical illusion. The God-man is the unity of God and an individual human being. That the human race is or is supposed to be in kinship with God is ancient paganism; but that an individual human being is God is Christianity, and this particular human being is the God-man. Humanly speaking, there is no possibility of a crazier composite than this either in heaven or on earth or in the abyss or in the most fantastic aberrations of thought. So it appears in the situation of contemporaneity; and no relation to the God-man is possible without beginning with the situation of contemporaneity.*


  Offense in the strictest sense, offense xατ’ ἐξοχήν [in an eminent sense], therefore relates to the God-man and has two forms. It is either in relation to the loftiness that one is offended, that an individual human being claims to be God, acts or speaks in a manner that manifests God (this is discussed under B), or the offense is in relation to the lowliness, that the one who is God is this lowly human being, suffering as a lowly human being (this is discussed under C). In the first form, the offense comes in such a way that I am not at all [XII 80] offended at the lowly man, but at his wanting me to believe that he is God. And if I have already believed this, then the offense comes from the other side, that he is supposed to be God—he, this lowly, powerless man who, when it comes down to brass tacks, is capable of nothing at all. In the one case the qualification “man” is presupposed and the offense is at the qualification “God”; in the second case, the qualification “God” is presupposed and the offense is at the qualification “man.”


  The God-man is the paradox, absolutely the paradox. Therefore, it is altogether certain that the understanding must come to a standstill on it. If a person is not conscious of offense at the loftiness, he will be aware of it in relation to the lowliness. It is not inconceivable that someone with abundant imagination and feeling, a representative of childlike or childish Christianity (because offense xατ’ ἐξοχήν [in an eminent sense] does not exist for a child, and for this very reason Christianity does not actually exist for the child either), could go and think that he believed that this particular human being was God without being aware of offense. That is because such a person does not have a developed conception of God but a childlike or childish fantasy about something extraordinary, something exalted infinitely high, holy, and pure, a conception of someone who is somehow greater than all kings etc., except that it lacks this very quality: God. In other words, such a person would have no category and therefore could suppose that he believed that an individual human being is God without running up against offense. But this same person will then run up against the lowliness.


  So it is with the offense, and so also is it interpreted in Holy Scripture in the passages where Christ himself warns against offense.


  But there is also mention in Scripture of an offense at Christ that has its possibility in a historical past. This offense does not relate specifically to Christ as Christ, as the God-man (this is the essential offense, and its two forms will continue as long as time continues, will continue until faith is abolished), but to him simply as an individual man who comes into collision with an established order (this is discussed under A).


  


  18 *In the works of some pseudonymous writers19 it has been pointed out that in modern philosophy there is a confused discussion of doubt where the discussion should have been about despair. Therefore one has been unable to control or govern doubt either in scholarship or in life. “Despair,” however, promptly points in the right direction by placing the relation under the rubric of personality (the single individual) and the ethical. But just as there is a confused discussion of “doubt” instead of a discussion of “despair,” so also the practice has been to use the category “doubt” where the discussion ought to be about “offense.” The relation, the relation of personality to Christianity, is not to doubt or to believe, but to be offended or to believe. All modern philosophy, both ethically and Christianly, is based upon Frivolousness. Instead of deterring and calling people to order by speaking of being despairing and being offended, it has waved to them and invited them to become conceited by doubting and having doubted. Modern philosophy, being abstract, is floating in metaphysical indeterminateness. Instead of explaining this about [XII 79] itself and then directing people (individual persons) to the ethical, the religious, the existential, philosophy has given the appearance [Skin] that people are able to speculate themselves out of their own skin [Skind], as they so very prosaically say, into pure appearance [Skin]


  * On this point, may I refer to20 “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened,” The Halt.


  The Exposition


  A


  The possibility of offense that is not related to

  Christ as Christ (the God-man) but to him simply

  as an individual human being who comes into collision

  with an established order.


  The offense under discussion here is one of which anyone, for that matter, can be the object if he, the single individual, seems to be unwilling to subject or subordinate himself to the established order. But because an individual is unwilling to do so, it does not follow that this individual says of himself that he is God. But it is easy to perceive that here there is a magnitude tending toward being more than human, and it is this to which the established order is attentive. Is the single individual higher than the established order? With this question or, more correctly, with this protest, the established order wants to force him either to come back again or to state categorically that he is more than human—and then the offense is present.


  I Matthew 15:1-12. Then scribes and Pharisees came to Jesus from Jerusalem and said: (2) Why do your disciples transgress the tradition of the elders? They do not wash their hands when they eat. (3) But he answered and said to them: And why do you transgress the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition? (4) For God has commanded, saying: Honor your father and mother, and whosoever curses father or mother shall surely die. (5) But you say: Whosoever says to his father or mother: That whereby I could have helped you is a gift, does not need to honor his father or his mother. (6) Thus, for the sake of your tradition you have annihilated the [XII 82] command of God. (7) You hypocrites! Justly did Isaiah prophesy of you when he said: (8) This people keeps close to me with their mouths and honors me with their lips, but their hearts are far from me. (9) But in vain do they worship me, when they teach such doctrines that are the commands of men. (10) And he called the people to him and said to them: Listen and understand! (11) Not that which goes into the mouth makes a person unclean, but that which comes out of the mouth, this makes a person unclean. (12) Then the disciples came up and said to him: Do you know that the Pharisees were offended when they heard this saying?


  It is self-evident that Christ is always the God-man. But here, after all, is a historical situation, and the offense mentioned here pertains not to the God-man, neither because he as an individual human being claims to be God or because he who is God is this lowly human being. Here Christ is in the more ordinary sense a teacher, a teacher of godliness, of inwardness, who with originality (without any question here of his claim to be God) emphasizes inwardness in contrast to empty outwardness, a teacher who transforms outwardness into inwardness. This is the collision, a collision that appears again and again in Christendom; to put it briefly, it is the collision of pietism with the established order. The Pharisees and scribes are, namely, representatives of the established order, which precisely because of their quibbling and shrewdness has become an empty, indeed, an ungodly externality.


  The established order, however, at that time insisted and always insists on being the objective, higher than each and every individual, than subjectivity. The moment when an individual is unwilling to subordinate himself to this established order or indeed even questions its being true, yes, charges it with being untruth, whereas he declares that he himself is in the truth and of the truth, declares that the truth lies specifically in inwardness—then there is the collision. Quite properly the established order poses the question: Who does this individual think he is? Does he perhaps think that he is God or that he has an immediate relation to God, or at least that he is more than a human being?


  Here, then, is the offense, and it is easy to perceive that it quite properly aims at this wanting to be more than a human being. But there is still much room for relativities and quantifying with regard to being something unusual, extraordinary, etc., without exactly claiming to be God. But certainly for many people their conception of Christ ends with the idea that he was something quite matchlessly extraordinary, almost divine. Nevertheless they no doubt would have been offended at him if they had lived contemporary with him, but it still escapes them that the offense sensu strictissimo [in the strictest sense] is related to the God-man, who is not feeling his way forward in an indefinite quantifying, as it were, to see how high he can rate himself, but defines it qualitatively, that he is God—and insists upon worship.


  This is the essential offense, which, however, is not the subject of this discussion, but it is entirely certain that one can be offended at anyone who in any way pretends or seems to pretend to be more than human. People are offended at him, yet this must not be misunderstood to mean that it was always he who pretended to be more than human; frequently it is due to the adversary’s being bogged down in the established order. Every time a witness to the truth transforms truth into inwardness (and this is the essential activity of the witness to the truth), every time a genius internalizes the true in an original way—then the established order will in fact be offended at him.21


  We need but little acquaintance with the human race to know that this is so and but very little with the most recent philosophy to know that this will happen in our day also. Why has Hegel made conscience and the state of conscience in the single individual “a form of evil” (see Rechts-Philosophie22)? Why? Because he deified the established order. But the more one deifies the established order, the more natural is the conclusion: ergo, the one who disapproves of or rebels against this divinity, the established order—ergo, he must be rather close to imagining that he is God. Very likely it is by no means the person in question who declares something blasphemous about himself (and if he is a true witness to the truth, then it certainly is not that person). No, the blasphemy is actually a projection from the impiety with which one venerates the established order as the divine, an acoustic illusion occasioned by the established order’s tacitly saying to itself that it is the divine, and now through the witness to the truth comes to [XII 84] hear this, but hears it as if it were he who said he was more than human.


  But that the established order has become something divine, is regarded as the divine, is a falsehood brought about by ignoring its own origin. When a commoner has become a nobleman, he usually makes every possible effort to have his vita ante acta [earlier life] forgotten. So also with the established order. The established order also began with that collision between the single individual and the established order, began with the single individual’s relationship with God, but now that is to be forgotten, the bridge cut down, and the established order deified.


  Strangely enough, this deification of the established order is the perpetual revolt, the continual mutiny against God. That is, God wants to be involved (and one can scarcely blame him for that), wants to have a little bit of control of the world’s development, or he wants to keep the human race developing. The deification of the established order, however, is the smug invention of the lazy, secular human mentality that wants to settle down and fancy that now there is total peace and security, now we have achieved the highest. And then—then along comes a singular one, a Mr. Impudence, who fancies himself as being higher than the established order. But, no, this is not to say that he is self-deluded; it could very well be that he is the “gadfly”23 the established order needed to keep it from falling asleep or from falling into what is even worse, selfdeification. Every human being is to live in fear and trembling, and likewise no established order is to be exempted from fear and trembling. Fear and trembling signify that we are in the process of becoming; and every single individual, likewise the generation, is and should be aware of being in the process of becoming. And fear and trembling signify that there is a God—something every human being and every established order ought not to forget for a moment.


  Thus Judaism at the time of Christ became, through the scribes and Pharisees, a complacent, self-deifying established order. The outer and the inner had become entirely commensurable, so totally that the inner had dropped out. This commensurability and congruity are sure indications that an established order is in the process of deifying itself. Everything that could remind one of the contending truth is abolished as something now regarded as not far from ridiculous—now [XII 85] truth is victorious, the truth that once was contending is now the established order. To be in the truth can no longer mean to have to suffer, and the more one is in the truth the more suffering. No, here there is congruity; the more one is of the truth, the more honored and esteemed one becomes. Ah, now everything is as it should be; now the established order is deified—if Christ came to the world now he would first become a professor and would steadily advance, all according as it became more apparent that he was in the truth.


  Obviously the scribes and Pharisees were also of this opinion. That piety and godliness should suffer in the world was old-fashioned; now, of course, there was congruity—the more pious and devout, the more esteemed. And in order that no one should deceive—and perhaps one could say that in his inner being, secretly, he was pious—piety had to take a kind of examination (and this has certainly been cited as a demonstration of the earnestness of the established order), everything was commensurable. There was a suspicion of anything that wanted to keep itself hidden in inwardness, a suspicion that it most likely was a lie—and that may be quite correct, but there had also been a total abolition of the distinctive mark of the true piety when it does not keep itself hidden—namely, that it has a hard time in the world. Yes, as stated, with the same bravura a brand-new nobleman can forget that yesterday he was a commoner, with the same bravura an established order can forget its origin. And just as the individual human being can aspire to become something, so this is the something to which the generation aspires; it wants to form the established order, to abolish God, in the fear of men to browbeat the single individual into a mousehole—but this God does not want, and he uses the very opposite tactic—he uses the single individual to prod the established order out of self-complacency.


  When commensurability and congruity are accomplished and the established order has been deified, then all fear and trembling is abolished. To live in such an established order, particularly to be something in it, is a continuation of being tied to mother’s apron strings, or is even more secure, to such a degree that one can calculate the probability and spinelessly exempt oneself from the least little decision of the kind in which “the single individual” has pain, for one is not a single individual—ah, far from it, one is conjured into the certainties of probability with the enchanting prospect of sure advancement straight into eternity—eternity, after all, must judge as did the established order, which was the divine. “Why,” says the established order to the single individual, “do you want to [XII 86] torture and torment yourself with the enormous criterion of ideality; turn to the established order, join the established order, here is the criterion. If you are a student, then you can be sure that the professor is the criterion and the truth. If you are a clergyman, then the bishop is the way and the life. If you are a clerk, then the councilor of justice is the goal. Ne quid nimis [Nothing too much]! The established order is the rational, and you are fortunate if you take the relativity assigned to you—and, for the rest, let the ministries, the council, or whatever take care of it.” “My eternal happiness?” “Yes, of course, and if there is really something wrong with you in this respect, if you cannot, when your time has come, be satisfied with being like all the others, packed and wrapped to go along in one of the big consignments that the established order dispatches to eternity under its own seal and with the address ‘Eternal Happiness,’ perfectly certain of being just as well received and just as blessed as ‘all the others,’—in short, if you cannot let yourself be satisfied with such a reassuring security and guaranty as this, that the established order vouches for your eternal happiness in the hereafter—well, then, keep it to yourself. The established order has nothing against that; if you keep absolutely silent about it, you will still be just as well off as the others.”


  The deification of the established order is the secularization of everything. With regard to secular matters, the established order may be entirely right: one should join the established order, be satisfied with that relativity, etc. But ultimately the relationship with God is also secularized; we want it to coincide with a certain relativity, do not want it to be something essentially different from our positions in life, etc.—rather than that it shall be the absolute for every individual human being and this, the individual person’s God-relationship, shall be precisely what keeps every established order in suspense, and that God, at any moment he chooses, if he merely presses upon an individual in his relationship with God, promptly has a witness, an informer, a spy, or whatever you want to call it, one who in unconditional obedience and with unconditional obedience, by being persecuted, by suffering, by dying, keeps the established order in suspense.


  When an individual appeals to his relationship with God over against the established order that has deified itself, it does indeed seem as if he were making himself more than human. But he is not doing that at all, for he admits, after all, that every human being, unconditionally every person, has and is to have for his part the same relationship with God. Just as little as someone who says that he is in love thereby denies that someone else is in love, so even less does such an individual [XII 87] deny that the others, but as individuals, have a relationship with God. But the established order will not put up with consisting of something as loose as a collection of millions of individuals, each of whom has his relationship with God. The established order wants to be a totality that recognizes nothing above itself but has every individual under it and judges every individual who subordinates himself to the established order. But that single individual who teaches the most humble and yet also the most human doctrine about what it means to be a human being, the established order will intimidate by charging him with being guilty of blasphemy.


  So also with the Pharisees who were offended at Christ because he made piety into absolute inwardness not directly commensurable with the external (rather, the reverse, identifiable by suffering) and in any case not completing itself in an outright relativity. By making devoutness and piety inwardness, Christ prodded this whole structure of qualifications and relativities, this direct recognizability of piety by honor and esteem, power and influence, this objectivity, as the scribes and Pharisees would have called it. Altogether convinced of being right and probably assured in advance that Christ would have to lose, they pose to him the question of why his disciples transgressed the ordinances of the ancients. It is always that way when the established order has gone so far as to deify itself. Finally custom and usage become articles of faith; everything becomes equally important, or ordinances, usage, and custom become what is important. The single individual does not feel and acknowledge that he, and thus every individual, has a relationship with God that is to have absolute meaning for him. No, the relationship with God is abolished; custom, ordinances, and the like are deified. But that kind of fear [Frygt] of God is nothing but contempt [Foragt] for God; indeed, it does not fear God, it fears people. That is why Christ answers the Pharisees: Why do you transgress God’s commandments for the sake of your ordinances? That is, the scribes and Pharisees had become so holy, and so holy do people always become when they deify the established order that their worship makes a fool of God: under the guise of worshiping and adoring God, they worship and adore their own invention, either in self-complacent joy, since they themselves are the inventors, or in fear of people.


  But, as stated, the person who fails to appreciate such an established order comes to be regarded as one who makes himself more than human, and people are offended at him, even though he really is only making God God and himself a human being.


  [XII 88] II Matthew 17:24-27. “When they came to Capernaum, those who collect the tax money went to Peter and said: Does your master not pay tax money? (25) He said: Yes. And when he entered the house, Jesus met him first and said: What do you think, Simon? From whom do kings of the earth take toll or tax? From their own children or from foreigners? (26) Peter said to him: From foreigners. Jesus said to him: Then the children are free. (27) But lest we should offend, go to the sea, cast a hook, and take the first fish that comes up, and when you open its mouth you will find a shekel; take that and give it to them for yourself and for me.”


  The collision here is again the same, the single individual with the established order. What would offend them would be that the single individual wanted to withdraw from his relation to the established order. It must be remembered at all times that in none of these passages, neither in the seventeenth chapter nor in the fifteenth chapter, is the possibility of offense related to Christ qua God-man. The question here is not whether he is the God-man, the situation is not whether he now shows himself to be what he claims himself to be, the God-man, for he is not depicted as that here. The question is whether he, this individual man, will acknowledge the established order by paying the tax.


  Since paying taxes is an unimportant externality, Christ submits to it and guards against offense. It would have been something else with an externality that brazenly claimed to be piety. If Christ had not submitted, he would indeed have provoked their offense, and the reason would quite rightly have been that by withdrawing from the established order a single individual seems to make himself more than human—but from that it still does not exactly follow, to repeat again, that he qualitatively defines himself as being God.


  Incidentally, the remarkable thing in this story is that Christ, who here is simply the individual in collision with an established order, posits the real offense in order to avoid this offense. He does, to be sure, pay the tax, but he procures the coin by means of a miracle, that is, he shows himself to be the God-man. To refuse to pay the tax makes the offense possible in relation to himself, the individual human being, but the way in which he procures the coin posits the possibility of essential offense in relation to him as the God-man.


  [XII 89] We proceed now to the real offense, which is related to the God-man. The possibility of the offense in relation to Christ about which we have spoken is a historically vanishing possibility that vanished with his death, that existed only for his contemporaries in relation to him, this individual human being. But the possibility of offense in relation to Christ qua God-man will continue until the end of time. If the possibility of this offense is taken away, it will mean that Christ, too, is taken away, that he is made into something different from what he is, the sign of offense and the object of faith.


  B


  [XII 90] The possibility of essential offense in relation to

  loftiness, that an individual human being speaks or

  acts as if he were God, declares himself to be God,

  therefore in relation to the qualification “God” in

  the composition God-man.


  I Matthew 11:6 (parallel passage to Luke 7:23). From his prison John the Baptizer has sent a message to Christ asking him whether he is the one who is to come or should they look for another. (4) And Jesus answered and said to them: Go and tell John the things that you hear and see: (5) The blind see and the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, the dead are raised up, and the good news is preached to the poor, (6) and blessed is he who is not offended at me.


  Thus Christ does not answer directly; he does not say: Tell John I am the expected one. That is, he requires faith and therefore cannot give someone who is absent a direct communication. He could indeed say it directly to someone present, because someone present, by seeing the speaker, this individual human being, through this contradiction would nevertheless not receive a direct communication, since the contradiction is between what is said and what is seen, that is, who the speaker is according to appearances. But this will be explained in detail in the proper place.


  Furthermore, if the delusion under which Christendom has labored these many years were indeed true, that it was in fact directly visible that Christ was the one he claimed to be, then why such a strange response? Then it would have been much [XII 91] simpler and more direct if Christ had done as one conducts oneself in the sermon presentation, if Christ had said to the messengers: Look at me; then you will certainly see that I am God. But try it! No, the simplest means to put an end to all this sentimental paganism that in Christendom is called Christianity is quite simply to place it in the situation of contemporaneity.


  Moreover, Christ’s answer contains in contento [in brief] what customarily goes under the name of “demonstrations of the truth of Christianity,” but without the evidence from prophecies. In that respect, certainly the best representative, if anyone, was John himself, who, with the aid of the evidence from prophecies, might have been brought as close as possible to the assurance that Christ was the expected one, but strangely enough, the last prophet, and as such certainly in the closest possible rapport with prophecies, and the forerunner, is brought no closer by this evidence than to become aware—and to ask. Thus with the exception of the evidence from prophecies, the other demonstrations of the truth of Christianity are contained in Christ’s answer. He alludes to the miracles (the lame walk, the blind see, etc.) and to the teaching itself (good news is preached to the poor): and then, strangely enough, he adds, “Blessed is he who is not offended at me.”


  See, in Christendom, there has been a different practice. There those enormous folios have been written that develop the demonstrations of the truth of Christianity. Behind these, the demonstrations [Bevis] and folios, we feel perfectly convinced [overbevise] ourselves and secure against all attack, because every demonstration and every folio end with: ergo, Christ was the one he claimed to be. By means of the demonstrations it is just as certain as 2 + 2 = 4 and as easy as putting one’s foot in a sock. With this irrefutable “ergo,” which directly clarifies the matter, the assistant professor and preacher bid defiance, and the missionary confidently goes forth to convert the heathen with the aid of this “ergo.” But not Christ! He does not say: Ergo I am the expected one; he says, after having referred to the demonstrations: Blessed is he who is not offended at me. That is, he himself makes it clear that in relation to him there can be no question of any demonstrating, that we do not come to him by means of demonstrations, that there is no direct transition to becoming Christian, that demonstrations can at best serve to make a person aware, so [XII 92] that made aware he can now come to the point: whether he will believe or he will be offended. The demonstrations are still ambiguous, are the loquacious understanding’s pro et contra, which therefore can in turn be used contra et pro. Only in the choice is the heart disclosed (and this, indeed, was why Christ came to the world—to disclose the thoughts of the heart24), whether a person will believe or be offended. See, a theological professor who, with the help of everything that has been written earlier about it, has written a new book on the demonstrations of the truth of Christianity, would feel insulted if someone would not admit that it was now demonstrated; Christ himself, however, says no more than that the demonstrations are able to lead someone—not to faith, far from it (then it certainly would be superfluous to add: Blessed is he who is not offended), but to the point where faith can come into existence, are able to help someone to become aware and to that extent help him to come into the dialectical tension from which faith breaks forth: Will you believe or will you be offended.


  Where, then, does the possibility of offense lie? There is a miracle here, and the miracle is the demonstration, and it is on the basis of the miracle that one has wanted to demonstrate directly the truth of Christianity! Of course, the direct demonstration must then take care, as it indeed does, to come considerably later, thereby, to be sure, indirectly betraying what it, like anything else coming later, is capable of, because in the situation of contemporaneity it is impossible to demonstrate directly. Let us not speak thoughtlessly. With our knowledge of who Christ is (if in other respects one can have knowledge of that at all) or at least imagining that we have knowledge, let us not, coming eighteen hundred years later, consider the miracle and then—become convinced. What abysmal nonsense! If we know who Christ is, how can the demonstration be said to demonstrate it to us! Furthermore, the situation is not like this at all, just as it is true that there are also certain things about which it holds that someone who comes later cannot do a thing—which is especially the case with the extraordinary. If it is to mean anything that miracles demonstrate who Christ is, then we certainly must begin with our not knowing who he is, accordingly in the situation of contemporaneity with an individual human being who is like other human beings, in whom there is nothing to be seen directly, an individual human being who then does miracles and himself claims to do miracles! What does this mean? It means that this individual human being is making himself more than human, is making himself something close to God: is this not offensive? You see something [XII 93] inexplicable, miraculous (but no more); he himself says that it is a miracle—and you see before your eyes an individual human being. The miracle can demonstrate nothing, for if you do not believe him to be who he says he is, then you deny the miracle. The miracle can make aware—now you are in the tension, and it depends upon what you choose, offense or faith; it is your heart that must be disclosed.


  The contradiction in which the possibility of the offense lies is to be an individual human being, a lowly human being—and then to act in the character of being God. Pay attention to the situation of contemporaneity; if you do not pay attention to that, then you deceive yourself into a delusion. The point is that in Christendom one has only a fantasy picture of Christ, a fantasy God-figure, directly related to performing miracles. But this is an untruth; Christ never looked like that. The Christianity of Christendom is fantasy in both respects—with respect to miracles and with respect to Christ. In the situation of contemporaneity you are placed between this inexplicable thing (but from that it still does not follow that it is a miracle) and then an individual human being who looks like others—and it is he who does it.


  The possibility of offense is not to be avoided. You must go through it; you can be saved from it in only one way: by believing. Therefore Christ says: Blessed is he who is not offended at me. At that time it was not as easy as it became later to the point of nausea in the mendacity of Christendom, where one promptly became convinced of who Christ was as soon as one heard about the blind receiving their sight and the dead coming to life. No, at that time to become a believer was the most frightful decision for a person to make. What a horrible contradiction, how abominable!—this busy Christianity that has been able to demonstrate and demonstrate the truth of Christianity, these thousands and thousands who have believed—by virtue of demonstrations—and then Jesus Christ, the founder and perfecter of faith, who, pointing to the demonstrations that certainly must have had the greatest effect at the time they occurred, nevertheless adds, “Blessed is he who is not offended at me”—that is, he refers to the demonstrations in such a way that he denies that they are the way to him. It is as if he would tell John’s disciples to tell John what is thus said to all of us: No one comes to me by way of demonstrations; pay attention to them so that you may become aware—and then, yes, blessed is he who is not offended at me.


  What a horrible contradiction, how abominable this conceitedness and obtusity with which people have plumed themselves [XII 94] on demonstrations and have betrayed Christianity—and then the Lord Jesus Christ who, suffering here also, indeed refers to the demonstrations but then, almost praying for the single individual, adds: Blessed is he who is not offended at me. Ah, the mystery of suffering—to have to be the sign of offense in order to be the object of faith! Thus troubled and concerned he walked here on earth, he who out of love came to the earth; alas, he understood as no human being understood or can understand how exceedingly difficult it is to become a Christian. I wonder if he is happy to see the frivolous way in which thousands and thousands are deluded into thinking that they are Christians!


  II John 6:61. Christ says of himself that he is the living bread: (51) “If anyone eats of this bread he will live forever.” (52) The Jews then disputed among themselves and said: How can this man give us his flesh to eat? (53) So Jesus said to them: Truly, truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, you have no life in you. 54, 55, 56, 57. (60) Even many of his followers, when they heard it, said: This is a hard saying; who can listen to him? (61) Then Jesus, who knew in himself that his followers grumbled about it, said to them: Does this offend you? 62. And in v. 66 it is apparent that from that time many of his followers drew back and no longer walked with him.


  Therefore, at that time these words offended to such a degree that even the followers, many followers, fell away. Today, in Christendom, they do not offend anymore. Well, they do not offend the true Christian, of course, for he believes. But in order to become a believer he must have passed by the possibility of offense, and it is this that has been abolished in Christendom. These words have now been placed in the context of Holy Communion; a doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ’s body has been advanced, and because one has in Christendom a fantastic Christ-figure, all this is not incomprehensible and in no way does it contain the possibility of offense.


  But now we must really cross out Christendom’s fantasies. We proceed to the situation of contemporaneity.


  So, then, an individual human being who looks like everyone else speaks this way about himself! No wonder that people were offended, that they split off and went their own way, offended, also many of his followers. And just like those sorrowful words: “Blessed is he who is not offended at me,” [XII 95] so here, too, come similar words as Christ says to the twelve, (67) “Do you also wish to go away?” Alas, for Christ himself understood as no human being can understand how difficult it is to become a believer. He is suffering here also; he wants to save all, but in order to be saved they must go through the possibility of offense—ah, it is as if he, the Savior who wants to save all, came to stand almost alone because everyone is offended at him! The mystery of sufferings, as no human being can comprehend it or them: to be oneself the sign of offense in order to be the object of faith! And that is why these words are so moving: I wonder if you also will go away. They are such suffering words, almost as if he were to say: Shall I, then, I who came to save all, I whose love no human being, none at all, comprehends, shall I be brought to this, that I would become the salvation of no one at all. Ah, to stand with open arms and say, “Come here to me!”—and then all flee—not only flee but flee offended! Oh, to be the Savior of the world! And therefore this suffering echoes in the joyful words to Peter: Blessed are you, Simon, son of Jonas.25


  But now to the passage itself to show that the offense is in relation to loftiness; only bear in mind that the historical account about what offense these words aroused must be the sure guaranty that the same words in the same situation will arouse essentially the same offense. It is in the situation of contemporaneity with an individual human being, a human being like others—and he speaks about himself in such a manner! He defines himself as superhuman, spiritual in such a way that he speaks of eating his flesh and drinking his blood as fantastically as possible in the direction of a divine quality, omnipresence, and yet the next time as paradoxically as possible, that it is his flesh and blood. He says that he will raise on the last day only the person who eats his body and drinks his blood—certainly defining himself as God in the most decisive terms. He says he is the bread that comes down from heaven—another striking expression in the direction of the divine. And since he knew that his followers grumbled about this and found it a hard saying, he says, “Does this offend you?” And then he adds something even stronger, “What if you were to see the Son of man ascending where he was before?” Thus, far from yielding or compromising, he directly makes himself totally different from what it is to be a human being, makes himself the divine—he, an individual human being.


  Well, if one goes and lives intoxicated in fantasies, if one allows the fantasy to create a fantastic figure of Christ, to [XII 96] which one then relates at the distance of imagination—well, then one perhaps does not notice the offense. But in actuality, in truth, that is, in the situation of contemporaneity with that individual human being whose origin is known to us, whom we recognize on the street etc.—would it actually occur to anyone to deny that here the only way to avoid the possibility of offense is to believe? But in order to believe, the person who believes must have passed through the possibility of offense.


  Addendum


  These two passages are the only ones in which the possibility of offense in relation to loftiness is expressly mentioned. But just as the possibility of offense, which is implicit in the matter itself, has been present at every moment when he (the God-man), he, this individual human being, spoke or acted in accord with the qualification “God,” so is it also frequently intimated in Holy Scripture. This discussion, however, makes no claim whatever to enumerate all the passages, an exegetical service that here would be entirely superfluous and perhaps even confusing insofar as it would make it appear that the possibility of offense had been present only at such and such times instead of its being present at all times. —Thus, for example, Matthew 9:4 (the story of the paralytic), when Christ says to the Pharisees, “Why do you think such evil in your hearts?” these evil thoughts are the offense. To forgive sinners is in the most decisive sense a qualification in terms of God. But, again to repeat, if one has only a fantastic figure of Christ, one perhaps finds it quite in order for him to forgive sins without one’s being aware of the possibility of offense. But in actuality, in truth, that is, in the situation of contemporaneity, that an individual human being like everybody else, that he wants to forgive sins! There is only one way to avoid offense, by having faith; but one who has faith has passed by the possibility of offense. —Matthew 12:24, where the Pharisees, when Christ had healed a dumb demoniac, say, “This man casts out demons only by Beelzebub, the prince of demons”—when it says “Jesus, who knew their thoughts,” these thoughts again are the offense. —Matthew 26:64,65, when Christ says, “Hereafter you will see the Son of man seated at the right hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven,” and the high priest cries: “He blasphemes; you have now heard his blasphemy”—it is indeed the offense that we hear. —John [XII 97] 8:48,52,53. The whole story about the man born blind. John 10:20,30,31,33.


  In every word in terms of the qualification “God,” in every deed of that kind, there is the possibility of offense; in the situation of contemporaneity everyone will become aware of it. But in Christendom we have all become Christians without perceiving any possibility of offense at an individual human being’s speaking and acting in terms of being God—we have all become Christians, of course. One becomes a Christian only in the situation of contemporaneity with Christ, and in the situation of contemporaneity everyone will also become aware. 26But in Christendom we have all become Christians without perceiving any possibility of offense (which, among other things, is also Christianity’s mortal weapon against “speculative comprehending”), indeed, apparently without even perceiving that it is Jesus Christ himself who calls attention to the presence of the possibility of offense—and he certainly is just as well informed concerning this matter as all the speculative theological professors, without whose help and assistance, as is known, Christianity has come into the world, but it would be possible, if there is nothing else to prevent it, that with their help and assistance it could be gotten rid of in the world.


  [XII 98] C


  The possibility of essential offense in relation to lowliness, that the one who passes himself off as God proves to be the lowly, poor, suffering, and finally powerless human being.


  Consequently one is not offended that he is God but that God is this man (“See what a man!”), whether one was actually at the point of believing that he is God or one is merely pondering this boundless self-contradiction: that God should be a mortal man like this. In the previous section the person who was at the point of being offended, who was brought to a halt by the possibility of offense, said: An individual human being like us presumes to be God. Here a person brought to a halt by the possibility of offense says: Assuming for a moment that you are God, what foolishness and madness that you are this lowly, poor, powerless man!


  I Matthew 13:55[-57]; Mark 6:3—“Is this not the carpenter’s son? Is his mother not called Mary? And his brothers James and Joseph and Simon and Judas? And are all his sisters not with us? Whence, then, did that man get all this? And they were offended at him.”


  Incidentally, here the direction of the offense is ambiguous. If one emphasizes, “Whence, then, did that man get all this?” the offense is dissolved into the prior form; they are offended that this lowly man is supposed to be the extraordinary, to be God. But it can also be reversed: they are offended that God is supposed to be the son of a carpenter, and these people are his family. Here the direction of the offense is ambiguous, as also in such passages as John 7:27 and 48.


  If one has only a fantastic picture of Christ, if he is not the [XII 99] individual human being who stands face to face with one, and his father, the carpenter, is not an actual individual human being with whom one is well acquainted, and likewise the rest of his relatives—then it is quite possible not to be offended. But if one is not contemporary with Christ in this way, then it is also impossible to become Christian.


  II Matthew 26:31,33; Mark 14:27,29. —Here the possibility of offense is very unambiguously related to lowliness. The question, of course, is whether the followers, who had believed that he was the one he claimed to be—the question is whether they will be offended at him. But their offense cannot possibly be in relation to loftiness, that he, their teacher and master, was not what he claimed to be—no, that they do believe. It is in relation to lowliness, that he, the loftily exalted one, the Father’s only begotten Son, that he should suffer in this manner, that he should be surrendered powerless into the hands of his enemies. —When Peter’s denial is discussed, in the presentation one is usually guilty of one of those climaxes that are so undialectical that it is an anticlimax without the speaker’s noticing it because he has no inkling of the secrets of the dialectical but rhetorically lays out everything, even the paradox, in a direct superlative, so that to be God becomes a direct superlative of what it is to be a human being. The speaker declares that it already would have been blameworthy of Peter to deny Christ if Christ had been only a man—and now, since Christ was the one he was! It is completely forgotten that if Christ had been only a man and had been regarded as only a man by Peter, Peter would not have denied him. In other words, what causes Peter to be quite beside himself, what hits him like a stroke, is that he had believed that Christ was the Father’s only begotten Son. That a human being falls into the power of his enemies and then does nothing, that is human. But that the one whose almighty hand had done signs and wonders, that he now stands there powerless and paralyzed—precisely this is what brings Peter to deny him.


  Now to those two passages. “This night you will all be offended at me.” But Peter answered and said to him: If they are all offended at you, I will still never be offended at you. This is the last time Christ is together with his disciples before his suffering, and it is about this he is speaking—he is predicting it. Ah, what infinite pain, a pain that no human being can comprehend and that is also only indirectly contained in the sacred story. Christ spares his words when he speaks about [XII 100] what he is going to suffer, does not go into detail about how he is going to be mistreated—and yet he predicts his suffering, alas, his suffering, alas, his most oppressive suffering, which is precisely this, that all are going to be offended at him, even Peter. He predicts his suffering; it looks as if it is merely an element in the description of its horror that it will be so terrible that even all the apostles will be—alas, this is the most oppressive part of the suffering. The person who has mind and sense only for externals presumably does not perceive at all how Christ predicts his suffering and that precisely this was the most oppressive suffering on the night in which he was betrayed, on the night he was mocked, jeered at, spat upon, scourged—this, that all are offended at him. When we see him nailed to the cross like a criminal, we may say that never has anyone, humanly speaking, accomplished so little, and never has any cause, humanly speaking, been so lost as he and his cause are at this moment. We forget the horror, in the horror we forget “the horror”; that his enemies and evil gained power over him—well, humanly speaking, we cannot therefore say that his coming into the world was futile. But at the moment when all were offended at him, even Peter—humanly speaking, did not his whole life seem futile! He wanted to save all, quite literally all—and all were offended at him, quite literally all! And by changing himself somewhat and in his relationship to his beloved disciples by keeping suffering away, he has the power to remove the possibility of offense—but then he is not the object of faith, then he himself is deceived by human sympathy and deceives them. Ah, abysmal suffering, unfathomable to human understanding—to have to be the sign of offense in order to be the object of faith!


  But if any other demonstration were needed that the possibility of offense belongs to faith, it certainly appeared here—they were all offended at him. The disciples who had believed in his divinity and in that respect had passed by the possibility of offense by becoming believers come to a halt at lowliness, at the possibility of offense implicit in the God-man’s suffering entirely in accord with being only man. As stated in the first section, the possibility of offense, which is the guardian or defensive weapon of faith, is ambiguous in such a way that all human understanding must come to a halt in one way or another, must take umbrage—in order then either to be offended or to believe.


  Addendum 1 [XII 101]


  In addition to the cited passages in which the possibility of offense in relation to the lowliness of the God-man is discussed, there are, of course, many passages in which offense is alluded to except that the word itself is not mentioned. To name but one example, the whole Passion story.


  Addendum 2


  Thus the possibility of offense discussed here is related to the God-man with regard to lowliness.


  A corresponding possibility of offense, which Christ also speaks about and which likewise is in relation to lowliness, is the possibility of offense when it becomes manifest that the follower is not above his master but is like him.27 He is the God-man, and one is offended that he should be abased in this way. But to be a Christian, truly to belong to Christ—when Christ truly is who he claims to be—to be a Christian must indeed be the highest, humanly speaking, for a human being. And then that truly to be a Christian is to mean, in the world, to human eyes, to be the abased one, that it is to mean suffering every possible evil, every mockery and insult, and finally to be punished as a criminal! Here, again, is the possibility of offense. Ah, and it holds true also of this offense that it can be avoided if you, either hypocritically or out of whining human compassion for yourself and for others, want to be a Christian of sorts only to a certain degree, a Christian of sorts according to the pagan ne quid nimis [nothing too much], for then you become honored and esteemed, you avoid the possibility of offense, you achieve a great deal in the world, you win a great crowd of people over to wanting also to be Christians of sorts to a certain degree. If you do not want that, then you must go through the possibility of offense, for truly to be a Christian certainly does not mean to be Christ (what blasphemy!) but means to be his imitator, yet not a kind of prinked-up, nice-looking successor who makes use of the firm and leaves Christ’s having suffered many centuries in the past; no, to be an imitator means that your life has as much similarity to his as is possible for a human life to have.


  Christianity is no doctrine; all talk of offense with regard to it as doctrine is a misunderstanding, is an enervation of the [XII 102] thrust of the collision of offense, as when one speaks of offense with respect to the doctrine of the God-man, the doctrine of Atonement. No, offense is related either to Christ or to being a Christian oneself.


  But just as everything has been confused in Christendom, so this has also, and quite rightly the achievement is that Christendom has thereby become paganism. There is incessant preaching in Christendom about what happened after Christ’s death, how he triumphed and his teachings triumphantly conquered the whole world—in short, we hear nothing but sermons that could more appropriately end with “Hurrah” than with “Amen.” No, Christ’s life here on earth is the paradigm; I and every Christian are to strive to model our lives in likeness to it, and this is the primary subject of preaching, since it is to serve this—to keep me up to the mark when I want to dawdle, to fortify when one becomes disheartened. —In this way he is indeed the paradigm in the situation of contemporaneity; in that situation there was no chattering about what happened afterward. But Christendom has abolished Christ; yet, on the other hand, it wants—to inherit him, his great name, to make use of the enormous consequences of his life. Indeed, Christendom is not far from wanting to appropriate them as its own merits and to delude us into thinking that Christendom is Christ. Rather than that every generation must begin from the beginning with Christ and then set forth his life as the paradigm, Christendom has taken the liberty of construing the whole thing altogether historically, of beginning with letting him be dead—28and then one can triumph! Since that time, Christendom increases in numbers year by year—no wonder, for the majority are eager to be along when it is a matter of nothing more than celebrating and riding in the parade. That is why being a Christian in Christendom is as different from being a Christian in the situation of contemporaneity as paganism is different from Christianity.


  In the situation of contemporaneity, where at every moment it was possible to ascertain how much the follower resembled the master, no world-historical cheating was possible; there the follower was modeled upon the paradigm—not as in established Christendom, where, if one observes individual Christians, one must be just as amazed at the thought that they are modeled upon the paradigm (assuming what is indeed the truth, that Christ is the paradigm), just as amazed as if someone insisted that domus be declined according to the paradigm mensa.29


  [XII 103] If one pays attention to how life is lived in Christendom, one would actually come to think that in paganism people lived entirely without earthly sufferings and adversities and what they involve—to such a degree the point has been missed in Christendom with regard to what is specifically Christian suffering, the suffering that Christ and Christianity itself have brought into the world; to such a degree has Christendom enjoyed and enjoys preaching this whole rigmarole of earthly adversities into the category of specifically Christian suffering. Authentic Christian suffering has been abolished, suffering “on account of the Word,”30 “for righteousness’ sake,”31 etc., and on the other hand ordinary human sufferings have been dressed up to be Christian sufferings and then are made out to follow the paradigm—what a masterpiece of upside-downness! Even with respect to minor religious paradigms, it is customary to take them in vain. A man’s wife dies. Then the pastor preaches about Abraham who sacrifices Isaac, and the widower is eloquently portrayed by His Reverence as a kind of Abraham, a counterpart to Abraham. There is naturally not a trace of sense in the discourse, or the pastor’s conception is neither Abraham nor the widower; but the husband likes it, gladly gives ten rix-dollars for it, and the congregation has no objection, since each one expects his turn to come—should one not then be willing to pay ten rix-dollars for coming to resemble Abraham so easily! A case such as this, a man’s wife dies, cannot follow the paradigm of Abraham. It certainly is not the husband who has sacrificed his wife or, as the pastor heedlessly would say definitely, “has willed to put his wife to death”; she simply died. But the point about Abraham, the dreadful point that is the infinitely intensified strain of his suffering, is the responsibility, that Abraham is the one who acts, who wills to go and sacrifice Isaac. —So it is also with respect to the paradigm, Christ, and the derived Christian paradigms. We have managed to consign to total oblivion what is to be understood by authentic Christian suffering and the derived Christian paradigms. We have managed to consign to oblivion what is to be understood by authentic Christian suffering. We take the ordinary human sufferings and make them follow the Christian paradigms—how this happens is beyond me! If in contrast to pure Christianity this were to be [XII 104] called applied Christianity, then we can truthfully say that it is very poorly applied.


  What is decisive in Christian suffering is voluntariness and the possibility of offense for the one who suffers. We read of the apostles that they left everything to follow Christ.32 Consequently it was voluntary. It so happens that someone in Christendom is so unfortunate as to lose everything he owns and has; he has not given up the least thing—he has lost everything. Then the pastor bravely meditates on words of consolation, but whether it is due to all his “meditating” or whatever else, His Reverence becomes all mixed up. To lose everything and to give up everything become synonymous; he makes losing everything follow the paradigm of giving up everything, although the difference is infinite. In other words, if I voluntarily give up everything, choose danger and difficulties, then it is impossible to avoid spiritual trial [Anfægtelse] (which in turn is a specifically Christian category but of course has been abolished in Christendom), which comes with the responsibility (which in turn corresponds to the voluntary), when it is said: Why do you want to expose yourself to this and begin such a thing—after all, you could leave it alone. This is specific Christian suffering; it is a whole scale deeper than the ordinary human sufferings. In other words, if I lose everything, I have no responsibility and there is nothing that spiritual trial can take hold of. But the voluntary has been completely abolished in Christendom, and in this way the possibility of offense has also been abolished, inasmuch as the voluntary is also a form of the possibility of offense; we live altogether paganly and find it appropriate wittily to ridicule the voluntary as ludicrous exaggeration or as a quid nimis [too much]. Unavoidable human sufferings must be endured just as in paganism, but then they are preached into being Christian sufferings, are preached together with Christ and the apostles. I commit myself to make a test in which I shall take pagan works in which I shall make no essential changes but merely insert Christ’s name in a few passages—then I shall make people think that it is a sermon or meditation by a clergyman, a sermon, perhaps even a sermon published at the urgent request of many, therefore of many Christians, since we are indeed all Christians, the pastor included.


  No wonder, then, that in relation to being Christian we are completely unaware of the possibility of offense. But in the situation of contemporaneity with Christ, that is, at that time and [XII 105] whenever there is truth in being a Christian, at that time to be a Christian was bound up with the possibility of offense. The Christian had to discover the possibility of offense with regard to his own life, and the question was whether he now would take offense or, believing, would continue to be a Christian. In ordinary human suffering there is no self-contradiction; there is no self-contradiction in my wife’s dying—after all, she is mortal—no self-contradiction in my losing my possessions—after all, they are losable etc. Not until the self-contradiction of the suffering appears does the possibility of offense also appear, the possibility which, to repeat, is inseparable from being a Christian, as Christ himself also states it.


  33That it is this way, that it really is self-contradiction that constitutes the possibility of offense, is also apparent in that crucial passage about offense in general: Matthew 18:8-9. The possibility of offense lies in the contradiction that the remedy seems infinitely worse than the sickness. “But if your hand or your foot offends you, cut it off and throw it from you. It is better for you to enter into life lame or as a cripple than to have two hands or two feet and to be cast into the eternal fire. And if your eye offends you, pluck it out and cast it from you. It is better for you to enter into life one-eyed than to have two eyes and to be thrown into the fire of hell.” Christ is speaking about offense, but see, Christianly understood, the possibility of offense (the possibility of real offense, that which is related to becoming Christian) really emerges first in second place:34 in the remedy that Christ recommends in order to be saved from the offense. Human beings by nature also have something they call offense, something they call love, etc., but just as that which the natural man calls love is, from the Christian point of view, self-love, so also that which the natural man calls offense is merely a provisional category, and not until Christianity recommends the remedy against it does the possibility of offense come into existence, for in the relation to this remedy lies the decision: to become a Christian or to be offended. The natural man endeavors to attain a certain civic justice, and as he so strives, there is something that offends him, his eye or his hand. He has unconditionally no intention of yielding to the offense; would still like to save his civic righteousness if it could be done on easy terms and the sacrifice that is required is only to a certain degree. But now comes Christianity and says: If you want to avoid offense, cut off your hand, tear out your eye—let yourself be castrated for the sake of the kingdom of heaven (Matthew 19:12)—it is really this that is the occasion for offense to the natural man. Such a [XII 106] remedy, after all, is madness; indeed, it is infinitely much worse than the sickness—and why should I do it? To which Christianity responds: In order to avoid offense, or it says the same thing in another way: In order to enter into life.


  That is to say, Christianity places infinite emphasis upon entering into life, upon eternal happiness as the absolute good, and thus in turn the infinite emphasis upon avoiding offense. Therefore that which is really the occasion for offense is the infinite passion with which eternal happiness is comprehended, which corresponds to the infinite fear of offense. It is precisely this that is the occasion of offense to the natural man; the natural man does not have and does not want such a conception of eternal happiness, and therefore has no conception of the danger of offense either.


  In established Christendom, this and every other possibility of offense is basically abolished—in established Christendom one becomes a Christian in the most pleasant way of the world without being aware of the slightest possibility of offense. In established Christendom, the natural man has had it his own way. There is no infinite contrast between what is Christian and what is secular. At most, what is Christian is related to the secular as a potentiation, but directly (particularly under the rubric of culture); it is an altogether regular comparison, the positive form of which is: civic justice. Such powerful measures to avoid offense as Christianity recommends are not needed in established Christendom. We start with the secular, observing civic justice (good—better—best); we make ourselves as comfortable as possible in everything we can scrape together of the goods of the world—what is Christian is stirred into it as a seasoning, an ingredient that sometimes almost serves to refine the enjoyment. There is no infinite contrast between what is Christian and what is secular; the danger of offense has no awful significance—just about as much as eternal happiness. What is Christian is related directly to what is secular, is a movement on the spot; it is a simulated movement.


  No wonder that one is unaware of the possibility of offense with respect to being and becoming a Christian. No wonder established Christendom is like sheer meaninglessness. That a man, fully and firmly convinced, therefore in fear and trembling, that only in faith in Christ is there eternal happiness, [XII 107] outside it only eternal perdition, and that offense is the danger—that he could get it into his head to venture everything—in that there is meaning. But in established Christendom we all live in a slack and anything but passionate assurance that somehow all of us will certainly be saved. From whence, then, for the natural man, is the possibility of offense with respect to becoming Christian supposed to come, for in another sense the earnest Christian might very well find everything about established Christendom highly offensive. But if the possibility of offense is due to the placing of such a high price on eternal happiness, then the possibility of offense is removed if one has nothing more to do in this respect than to be born into Christendom. Therefore, as soon as someone in established Christendom would express infinite passion in his concern for an eternal happiness, that is, would express that he is Christian, then in a certain sense established Christendom will open its eyes and discover the possibility of offense as this manifested itself and manifests itself in the situation of contemporaneity with Christ. Then it becomes earnestness, and therefore the natural man becomes aware of the self-contradiction if one—in order to avoid a danger about which he might say, “Well, there is no great harm done if one is offended once”—were to use such a terrible remedy as cutting off a hand, tearing out an eye, castrating oneself.


  But now to proceed to the two passages in which mention is made of the possibility of offense that is connected with becoming and being a Christian in relation to lowliness, the possibility of offense that derivatively corresponds to the possibility of offense in relation to the God-man’s lowliness and abasement.


  I Matthew 13:21; Mark 4:17. It is the parable of the sower and the seed. It says, “But that which is sown on rocky ground is he who hears the Word and immediately receives it with joy. . . . . . But when tribulation or persecution comes on account of the Word, he is immediately offended.”


  The emphasis lies upon “on account of the Word.” Of course, the emphasis is not here in the sermon presentation, 35which to compensate sometimes strongly emphasizes earning money for the sake of the Word. It is Christianly preached that a person must enter into the kingdom of heaven through many tribulations, that there must be tribulation. Splendid! That is indeed Christianity! But if we listen more closely, we discover with amazement that these many tribulations are such as sickness, financial embarrassment, cares about next year, what one is going to eat, or cares about “what one ate [XII 108] last year but still has not paid for,”36 or about not having become what one wanted to become in the world, or other calamities. This is Christianly preached about; one weeps humanly and dementedly brings it into connection with Gethsemane. If it were through these many tribulations that one enters into the kingdom of heaven, then, of course, the pagans would also enter the kingdom of heaven, for they go through the same tribulations. No, in an extremely dangerous way, this mode of preaching is the abolition of Christianity, in part even blasphemous.


  There must be a little sharper definition of these tribulations and adversities. It is contained in Christ’s words: on account of the Word. Christ is not speaking of pampered people, who undoubtedly do not live half as competently as the pagans, these pampered people who want to be Christians and then no longer want to be Christians if just an ordinary human suffering befalls them. No, he is not talking about them, that is, when the discussion is about being offended, for he does indeed say in the same parable that avarice and cares about supporting oneself etc. choke the good seed. But “offense” is a very specific idea, so that one can very precisely show whether the possibility of offense is present or not. And this is what Christ is speaking about; he is speaking about those who are offended when tribulation and persecution come on account of the Word. According to what he teaches, the fact that tribulation and persecution come on account of the Word is the self-contradiction in which the possibility of offense is present.


  Christianity does indeed proclaim itself to be comfort, cure, and healing—that being so, people turn to it as they turn to a friend in need, thank it as they thank a helper, because by the help of it or by its help they believe they will be able to bear the suffering under which they sigh. And then—then the very opposite happens. They go to the Word to seek help—and then come to suffer on account of the Word. And with this suffering it is not as when one takes a medication or undergoes a treatment in which healing can involve some pain, to which one submits and in which there is no contradiction. No, tribulation and persecution come upon one because one has turned to Christianity for help. When things become overcast [XII 109] in this way, the human understanding becomes darkened, so it is all at sea, does not know what is what. What is Christianity, then, and what is it good for? People seek help from it, are willing to thank it beyond measure, and then the very opposite happens and they come to suffer on account of it—so there really seems to be nothing for which to give thanks. Now the understanding is brought to a halt at the possibility of offense. The help looks like a torment, the relief like a burden; everyone who stands outside must say: He must be mad to expose himself to all that—and the sufferer believed that he was going to be helped.


  Let me once again clarify the phrase “on account of the Word.” When in sickness I go to a physician, he may find it necessary to prescribe a very painful treatment—there is no self-contradiction in my submitting to it. No, but if on the other hand I suddenly find myself in trouble, an object of persecution, because, because I have gone to that physician: well, then there is a self-contradiction. The physician has perhaps announced that he can help me with regard to the illness from which I suffer, and perhaps he can really do that—but there is an “aber” [but] that I had not thought of at all. The fact that I get involved with this physician, attach myself to him—that is what makes me an object of persecution; here is the possibility of offense.


  So also with Christianity. Now the issue is: will you be offended or will you believe. If you will believe, then you push through the possibility of offense and accept Christianity on any terms. So it goes; then forget the understanding; then you say: Whether it is a help or a torment, I want only one thing, I want to belong to Christ, I want to be a Christian.


  On the whole, the possibility of offense, it is easy to see, is in relation to lowliness, that this infinite sublimity of being a Christian should be despised, ridiculed, spat upon, and regarded as a crime. But if the relationship is authentic, if the one being mistreated is truly a Christian, then he resembles the prototype as much as it is possible for a human being to resemble him. But the contradiction that constitutes the possibility of offense is there—to be punished because one does the good.


  II John 16:1 and, for elucidation, Matthew 16:23. — Christ has spoken of what awaited the apostles when they witnessed to him in the world. “This I have told you so that you will not be offended. They will exclude you from the synagogues; yes, the time will come when whoever kills you will think he is offering God a service.”


  The possibility of offense, it is easy to see, is in relation to [XII 110] lowliness. Just as being the God-man, that it would mean suffering a criminal’s punishment, is an occasion for offense, so it is also an occasion for offense to be sent out by the Father’s only begotten Son, that it will mean being persecuted, cast out from society, and finally put to death—and in such a way that everyone who does it will think he is doing God a service.


  It is easy to see the contradiction in which the possibility of offense lies: that mistreating God’s messengers, that not even that is to be called a wrong but is considered a service to God, so that the relation is turned around completely: the apostle is mistreated37—and those who do it come to be highly respected and honored, and precisely as pious and God-fearing people. No human understanding can endure this situation; it comes to a standstill at the possibility of offense and now it is a matter of either believing or being offended. Such was the situation with regard to the apostles or the first Christians. One might really think this was as demented as possible, but it is positively certain that in Christendom the situation has become even more demented, since both parties are Christians. For a pagan to think himself to be doing his god a service by killing an apostle is not as mad as the persecution of the “true Christian” in “Christendom”—and that “the Christians” then consider this as a service to God and “Christ.”


  Christ therefore forewarns them lest they be offended, so that they might be preserved in the faith, for in faith they are rescued from the possibility of offense. When a person lives in such a way that he knows no higher criterion for life than that of the understanding, then his whole life is relativity, working only for relative goals; he does nothing unless the understanding with some help from probability can make more or less clear the advantages and disadvantages, can answer his question “why and to what end.” It is different with the absolute. At first glance, the understanding is convinced that this is madness. To commit a whole life to suffering, to sacrifice, is madness of the understanding. If I am to submit to a suffering, says the understanding, if I am to sacrifice something or in any way sacrifice myself, then I also want to be able to know what profit and advantage I can have from it—otherwise I would be lunatic to do it. But to say to a person: Go out into the world; this is what is going to happen to you—you are going to be persecuted year after year, and the end will be that you will finally lose your life in a horrible way—then the understanding says: What is the use of doing it? Well, there is none; it [XII 111] expresses that there is some absolute. But precisely this is an occasion for offense to the understanding.


  Here one also sees the connection between this and a frequently made objection to Christianity that in a certain sense is quite correct and in any case has more point to it than the silly defense of Christianity usually made in this regard. The objection is that Christianity is misanthropic, as indeed the early Christians were called odium totius generis humani [haters of the human race].38 The connection is this. In relation to what the natural man, who loves himself selfishly or loves himself in a womanly way, regards friendship and the like as love [Kjerlighed], Christianity resembles a hatred of what it is to be a human being, the greatest curse and torment upon what it is to be human. Indeed, even the more profound person can have many weaker moments when to him it is as if Christianity were misanthropy, because in the weaker moments he wants to coddle himself, whimper, have an easy life in the world, live in rather quiet enjoyment. This is the effeminacy in a human being, and therefore it is also quite certain and true that Christianity has an uneasiness about marriage and also desires to have among its many married servants an unmarried person, someone who is single, because Christianity is well aware that with woman and erotic love [Elskov] etc. also come all the weaker, softer elements in a person, and that insofar as the husband himself does not hit upon them, the wife ordinarily represents them with an unconstraint that is extremely dangerous for the husband, especially for 39the one who is to serve Christianity in the stricter sense. It begins with this, “Why do you want to expose yourself to all those annoyances and efforts, and all that ingratitude and opposition? No, let us two enjoy life in coziness and comfort. After all, marriage, as the pastor says, is a state pleasing to God, indeed, the only state about which this is expressly said; it is not said even of the clerical order. One ought to marry. God requires nothing more or anything else of any human being; on the contrary, it is the highest. And you have done enough—you have God’s approval, you have married—as a matter of fact, twice. So give up those ideas; they are nothing [XII 112] but vanity and lunacy anyway. The teaching that wants to tear a person out of the world in that way is misanthropic and is least of all Christianity, this, as the pastor said on Sunday, this lenient teaching that so amiably relieves all stress. How can you think for one moment that this is supposed to be Christianity, this invention of some sallow, grumbling, misanthropic hermits who have no sense for the feminine.”


  This already applies as well to the minor and less important sacrifices. And when it has to do with an entire life—the dedicating of it to being sacrificed, the entering into such a future without any prospect whatsoever of relief, voluntarily taking it upon oneself to work with the utmost effort—in order to achieve, that is, to be certain thereby to achieve being laughed at and persecuted year after year, and finally being put to death—ah, to even the strongest person there are moments when it must seem to him misanthropic to require anything like this of a human being!


  This happened even to Peter in his relation to Christ (Matthew 16:21ff.). “Then Jesus began to point out to his disciples that he must go to Jerusalem and suffer much from the elders and chief priests and scribes and be killed; then Peter took him aside and began to rebuke him and said, ‘Lord, spare yourself; this shall never happen to you!’” —From this it is evident what extraordinary certainty a person must have to dare to expose himself to the danger of having a friend. A friend surely does not help one to take risks and to make sacrifices but does indeed help to bargain and knock down the price—and this explains why so much is said in praise and honor of friendship. If, therefore, a person who does will the good in a more than ordinary way does not dare credit himself with almost suprahuman40 superiority, then let him, in fear and trembling invoking God, above all exercise the caution not to have a friend. For if Christ had not been Christ, Peter would very likely have been victorious.


  So Peter began to rebuke him. Just because Peter loved Christ, because he had totally committed himself to him, he now in friendliness wants the two of them to be comrades. He “rebukes” him, for the true friend speaks his mind candidly, is not afraid to speak severely and reprovingly if the friend is going wrong, that is, is about to take some risk, to sacrifice himself for a cause—which explains why so much is said in praise and honor of friendship, for insofar as a person is himself perhaps almost weak enough to prefer to be free, friendship is indeed such a glorious invention and so invaluable that it is a duty to have a friend. Peter says: “Spare yourself,” because [XII 113] Peter is sympathetic and a true friend—and therefore not entirely without self-love, either, since it was also for his own sake that Peter was severe. He says, “This must never happen to you,” because it does not even occur to Peter that Christ would voluntarily expose himself to this, and if it had, he no doubt would have allowed himself to speak even more strongly.


  But Christ answers: Get behind me, Satan! You are an offense to me, for you do not perceive what is of God but what is of man. In a very remarkable manner one sees here where the possibility of offense lies, also how Christendom, which perceives only what is of man, has abolished the possibility of offense by remodeling Christianity to conform to that. The opposite of what makes Peter an occasion for offense to Christ is the very thing that makes Christ an occasion for offense to Peter. Peter is the most lovable version of human compassion—but it is human compassion and therefore an occasion for offense to Christ. Christ is the divine, the absolute, and therefore is an occasion for offense to Peter.


  The relative is, namely, to designate within temporality a time for reward for work; the absolute is solely to choose eternity. But this matter of eternity does not stand entirely fixed for the sensate, the natural man, even the most competent, and therefore the absolute is an occasion for offense to him. The believer views his whole life as the natural man views some years of his life. The natural man resigns himself to suffering for some years—in order then to harvest the reward; the believer commits his entire life in time.


  But the understanding comes to a standstill at the absolute. The contradiction is to require of a person that he make the greatest possible sacrifice, dedicate his whole life to being sacrificed—and why? Well, there is no “why”; so it is indeed lunacy, says the understanding. There is no “why,” because there is an infinite “why.” But wherever the understanding comes to a standstill in this way, there is the possibility of offense. If there is to be any triumphant breakthrough, there must be faith, for faith is a new life. Without faith one remains in the offense—and then perhaps one becomes something great in the world, scores extraordinary success, is honored and praised by one’s contemporaries as the greatest man of the age, etc.—it is not impossible. For let us remember that the dialectic of offense comes back again. If it were the case that being offended meant that one must come to a bad end in the world, then the concept is indeed canceled, then there is indeed [XII 114] nothing at which to be offended; the possibility of offense lies precisely in this, that it is the believer in whom the world sees a criminal.


  The possibility of offense in other respects, as it is easy to see, is in relation to lowliness: that the infinite loftiness of living for the absolute is expressed by becoming scum in the world, an object of mockery and disdain, for whom compassion feels pity while it nevertheless also regards it as a kind of justified punishment that such a person is executed as a criminal.


  THE CONCLUSION OF B AND C


  This exposition has pointed out the two forms of essential offense; it has gone through the passages in which Christ himself expressly warns against it; in the addenda it has also alluded to the many other passages in which the possibility of offense in relation to the God-man is intimated in Scripture. It did not aim to go through all of them, even less to make it seem that, if one had gone through all such passages, the possibility of offense would have appeared in only these instances. No, the possibility of offense accompanies the God-man at every moment in one way or another; a person’s shadow does not accompany him more inseparably than possibility of offense the God-man, for the God-man is the object of faith. The God-man (and, as said before, by that Christianity does not understand this fantastic speculation about the unity of God and man but an individual human being who is God) exists only for faith; but the possibility of offense is precisely the repulsion in which faith can come into existence—if one does not choose to be offended.


  The Categories of [XII 115] Offense, That Is, of Essential Offense


  In the first period of Christendom, when even aberrations bore an unmistakable mark of one’s nevertheless knowing what the issue was, the fallacy with respect to the God-man was either that in one way or another the term “God” was taken away (Ebionitism41 and the like) or the term “man” was taken away (Gnosticism42). In the entire modern age, which so unmistakably bears the mark that it does not even know what the issue is, the confusion is something different and far more dangerous. By way of didacticism, the God-man has been made into that speculative unity of God and man sub specie aeterni [under the aspect of eternity]43 or made visible in that nowhere-to-be-found medium of pure being, rather than that the God-man is the unity of being God and an individual human being in a historically actual situation. Or Christ has been abolished altogether, thrown out and his teaching taken over, and finally he is almost regarded as one regards an anonymous writer: the teaching is the principal thing, is everything. This is why people delude themselves into thinking that all Christianity is nothing but direct communication,44 in its simplicity even more direct than the professor’s profound dictations. In a loss of meaning, it is forgotten that here the teacher is more important than the teaching. Wherever it is the case that the teacher is an essential component, there is a reduplication; the [XII 116] reduplication lies in precisely this, that the teacher is integral; but wherever there is reduplication, the communication is not completely direct paragraph-communication or professor-communication. Reduplicated in the teacher through his existing in what he teaches, the communication is in manifold ways a self-differentiating art. And now when the teacher, who is inseparable from and more essential than the teaching, is a paradox, then all direct communication is impossible. But in our day everything is made abstract and everything personal is abolished: we take Christ’s teaching—and abolish Christ. This is to abolish Christianity, for Christ is a person and is the teacher who is more important than the teaching. —Just as Christ’s life, the fact that he has lived, is vastly more important than all the results of his life (as I have tried to show in another work45), so also is Christ infinitely more important than his teaching. It is true only of a human being that his teaching is more important than he himself; to apply this to Christ is a blasphemy, inasmuch as it makes him into only a human being.


  § 1

  THE GOD-MAN IS A SIGN


  What is meant by a sign? A sign is the denied immediacy or the second being that is different from the first being. This is not to say that the sign is not immediately something but that it is a sign, and it is not immediately that which it is as a sign or as a sign is not the immediate that it is. A navigation mark is a sign. Immediately it certainly is something, a post, a lamp, etc., but a sign it is not immediately; that it is a sign is something different from what it immediately is. —This underlies all the mystification by means of signs, for the sign is only for the one who knows that it is a sign and in the strictest sense only for the one who knows what it means; for everyone else the sign is that which it immediately is. —Even if it were not so, that there is someone who has made this or that into a sign and there is no agreement with anyone that this is supposed to be a sign, if I see something striking and call it a sign, this [XII 117] involves a term based on reflection. The striking thing is the immediate, but my regarding it as a sign (which is a reflection, something I in a certain sense take from myself) indeed expresses that I think that it is supposed to mean something. But that it is supposed to mean something is its being something different from what it immediately is. Consequently, I do not deny its immediacy in regarding it as a sign, although I do not know definitely either that it is a sign or what it is supposed to mean.


  A sign of contradiction46 is a sign that intrinsically contains a contradiction in itself. There is no contradiction in its being immediately this or that and also a sign, for there must certainly be an immediate entity for it to be a sign; a literal nothing is not a sign either. A sign of contradiction, however, is a sign that contains a contradiction in its composition. To justify the name of “sign,” there must be something by which it draws attention to itself or to the contradiction. But the contradictory parts must not annul each other in such a way that the sign comes to mean nothing or in such a way that it becomes the opposite of a sign, an unconditional concealment. —A communication that is the unity of jest and earnestness is thus a sign of contradiction. It is no direct communication; it is impossible for the recipient to say directly which is which, simply because the one communicating does not directly communicate either jest or earnestness. Therefore the earnestness in this communication lies in another place, or somewhere else, lies in making the recipient self-active—from the purely dialectical point of view, the highest earnestness with regard to communication. But such a communication must secure for itself a something by which it draws attention to itself, by which it occasions and invites a heeding of the communication; and on the other hand the combination of jest and earnestness must not be lunacy either, because then there is no communication; whereas, if jest or earnestness completely dominates, it is direct communication.47


  A sign is not what it is in its immediacy, because in its immediacy no sign is, inasmuch as “sign” is a term based on reflection. A sign of contradiction is that which draws attention to itself and, once attention is directed to it, shows itself to contain a contradiction.


  In Scripture the God-man is called a sign of contradiction—but what contradiction, if any, could there be at all in the speculative unity of God and man? No, there is no contradiction [XII 118] in that, but the contradiction—and it is as great as possible, is the qualitative contradiction—is between being God and being an individual human being. In addition to being what one is immediately, to be a sign is to be a something else also. To be a sign of contradiction is to be a something else that stands in contrast to what one immediately is. So it is with the God-man. Immediately, he is an individual human being, just like others, a lowly, unimpressive human being, but now comes the contradiction—that he is God.


  But lest this contradiction become a contradiction that exists for no one or does not exist for anyone—somewhat like a mystification that is so extraordinarily successful that its effect is nil—there must be something that draws attention to it. The miracle essentially serves this purpose, and a single direct statement about being God. Yet neither the miracle nor the single direct statement is absolutely direct communication; for in that case the contradiction is eo ipso canceled. As far as the miracle, which is the object of faith, is concerned, this is certainly easy to see; as for the second, that the single direct statement is nevertheless not direct communication, this will be shown later.


  The God-man is the sign of contradiction, and why? Because, replies Scripture, because he was to disclose the thoughts of hearts.48 Does all the modern thought about the speculative unity of God and man, all this that regards Christianity only as a teaching, does this have the remotest resemblance to the essentially Christian? No, in the modern approach everything is made as direct as putting one’s foot in a sock—and the Christian approach is the sign of contradiction that discloses the thoughts of hearts. The God-man is an individual human being—not a fantastic unity that has never existed except sub specie aeterni [under the aspect of eternity],49 and he is anything but an assistant professor who teaches directly to parroters or dictates paragraphs for shorthand writers—he does exactly the very opposite, he discloses the thoughts of hearts. Ah, it is so cozy to be listeners and transcribers when everything is so completely direct. Gentlemen listeners and transcribers must watch out—it is the thoughts of their hearts that are to be disclosed.


  And only the sign of contradiction can do this: it draws attention to itself and then it presents a contradiction. There is a something that makes it impossible not to look—and look, as one is looking one sees as in a mirror, one comes to see oneself, or he who is the sign of contradiction looks straight into one’s heart while one is staring into the contradiction. A contradiction placed squarely in front of a person—if one can get him to look at it—is a mirror; as he is forming a judgment, [XII 119] what dwells within him must be disclosed. It is a riddle, but as he is guessing the riddle, what dwells within him is disclosed by the way he guesses. The contradiction confronts him with a choice, and as he is choosing, together with what he chooses, he himself is disclosed.


  Note. We see that direct communication is an impossibility for the God-man, for inasmuch as he is the sign of contradiction he cannot communicate himself directly; to be a sign is already a term based on reflection, to say nothing of being the sign of contradiction. One also perceives that the modern confusion has managed to make all Christianity into direct communication only by leaving out the communicator, the God-man. As soon as the communicator is not thoughtlessly taken away or the communication is taken and the communicator left out, as soon as the communicator is taken into account and the communicator is the God-man, a sign, a sign of contradiction, then direct communication is impossible, as it was in the situation of contemporaneity. But nowadays we have managed to have it done in another way. It is eighteen hundred years since Christ lived; then he is forgotten—only his teaching lasts—yes, that is, Christianity has been abolished.


  § 2

  THE FORM OF A SERVANT IS UNRECOGNIZABILITY (THE INCOGNITO)


  What is unrecognizability? Unrecognizability is not to be in the character of what one essentially is—for example, when a policeman is in plain clothes.


  And thus it is unrecognizability, the absolute unrecognizability, when one is God, then to be an individual human being. To be the individual human being or an individual human being (in a certain sense it is a matter of indifference whether he is a high-ranking or a low-ranking person) is the greatest possible distance, the infinitely qualitative distance, from being God, and therefore it is the most profound incognito.


  But the modern age has abolished Christ, has either thrown him out completely and taken his teaching or has made him fantastical and has fantastically imputed to him direct communication. Not so in the situation of contemporaneity; remember, too, that Christ willed to be incognito expressly because he wanted to be the sign of contradiction. But these [XII 120] eighteen hundred years, what supposedly has been learned from them, and on the other hand, the total ignorance and inexperience of most people with regard to what it means to want to be incognito, an ignorance and inexperience due to the rampant didacticizing, whereas what it means to exist is completely forgotten—this has confused the conception of the God-man.


  The majority of people living in Christendom today no doubt live in the illusion that if they had been contemporary with Christ they would have recognized him immediately despite his unrecognizability. They utterly fail to see how they betray that they do not know themselves; it totally escapes them that this conviction they have, whereby they presumably think to glorify Christ, is blasphemy, contained in the nonsensical-undialectical climax of clerical roaring: to such a degree was Christ God that one could immediately and directly perceive it, instead of: he was true God, and therefore to such a degree God that he was unrecognizable—thus it was not flesh and blood50 but the opposite of flesh and blood that inspired Peter to recognize him.


  Essentially, Christ is remodeled. He is made into a man who himself was aware of being the extraordinary—but whom his contemporaries failed to notice. This may still be true. But the fabricating does not stop there; we fabricate that Christ really would have liked to be directly recognizable as the extraordinary he was, but that the blind infatuation of his contemporaries iniquitously refused to understand him. In other words, we betray that we utterly fail to understand what it means to be an incognito. It was Christ’s free resolve from eternity to want to be incognito. Thus to think that we honor him by saying or thinking: If I had lived contemporary with him, I certainly would have recognized him directly—we insult him, and since it is Christ we are insulting, this means that we are blasphemous.


  But the majority of people do not exist [existere] at all in the more profound sense. They have never made themselves existentially familiar with—that is, they have never ventured in action—the idea of wanting to be incognito. Let us take a simple human situation. When I want to be incognito (omitting here the reason and whether I have a right to be that), is it then a compliment if someone comes up to me and says: I knew you right away; it is the very opposite, it is a satire on me. But perhaps the satire was justified and my incognito poor. But now let us imagine a person who managed to maintain an incognito: he wants to be incognito; he presumably wants to be [XII 121] recognized but not directly. That he is not recognized directly for what he is cannot be something that simply happens to him, for it is indeed his own free decision. But here is the real secret, most people have no intimation of this superiority over oneself, and this superiority over oneself of wanting to be incognito in such a way that one seems much lowlier than one is—of this they have no intimation whatsoever. Or if an intimation did dawn upon them, they would no doubt think: What lunacy, suppose the incognito succeeded so well that one was actually taken to be what one pretended to be! Most people come scarcely any further than that, if they come that far. They discover here a self-contradiction, which in the service of the good is genuine self-denial: the good man does his very best to maintain his incognito, and his incognito is that he is something far lowlier than he is. Thus someone chooses an incognito that shows him far lowlier than he is; he perhaps thinks of the Socratic principle: In order truly to will the good, one must avoid even the appearance of doing it.51 The incognito is his free decision. Using all his inventiveness and intrepidity, he exerts himself to the utmost of his powers to maintain the incognito. Either he succeeds or he fails. If he succeeds—well, then he has, humanly speaking, done himself harm: he has made all people think the least of him. What self-denial! On the other hand, what an enormous exertion, for at every moment he has had it in his power to show his true character. What self-denial, for what is self-denial without freedom. What supreme self-denial if the incognito is so successful that, even if he were to speak directly, no one would believe him.


  But that such a superiority exists or could exist, of this people have no conception at all. How far removed one is from it would be learned if one were to attempt to obtain a direct communication from such a superior person, or if he himself were to begin any such thing and gave it—one would learn it when he assumed the incognito again. So let us imagine, for example, a noble, sympathetic person who as a precaution or for any other reason whatsoever found an incognito to be necessary. [XII 122] For that he chooses, for example, to appear to be an egotist. Now he discloses himself to someone, shows him his true character, and the other person believes it, is gripped by it. So they understand each other. The other person is perhaps also of the opinion that he understands the incognito—he does not perceive that it was indeed removed, that he understood it with the aid of direct communication, that is, with the help of the person who was incognito but was not incognito as long as he communicated the understanding to him. Let us now imagine that for some reason or other the superior person has the notion or finds it necessary to reassume the incognito between the two who, as they say, understood each other—what then? Then it will be settled whether the other person is as great a dialectician as the first, or whether the other has faith in the possibility of this kind of self-denial. In other words, it will be settled whether the other person is capable of penetrating an incognito, or of steadfastly maintaining the understanding in the face of it, or of understanding it by himself. The moment the superior person assumes the incognito, he naturally does everything to maintain it and does not help the other person at all; on the contrary, he devises the strategy best calculated to deceive him—that is, to maintain his incognito. Now if he is essentially the superior one, he succeeds. The other person at first resists a little by way of direct communication, “This is a deception; you are not that way.” But the incognito is maintained; no direct communication follows, and the other person once again believes that this person is an egotist and perhaps says, “For a moment I believed in him, but now even I see that he is an egotist.” The point is that he cannot really hold to the idea that the unrecognizable person does not prefer to be recognized as the good man he is; the point is that he can understand an incognito only as long as the unrecognizable person shows him by direct communication that it is an incognito, that it is so and how—that is, as long as there is no incognito, or at least as long as the unrecognizable person is not in the character of being unrecognizable, gathering all his mental powers to maintain the unrecognizability and leaving the other person to himself. As long as the first person helps him with direct communication about the unrecognizability, he can understand it and—the self-denial, for then there really is none. But when there is, he cannot understand him. In other words, the other person really does not believe in the possibility that there could be self-denial such as that. —Whether a person has the right to mystify in this way, whether a person is capable of doing it, whether, if he could, his defense that he was maieutically52 developing the other person was adequate, or, from another point of view, whether it is not specifically his duty, assuming that it is self-denial and not pride—this I do not decide. Please regard this [XII 123] as merely an imaginary construction in thought that nevertheless does provide illumination regarding “unrecognizability.”


  And now the God-man! He is God but chooses to become this individual human being. This, as said before, is the most profound incognito or the most impenetrable unrecognizability that is possible, because the contradiction between being God and being an individual human being is the greatest possible, the infinitely qualitative contradiction. But it is his will, his free decision, and therefore it is an omnipotently maintained incognito. Indeed, by allowing himself to be born he has in a certain sense bound himself once and for all; his unrecognizability is so omnipotently maintained that in a way he himself is in the power of his own incognito, in which lies the literal actuality of his purely human suffering, that this is not merely appearance but in a certain sense is the assumed incognito’s upper hand over him. Only in this way is there in the profoundest sense earnestness concerning his becoming true man; this is also why he suffers through the utmost suffering of feeling himself abandoned by God.53 He is not, therefore, at any moment beyond suffering but is actually in suffering, and this purely human experience befalls him, that the actuality proves to be even more terrible than the possibility, that he who freely assumed unrecognizability yet actually suffers as if he were trapped or had trapped himself in unrecognizability. It is a strange kind of dialectic: that he, omnipotent, binds himself and does it so omnipotently that he actually feels bound, suffers under the consequence of his loving and free decision to become an individual human being—to that degree there was earnestness in his becoming an actual human being. But so it had to be if he was to be the sign of contradiction that discloses the thoughts of the heart. —The imperfection in any human being’s unrecognizability is the very arbitrariness with which he can annihilate it at any moment; the more he is able to prevent this and make it less possible, the more perfectly in earnest is the unrecognizability. But the God-man’s unrecognizability is an omnipotently maintained incognito, and the divine earnestness is precisely this—that it was maintained to such an extent that he himself suffered purely humanly under the unrecognizability.


  Note. It is easily seen that direct communication is an impossibility when one is so kind as to take the communicator into account and is not so absentminded about Christianity as to forget Christ. In relation to unrecognizability or for someone [XII 124] in unrecognizability, direct communication is an impossibility, because the direct communication does indeed directly state what one essentially is—but unrecognizability means not to be in the character of what one essentially is. Thus there is a contradiction that nevertheless makes direct communication indirect, that is, makes direct communication impossible. If there is to be a direct communication that remains a direct communication, one must step out of the incognito; otherwise that which in the first is direct communication (the direct statement) still does not become direct communication through the second (the incognito of the communicator).


  § 3

  THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF DIRECT COMMUNICATION


  The opposite of direct communication is indirect communication. The latter can be produced in two ways.


  Indirect communication can be an art of communication in redoubling the communication; the art consists in making oneself, the communicator, into a nobody, purely objective, and then continually placing the qualitative opposites in a unity. This is what some pseudonymous writers54 are accustomed to calling the double-reflection of the communication. For example, it is indirect communication to place jest and earnestness together in such a way that the composite is a dialectical knot—and then to be a nobody oneself. If anyone wants to have anything to do with this kind of communication, he will have to untie the knot himself. Or, to bring attack and defense into a unity in such a way that no one can directly say whether one is attacking or defending, so that the most zealous supporter of the cause and its most vicious foe can both seem to see in one an ally—and then to be nobody oneself, an absentee, an objective something, a nonperson. If, for example, at a given time faith seems to have vanished from the world, something one must advertise for in the Lost-and-Found columns, it perhaps can be beneficial in dialectically luring forth faith—yet I do not decide whether it can be beneficial. But here is an example of indirect communication or [XII 125] communication in double-reflection. One presents faith in the eminent sense and represents it in such a way that the most orthodox sees it as a defense of the faith and the atheist sees it as an attack, while the communicator is a zero, a nonperson, an objective something—yet he perhaps is an ingenious secret agent who with the aid of this communication finds out which is which, who is the believer, who the atheist; because this is disclosed when they form a judgment about what is presented, which is neither attack nor defense.


  But indirect communication can also appear in another way, through the relation between the communication and the communicator. The communicator is present here, whereas in the first instance he was left out, yet, please note, by way of a negative reflection. But our age actually knows no other kind of communication than that mediocre method of didacticizing. What it means to exist has been completely forgotten. Any communication concerning existing requires a communicator; in other words, the communicator is the reduplication of the communication; to exist in what one understands is to reduplicate.


  But this communication still cannot be called indirect communication just because there is a communicator who himself exists in what he communicates. If, however, the communicator himself is dialectically defined and his own being is based on reflection, then all direct communication is impossible.


  So it is with the God-man. He is a sign, the sign of contradiction; he is unrecognizable—therefore any direct communication is impossible. In other words, if the communication by a communicator is to be direct, then not only the communication must be direct, but the communicator himself must be directly defined. If not, then even the most direct statement by such a communicator still does not—because of the communicator, because of what the communicator is—become direct communication.


  If someone says directly: I am God; the Father and I are one,55 this is direct communication. But if the person who says it, the communicator, is this individual human being, an individual human being just like others, then this communication is not quite entirely direct, because it is not entirely direct that an individual human being should be God—whereas what he says is entirely direct. Because of the communicator the communication contains a contradiction, it becomes indirect communication; it confronts you with a choice: whether you will believe him or not.


  One could very well weep when one reflects on the state of [XII 126] Christianity in Christendom with regard to what is used in sermon presentation again and again and with the greatest self-importance, as if one were saying something really striking and convincing. They say that Christ himself has directly said that he was God, the only begotten Son of the Father. They reject with horror any concealment as unworthy of Christ, as vanity and conceit in connection with so earnest a matter, the most earnest of all matters, the salvation of mankind. They maintain that Christ has given us a direct answer to a direct question. Alas, such pastors do not know at all whereof they speak; it is as if it were hidden from their eyes that they are abolishing Christianity. He who was an offense to the Jews, foolishness to the Greeks,56 the mystery by whom everything was revealed,57 but in the mystery—him they humanly make over into a kind of earnest public figure, almost as earnest as the pastor. If one will only take the trouble to say to such a person with a direct and cozy joviality, “Tell me now in all earnestness,” then without any fear and trembling before the Deity, without the death throes that are the birth pangs of faith, without the shudder that is the beginning of worship, without the horror of the possibility of offense, one immediately and directly comes to know what cannot be known directly.


  Yes, indeed, Christ himself did very directly say that he was the Father’s only begotten Son, that is, the sign of contradiction—has very directly said it. What does that mean? See, here we are again. If he is the sign of contradiction, then he cannot give a direct communication—that is, the statement can be entirely direct, but the fact that he is involved, that he, the sign of contradiction, says it, makes it indirect communication. Yes, indeed, Christ did say: Believe in me,58 and it is an entirely direct statement. But if the one who says it is the sign of contradiction, what then? Then this direct statement in his mouth specifically expresses that to believe is not something so entirely direct or that even his call to believe is indirect communication.


  And now with regard to earnestness, such pastors on the whole understand earnestness just about as well as they understand Christianity. The earnestness is precisely this—that Christ cannot give a direct communication, that the single direct statement, like the miracle, can serve only to make aware [XII 127] in order that the person who has been made aware, facing the offense of the contradiction, can choose whether he will believe or not.


  But the essentially Christian is confused in every way. Christ is made into the speculative unity of God and man, or Christ is thrown out altogether and his teaching is taken, or Christ is really made into an idol. Spirit is the denial of direct immediacy.59 If Christ is true God, then he also must be unrecognizable, attired in unrecognizability, which is the denial of all straightforwardness. Direct recognizability is specifically characteristic of the idol. But this is what people make Christ into, and this is supposed to be earnestness. They take the direct statement and fantastically form a character corresponding to it (preferably sentimental, with the gentle look, the friendly eye, or whatever else such a foolish pastor can hit upon), and then it is directly altogether certain that Christ is God.


  What abominable, sentimental frivolity! No, one does not manage to become a Christian at such a cheap price! He is the sign of contradiction, and by the direct statement he attaches himself to you only so that you must face the offense of the contradiction, and the thoughts of your heart are disclosed as you choose whether you will believe or not.


  § 4

  IN CHRIST THE SECRET OF SUFFERINGS IS THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF DIRECT COMMUNICATION


  Christ’s sufferings, how he was mocked, scourged, and crucified, have been much and often discussed, especially in earlier times. But in all this, an entirely different kind of suffering seems to be forgotten, the suffering of inwardness, suffering of soul, or what might be called the secret of the sufferings that were inseparable from his life in unrecognizability from the time he appeared until the very last.


  It is always painful to have to conceal an inwardness and have to seem to be other than one is—so it is in a merely human situation. It is the most grievous human suffering, and the person who suffers in this way, alas, in one day he often has greater suffering than from all physical tortures combined. I do not presume to decide whether there actually are such collisions or whether a person when he experiences such a collision does not also sin every moment he remains in it—I am speaking only of the suffering. The collision is this, out of love for another person to have to conceal an inwardness and [XII 128] seem to be other than one is. The pains are purely psychical and are as compounded as possible. But it is not good for a pain to be compounded; with each new compounding it acquires one sting more. First there is the painfulness of one’s own suffering, for if it is blissful to belong to another person in the mutual understanding of love, of friendship, then it is painful to have to keep this inwardness to oneself. In the next place, there is the suffering on behalf of the other person. That which is love’s solicitude, a love that would do everything, sacrifice its life for the other, here finds its expression in something that has a likeness to the most extreme kind of cruelty—alas, and yet it is love. Finally, the painfulness is the suffering of responsibility. Thus it is out of love to annihilate, immediately and directly, one’s own love, yet preserving it, out of love to be cruel to the beloved, out of love to take upon oneself this enormous responsibility.


  But now the God-man! The true God cannot become directly recognizable, but direct recognizability is what the purely human, what the human beings to whom he came, would plead and implore him for as an indescribable alleviation. And out of love he becomes man! He is love, and yet at every moment he exists he must crucify, so to speak, all human compassion and solicitude—for he can become only the object of faith. But everything called purely human compassion is related to direct recognizability. Yet if he does not become the object of faith, he is not true God; and if he is not true God, then he does not save people either. Therefore, by the step he takes out of love he at the same time plunges that person, mankind, into the most horrible decision. Indeed, it is as if one heard a cry from human compassion: Oh, why are you doing this!60 And yet he does it out of love; he does it to save people. But out there in the horror of this decision he must keep them at a distance if, saved in faith, they are to belong to him at all—and he is love. Out of love he wants to do everything for people; he stakes his life for them, he suffers ignominious death for them—and for them he suffers this life—in divine love and compassion and mercy (compared with which all human compassion counts as nothing) to have to be, humanly speaking, so severe. His whole life is a suffering of inwardness. And then the last part of his life begins with the nocturnal betrayal, then he suffers physical pain and mistreatment; then he endures the suffering of being betrayed by a friend, of standing alone, ridiculed, mocked, spat upon, wearing a crown of thorns and dressed in purple, alone with [XII 129] his, humanly speaking, lost cause—see, what a man, alone among his infuriated enemies—what a dreadful setting, deserted by all his friends—what frightful loneliness! Yet a human being can also suffer in this way, suffer the same mistreatment, suffer even the desertion of his best friend, but then no more. If this is surmounted, then for a human being the cup of suffering is emptied. Here, however, the cup of suffering is filled again, the most bitter of all—he suffers so that this, his suffering, can become and does become an offense to the few believers. It is true that he suffers only once, but unlike a human being he does not escape with the first time of suffering—he suffers through the most grievous suffering the second time, in his concern and grief that his suffering is an occasion for offense.


  No human being can comprehend this suffering; to want to comprehend it is presumption.


  As far as I who am attempting to describe this am concerned, I perhaps owe a little explanation here. I may at times betray such an acquaintance with concealed inwardness, the suffering of real self-denial, that someone could perhaps have the notion that I, even though an ordinary human being, nevertheless am such a person, one of those rare noble human beings. Far from it. In a strange manner, and not exactly on account of my virtues but rather on account of my sins, I have purely formally become aware of the secrets of existence and the secretiveness of existence in a way in which these and this presumably do not exist for many people. I do not pride myself on this, for it is not on account of my virtues. But I make an honest effort to use this knowledge to illuminate what is humanly true and what is humanly the true good. And this I use in turn to prompt, if possible, an awareness of the holy—about which I always add that no human being can comprehend this and that in regard to this the beginning and ending is worship. Even if one comprehended, fully comprehended, the purely human, this understanding is still a misunderstanding in regard to the God-man. —What responsibility I bear, no one understands as I do. Let no one take the trouble to terrify me on this account, for to him who can terrify me in a totally different way I relate myself in fear and trembling. But then, too, not very many understand as I do that Christianity has been abolished in Christendom.


  § 5

  [XII 130] THE POSSIBILITY OF OFFENSE IS TO DENY DIRECT COMMUNICATION


  The possibility of offense, as we have tried to show, is present at every moment, confirming at every moment the chasmic abyss between the single individual and the God-man over which faith and faith alone reaches. Thus it is not, to repeat again and again, an accidental relation, so that some perceive the possibility of offense and others not; no, the possibility of offense is the stumbling block for all, whether they choose to believe or they are offended.


  Therefore the communication begins with a repulsion. But to begin with a repulsion is to deny direct communication. This is easy to perceive; it presents itself almost physically for perception. Anything that presents itself directly cannot be said to repulse first of all, but anything that presents itself in such a way that it first of all repulses cannot be said to present itself directly. On the other hand, it cannot be said to repulse only, because it presents itself, but in such a way that it first repulses.


  But take away the possibility of offense, as has been done in Christendom, and all Christianity becomes direct communication, and then Christianity is abolished, has become something easy, a superficial something that neither wounds nor heals deeply enough; it has become the false invention of purely human compassion that forgets the infinite qualitative difference between God and man.


  § 6

  TO DENY DIRECT COMMUNICATION IS TO REQUIRE FAITH


  The possibility of offense, the relation in which it begins, is in the most profound sense the expression for “making aware” or expresses that the greatest possible attention is required on the part of a human being (indeed, on a scale that is anything but the purely human, for it is on a divine scale) with respect to the decision to become a believer. Direct communication perhaps also seeks as well as it can to make the recipient aware: it pleads and implores him, it lays the importance of the cause right on his heart; it admonishes, threatens, etc.—this is all direct communication again, and therefore there is neither [XII 131] sufficient earnestness with regard to the supreme decision nor is sufficient awareness gained.


  No, the way to begin is to deny direct communication—that is earnestness. The possibility of offense is frightful, and yet, just like the Law in relation to the Gospel, it is rigorousness that is part of the earnestness. There is no direct communication and no direct reception: there is a choice. It does not take place, as in direct communication, with coaxing and threatening and admonishing—and then, then, quite imperceptibly, little by little comes the transition, the transition to accepting it more or less, to keeping oneself convinced of it, to being of the opinion etc. No, a very specific kind of reception is required—that of faith. And faith itself is a dialectical qualification. Faith is a choice, certainly not direct reception—and the recipient is the one who is disclosed, whether he will believe or be offended.


  But the whole of modern philosophy has done everything to delude us into thinking that faith is an immediate qualification, that it is the immediate61—which in turn is linked up with having abolished the possibility of offense, having made Christianity into a teaching, having abolished the God-man and the situation of contemporaneity. What modern philosophy understands by faith is really what is called having an opinion or what in everyday language some people call “to believe.” Christianity is made into a teaching; this teaching is then proclaimed to a person, and he believes that it is as this teaching says. Then the next stage is to “comprehend” this teaching, and this philosophy does. All of this would be entirely proper if Christianity were a teaching, but since it is not, all this is totally wrong. Faith in a significant sense is related to the God-man. But the God-man, the sign of contradiction, denies direct communication—and calls for faith.


  That to deny direct communication is to require faith can be simply pointed out in purely human situations if it is kept in mind that faith in its most eminent sense is related to the God-man. Let us examine this and to that end take the relationship between two lovers. I first assume this situation: in the most ardent terms, the lover assures the beloved of his love, and his entire bearing corresponds to this assurance, almost sheer adoration. He now asks the beloved, “Do you believe that I love you?” The beloved answers, “Yes, I do believe it.” This is how we do indeed talk. But let us now suppose that the lover has the idea of wanting to test the beloved to see whether she does believe him. What does he do? He cuts off all direct communication, changes himself into a duplexity; [XII 132] as a possibility it looks deceptive, as if he possibly could be just as much a deceiver as the faithful lover. This is making oneself into a riddle, but what is a riddle? A riddle is a question, and what does the question ask about? It asks whether she loves him. —Now, I do not decide whether he has the right to do this; I merely follow the thought-categories, and in any case it must be kept in mind that a maieutic teacher to a certain extent does the same thing, poses the dialectical duplexity, but with the directly opposite intention, just to turn the other person away from him, to turn him inward in order to make him free, not in order to draw him to himself. —The difference in the lover’s conduct is easy to see. In the first instance he asks directly: Do you believe me? In the second instance he makes himself into a question: whether she believes him. He perhaps bitterly comes to regret that he allowed himself to do such a thing—I have nothing to do with that; I merely follow the thought-categories. From a dialectical point of view, it is positively certain that the latter method is a far more basic way in which to require faith. The purpose of the latter method is to make the beloved disclose herself in a choice; that is, out of this duplexity she must choose which character she believes is the true one. If she chooses the good character, it is disclosed that she believes him. It is disclosed, since he does not help her at all; on the contrary, by means of the duplexity he has placed her entirely alone without any assistance whatsoever. He is a duplexity, and now the question is what she judges about him, but he understands it differently, for he sees that it is not he who is being judged but it is she who is disclosed in how she judges. Whether he is allowed to do this, I do not decide—I merely pursue the thought-categories. His method, which as long as it lasts may cause him indescribable suffering in unrest and concern, is simultaneously an almost chilling, inhuman indifference, and yet again the most intense passion. But he requires faith. Dialectically he is right, that to believe when one receives direct communication is altogether too direct.


  Christianity has never understood by faith anything like this. The God-man must require faith and in order to require faith must deny direct communication. In a certain sense he cannot do otherwise, and he does not want it otherwise. As the God-man he is qualitatively different from any man, and therefore he must deny direct communication; he must require faith and require that he become the object of faith.


  In the relation between individuals, one person must and shall be content with the other’s assurance that he believes him; no one has the right to make himself into an object of faith for the other person. If one person is to use dialectical redoubling [Fordoblelse] in relation to another, he must in exactly the opposite way use it maieutically in order to avoid becoming an object of faith or an approximation thereof for another. The dialectical duplexity [Dobbelthed] is provisional; the next stage unconditionally brings falseness if, instead of using the dialectical duplexity for parrying, a person allows himself the presumption of becoming an object of faith for another person. But even with respect to the maieutic I do not decide to what extent, Christianly speaking, it is to be approved.


  But only the God-man cannot do otherwise and, as qualitatively different from man, must insist upon being the object of faith. If he does not become this, he becomes an idol—and therefore he must deny direct communication because he must require faith.


  § 7

  THE OBJECT OF FAITH IS THE GOD-MAN PRECISELY BECAUSE THE GOD-MAN IS THE POSSIBILITY OF OFFENSE


  So inseparable is the possibility of offense from faith that if the God-man were not the possibility of offense he could not be the object of faith, either. Thus the possibility of offense is taken up into faith, is assimilated by faith, is the negative mark of the God-man. For if there were no possibility of offense, there would be direct recognizability, and then the God-man would be an idol; then direct recognizability is paganism.


  One sees how little the gratitude of Christianity has been earned through the abolition of the possibility of offense, how it has been made into a pleasant, a sentimental paganism.


  For this is the law: the person who abolishes faith abolishes the possibility of offense, such as when speculation substitutes comprehending for having faith; and the person who abolishes the possibility of offense abolishes faith, such as when the sentimental sermon presentation falsely attributes direct recognizability to Christ. But whether faith is abolished or whether the possibility of offense is abolished, something else is also abolished: the God-man. And if the God-man is abolished, Christianity is abolished.


  [XII 134] And in truth, the eighteen hundred years have not contributed a jot to demonstrating the truth of Christianity; on the contrary, with steadily increasing power they have contributed to abolishing Christianity. It is not at all the case, either, as one might logically assume when the demonstration [Bevis] of the eighteen hundred years is applauded, that now in the nineteenth century one is convinced [overbeviist] of the truth of Christianity in a way totally different from the way the people were in the first and second generations—it is indeed rather the case (and this really sounds somewhat satirical on the worshipers and adorers of that demonstration) that in proportion as the demonstration increased in power—fewer and fewer were convinced. But this is what happens when once and for all the crucial point in something is missed: frightful confusions can result that increase from generation to generation. Now, since it has been demonstrated, and on an enormous scale, that Christianity is the truth, now there is no one, almost no one, who is willing to make any sacrifice for its sake. When one—shall I say when one “only” believed its truth—then one sacrificed life and blood. What a frightful delusion! If only, as that pagan who burned the libraries, one could push aside those eighteen hundred years—if one cannot do that, then Christianity is indeed abolished. If only it could be made evident to all those orators who demonstrate the truth of Christianity by the eighteen hundred years and win people, if only it could be made evident to them, frightful as it is, that they are betraying, denying, abolishing Christianity—if that cannot be done, then Christianity is abolished.62
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  4I* [XII 141]


  PRAYER


  Lord Jesus Christ, there is so much to draw us back: empty achievements, meaningless pleasures, unworthy concerns. There is so much to scare us back: a pride that is too cowardly to let itself be helped, a cowardly timidity that shirks to its own ruin, an anxiety of sin7 that shuns the purity of holiness as illness shuns the remedy. But you are still the strongest—so draw us, and even more strongly, to yourself. We call you our Savior and Redeemer, and you came to earth in order to free us from the chains in which we were bound or in which we had bound ourselves and in order to rescue the redeemed. This was your task, which you have completed and which you will complete until the end of time, for just as you yourself have said it, so will you do it: lifted up from the earth, you will draw all to yourself.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  From on high he will draw all to himself.


  My devout listener, if a human life is not to be lived altogether unworthily like that of the animal, which never lifts up its head; if it is not to be trifled away, emptily occupied with [XII 142] what, as long as it lasts, is vanity and when it is over is nothing, or busily occupied with what does indeed make a noise at the moment but has no echo in eternity; if a human life is not to be loafed away in inactivity or wasted away in busy activity—then there must be something higher that draws it. Now, this higher something can be quite varied; but if this higher something is to be truly able to draw and at every moment, it must not itself be subject to variation or change8 but must have triumphantly gone through every change, transfigured like the transfigured life of one who is dead. And just as now among all who live there is but one name that is named, the Lord Jesus Christ,9 so also there is but one who is dead, he who yet lives, the Lord Jesus Christ, who from on high will draw all to himself. Therefore a Christian’s life is properly structured, is oriented toward what is above,10 toward loftiness, toward him who on high draws the Christian to himself—if the Christian remembers him; and the person who does not do that is certainly no Christian. And you, my listener, you to whom my discourse is addressed, you have come here today in remembrance of him.11


  It goes without saying that if from on high he is to be able to draw the Christian to himself, there is much that must be forgotten, much that must be disregarded, much that must be died to. How can this be done? If in concern, perhaps concern about your future, your success, you have ever really wished to be able to forget something—a disappointed expectation, a crushed hope, a bitter and embittering recollection, or if, in concern about your soul’s salvation, you have very fervently wished to be able to forget something—anxiety of sin that continually confronted you, a terrifying thought that would not leave you—then you yourself certainly have experienced how empty is the advice the world gives you when it says, “Try to forget it!” If in concern you anxiously ask, “How shall I go about forgetting?” and the reply is, “You must try to forget,” this is nothing but empty mockery—if it is anything at all. No, if there is something you want to forget, then try to find something else to remember; then you will certainly succeed. Therefore, if Christianity requires of the Christian that he must forget a great deal, and in a certain sense everything, namely, the multiplicity, then it also recommends the means: [XII 143] to remember something else, to call to remembrance one thing, the Lord Jesus Christ. Then if you perceive that the pleasures of the world captivate you, and you wish to forget; if you perceive that earthly concerns occupy you so much that you wish to forget; if you perceive that life’s busyness is carrying you away as the current carries the swimmer, and you wish to forget; if the anxieties of temptation pursue you and you fervently wish to be able to forget—then remember him, the Lord Jesus Christ, and you will certainly succeed. Indeed, if—just as you today in remembrance of him eat of the bread and drink of the wine—if in this way the remembrance of him could be your thought every day so that in everything you undertook you remembered him, then you also would have totally forgotten everything that ought to be forgotten; with regard to everything that ought to be forgotten, you would become as forgetful as an enfeebled old man, as forgetful as someone who in a foreign country has forgotten his mother tongue and makes no sense in speaking it, as forgetful as an absentminded person—you would be entirely drawn to the higher by him who from on high will draw all to himself.


  From on high he will draw all to himself.


  From on high, for here on earth he walked around in lowliness, in the lowly form of a servant, in poverty and misery, a suffering one. This, indeed, was Christianity, not that a rich man makes the poor rich but that the poorest of all makes all rich, both the rich and the poor. And this, indeed, was Christianity, not that it is the happy person who consoles the sorrowful but that it is the most sorrowful of all. —He will draw all to himself, draw them to himself, for he will not entice anyone to himself. In one sense truly to draw to oneself is to thrust away from oneself. In your nature as in mine and in that of every other human being there is much that he wants removed; in regard to all that, he thrusts away. Lowliness, abasement, is the stumbling stone,12 the possibility of offense, and 13you are situated between his abasement, which lies behind,14 and his loftiness—that is precisely why he is said to draw to himself. To entice to oneself is falsely to draw to oneself, but he will not entice anyone; the abasement belongs just as essentially to him as the loftiness. If there were someone who could love him only in his loftiness, that person’s vision is confused; he does not know Christ and therefore does not love him either; he is taking him in vain. Christ was and is indeed the truth. If someone can love him only in his loftiness, what does that mean? It means that he can love the truth—only when it has conquered, when it is in possession of and is surrounded by power and honor and glory. But when it was struggling, when it was foolishness, to the Jews an offense, to the Greeks [XII 144] foolishness;15 when it was insulted, mocked, and, as Scripture says, spat upon16—then of course such a person could not love it; then he wished to stay far away from it. That is, he wanted the truth far away from him, but this is actually to be in untruth. It is just as essentially a part of “the truth” to suffer in this world as to be triumphant in another world, in the world of truth—and Jesus Christ is the same in his abasement as in his loftiness. But if, on the other hand, someone could feel drawn to Christ and love him only in his abasement, if such a person wanted to hear nothing about his loftiness, when power and honor and glory are his; if he (what sad perversity!) with the impatience of a restless spirit, bored, as he would no doubt say, with the good and victorious days of Christendom, if he longed only for scenes of horror, to be with him when he was being insulted and persecuted—then the vision of such a person is also confused; he does not recognize Christ and therefore does not love him either. Christianity is not at all closer to heavy-mindedness [Tungsind] than to light-mindedness; they are both equally worldliness, equally far away, and both have just as much need of conversion.


  My listener, you to whom my discourse is addressed, you who today have come here in remembrance of him, of our Lord Jesus Christ, you have come here drawn by him who from on high will draw all to himself. But this very day you are reminded of his abasement, his suffering and death: therefore it is he who draws you to himself. He has not in loftiness forgotten you—and you do not forget his abasement; you love him in his abasement, but also his glorious revelation.


  From on high he will draw all to himself.


  It is now eighteen centuries since he left the earth and ascended on high. The shape of the world has changed more than once since that time. Thrones have risen and fallen, great names have emerged and been forgotten, and in lesser things, in our daily lives, the usual occurs: the sun rises and sets, the wind shifts direction by turns, the latest news is heard and is soon forgotten, and then again something new is heard17—but from him nothing, in a certain sense, is heard. And yet he has said that from on high he will draw all to himself. So he is not resting on high, but he is working, is occupied and concerned with drawing all to himself. Wonderful! Yet, you likewise do see many forces stirring in nature around you, but the power [XII 145] that supports it all you do not see, you do not see God’s omnipotence—and yet it is just as fully certain that he, too, is working, that one single moment without him and then the world is nothing. Thus, invisible on high, he is also present everywhere, occupied with drawing all to himself—alas, while there in the world the talk is secularly about everything else—as if he did not exist at all. He uses the most varied things as a way and as a means of drawing to himself, but we cannot develop this here, least of all today, when just an unusually brief time is stipulated for the discourse, because the sacred act is primary and the celebration of the Holy Communion is the service. But even though the means he uses are ever so many, all the ways still converge at one point: the consciousness of sin; through that goes the way along which he draws a person, the penitent, to himself.


  My listener, you to whom my discourse is addressed, you who have come here today in order in remembrance of him to share in the holy meal of the Lord’s Supper, you did, of course, first go to confession—before you now go up to the altar. From on high he has drawn you to himself, but through the consciousness of sin. He leads the single individual to this place along many very different ways, but he draws him to himself along only one way: through the consciousness of sin. For he will entice no one to himself, but he wants to draw all to himself.


  From on high he will draw all to himself.


  My listener, you to whom my discourse is addressed! Today he is indeed with you as if he were closer to the earth; he is as if touching the earth; he is present at the altar where you are seeking him; he is present there—but only in order once again from on high to draw you to himself. You have come here today because you feel drawn to him, but from this it does not follow that you dare to think that he has already drawn you wholly to himself. Lord, increase my faith.18 The person who prayed this prayer was not an unbeliever but a believer; so also with this prayer, “Lord, draw me wholly to yourself.”19 The person who will pray this prayer aright must already feel himself drawn. Is it not true that just today, and just because today you feel drawn, just for that very reason you today would be most willing to confess to yourself and to him how much there still is left, how far it is from his having wholly drawn you to himself—from on high, away from everything low and earthly that wants to hold you back. My [XII 146] listener, it is not I, it is no other person who says or will say or dares to say this to you; no, every human being will have enough to say to himself—and should have praise for God if he should ever manage to say this sufficiently to himself. I do not know where you are, my listener; I do not know how far he may already have drawn you to himself, how more advanced in being a Christian you perhaps are than I and many another, but God grant that this day, wherever you are and whoever you are, you who have come here today to share in the holy meal of the Lord’s Supper, that this day may truly be blessed for you. God grant that at the sacred moment you might feel wholly drawn to him, be aware of his presence, the presence of him who is present there, of him from whom you are indeed separated when you leave the altar but who will not forget you if you do not forget him—yes, will not forget you even if you sometimes were to forget him, who from on high continues to draw you to himself until the final blessed end when you will be with him and with him on high.20


  


  * This discourse was delivered by Magister Kierkegaard in Frue Church on Friday, September 1, 1848.5 Since it actually has given me the idea for the title, I have, with his consent, printed it. In order to complete the whole book with an ending that corresponds to this beginning, I have also kept no. 7 in the same more lenient tone and to that extent have relinquished part of what is characteristic of me.6


  II [XII 147]


  Lord Jesus Christ, our foolish minds are weak; they are more than willing to be drawn—and there is so much that wants to draw us to itself. There is pleasure with its seductive power, the multiplicity with its bewildering distractions, the moment with its infatuating importance and the conceited laboriousness of busyness and the careless time-wasting of light-mindedness and the gloomy brooding of heavy-mindedness—all this will draw us away from ourselves to itself in order to deceive us. But you, who are the truth, only you, our Savior and Redeemer, can truly draw a person to yourself, which you have promised to do—that you will draw all to yourself. Then may God grant that by repenting we may come to ourselves, so that you, according to your Word, can draw us to yourself—from on high, but through lowliness and abasement.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  My devout listener, let us by way of introduction first become very clear about the precise meaning of the thought to draw to itself in order better and more profoundly to understand the sacred text just read, that Christ, lifted up from the earth, consequently from on high, will draw all to himself.


  What does it mean: to draw to itself? After all, is it not basically untrue to say that something draws [drage] to itself if it only deceptively [bedragende] draws to itself, if it draws to itself in order to deceive, or deceives when it draws to itself? Indeed, it would be more honest and proper to say of it: It deceives—not one word more. If someone says of it: It draws, it seems [XII 148] as if he wanted to suppress the decisive point for a moment, as if he wanted to pause there a moment and not promptly make a clean breast of it, curt as truth always is, fleeing swiftly as truth always flees from the lie. If someone were to say of something that seduces [forføre] that it leads [føre]—and then pause, add nothing whatever, or only after some time add “to seduction”—would this not be an expression of his being basically in the power of the seductive? Truly, it is dangerous and dubious when a person spells in this way and is slow in this way about putting two and two together; it is a dangerous lingering on what is forbidden, a lingering, or rather it seems as if one really had an urge to go along a little way, to be led a little stretch by the seductive. Indeed, it would also be indefensible if one were to say to a person who was in the power of the seductive: Be careful, that leads to seduction. Someone who is concerned about his own or someone else’s salvation speaks much more impatiently; even in the moment when he, humanly speaking, is furthest away from the seductive, he does not give it one finger, lest it take his whole hand; he does not joke with it or flirt.


  Do not say that these are quibbling comments about words, anything but upbuilding. Believe me, it is very important for a person that his language be precise and true, because that means his thinking is that also. Furthermore, even though understanding and speaking correctly are not everything, since acting correctly is indeed also required, yet understanding in relation to acting is like the springboard from which the diver makes his leap—the clearer, the more precise, the more passionate (in the good sense) the understanding is, the more it rises [lette] to action, or the easier [letter] it is to rise to action for the one who is to act, just as it is easier for the bird to rise from the swinging branch whose pliancy is most closely related to and forms the easiest transition to flying.


  Thus what truly can be said to draw to itself must first and foremost be something in itself or must be a something that is in itself. That which is not in itself cannot possibly draw to itself. But this certainly is the case with the sensate, the secular, the momentary, the multiple—in itself it is nothing, is empty. In the last resort, it cannot be said to draw [drage] to itself; it can only deceive [bedrage]. This is the last, that it deceives; but this last is also what ought to be said first and promptly, that it deceives.


  What truly can be said to draw to itself must be something [XII 149] higher, more noble, which draws the lower to itself—that is, truly to draw to itself is to draw upward, not to draw downward. When the lower draws the higher to itself, it does not draw, it draws downward, it deceives. This is certainly what comes to light last, the deception, but this last is what ought to be said first and promptly: it deceives.


  Moreover, what it truly means, more precisely understood, to draw to itself depends upon the nature of what is to be drawn. If this is in itself a self, then to draw to itself cannot truly mean merely to draw it from being itself, to draw it to itself in such a way that it has now lost all its own existence [Bestaaen] by being drawn into that which drew it to itself. No, with regard to what is truly a self, to be drawn in this manner would again be to be deceived. This would certainly be the last to come to light, the deception, but this last is what should be said first and promptly: it deceives. No, when that which is to be drawn is in itself a self, then truly to draw to itself means first to help it truly to become itself in order then to draw it to itself, or it means in and through drawing it to itself to help it become itself. —Therefore, truly to draw to itself means something twofold—first to make the self, which is to be drawn to itself, to be itself, in order then to draw it to itself.


  And what, then, is it to be a self? It is to be a redoubling [Fordoblelse].21 Therefore in this relation it means truly to draw a duplexity [Dobbelthed] to itself. The magnet draws the iron to itself, but the iron is no self; in this relation, therefore, to draw to itself is a singleness. But a self is a redoubling, is freedom; therefore in this relation truly to draw to itself means to posit a choice. With regard to the iron when it is drawn, there is no question and can be none of any choice. But a self can truly draw another self to itself only through a choice—thus truly to draw to itself is a composite.


  So, then, what truly can be said to draw to itself must be something in itself or something that is in itself. So it is when truth draws to itself, for truth is in itself, is in and for itself—and Christ is the truth. It must be the higher that draws the lower to itself—just as when Christ, the infinitely highest one, true God and true man, from on high will draw all to himself. But the human being of whom this discourse speaks is in himself a self. Therefore Christ also first and foremost wants to help every human being to become a self, requires this of him [XII 150] first and foremost, requires that he, by repenting, become a self, in order then to draw him to himself. He wants to draw the human being to himself, but in order truly to draw him to himself he wants to draw him only as a free being to himself, that is, through a choice.


  Therefore he, who abased himself, therefore he, the abased, will from on high draw the human being to himself. Yet he is in lowliness and in loftiness one and the same, and this choice would not be right if someone thought he was to choose between Christ in lowliness and Christ in loftiness, for Christ is not divided;22 he is one and the same. The choice is not: either lowliness or loftiness. No, the choice is Christ, but Christ is a composite and yet one and the same, is the abased one and the lofty one, and thus specifically prevents choosing one of the two parts, while both parts, or that both parts are there, make it impossible to be drawn to him without a choice. If he could truly draw to himself without a choice, he would have to be unitary, either the lofty one or the abased one, but he is both. Thus nothing, no natural force, nothing on earth draws to itself in this way, through a duplexity; only spirit can do that, and in turn only in this way can spirit draw spirit to itself.


  From on high he will draw all to himself.


  And is it not true that it has indeed happened? These thousands and thousands and millions, he has drawn them and draws them all to himself—for in his abasement he drew only twelve, and one of these twelve betrayed him and the others denied him. But all these thousands and millions he draws to himself from on high—they hold fast to him. Perhaps! But suppose he were to put this to the test, suppose that he once again attired himself in lowliness—and in an even stricter sense than before came to his own23—what would the result probably be?


  But are those not his own words, that from on high he will draw all to himself? Then it is entirely appropriate that it has happened and is happening as he predicted, and so it must surely be in proper order with these thousands and millions who all feel themselves drawn to him from on high. But what, then, does it mean to draw to oneself? To draw to oneself means to draw to oneself through a contrast, through a choice—therefore not immediately but mediately. Then the choice, as stated, does not consist in choosing either one side of the contrast or the other but in choosing a unity of both sides, which cannot be done in immediacy. Thus he cannot be said to draw to himself only from on high if he were only the highly uplifted one and had never been anything else.


  But who is the speaker? Is it the uplifted one who is the [XII 151] speaker? By no means, then the words would have to read differently; then they would have to read: “I, who am lifted up, I will draw all to myself.” On the contrary, they read: “But I—when I am lifted up.” Consequently, the I speaking is not the uplifted one. I, that is, I, the abased one, when I am lifted up, I will draw all to myself. The uplifted one will do it, but the abased one is the one who said that he will do it. If the abased one had not lived, we would indeed not have known anything about the uplifted one; and if the abased one had not said these words, we would indeed have known nothing about his saying that from on high he will draw all to himself.


  How, then, should these words be understood? It certainly is not enough to understand a speech, especially a speech in the first person in which an I is mentioned; to understand what is said, one must also pay attention to who is speaking. And the speaker is the abased one, just as the words historically were not spoken yesterday or the day before yesterday but eighteen hundred years ago, when the abased one was not lifted up. But when a person experiences such a change and transformation as abasement—loftiness, then in order to understand his statement quite simply and directly it is of great importance to find out in what period of his life he said it. As far as Christ’s life is concerned, this information is easy to find, for his loftiness does not begin until his ascension to heaven, and since that time not one single word has been heard from him—thus every word he said was said in his abasement.


  But allow me to fashion a very simple instance to make quite clear how important it is in connection with a statement by a man who has experienced significant ups and downs in his life to find out in what period of his life he said it. Let us imagine a pious, poor man; of course he leads a forlorn life. Everyone whose door he passes is happy, and if someone sees him coming, he is happy to have seen him soon enough to keep the door shut or to refuse to see anybody. He is reported to have said: When I have become the richest of the rich, then everyone will pay me a call. Now, let us imagine that it did happen, what he in childlike trust in God, without grumbling, no, happy in his poverty, had piously hoped, that he actually became the richest of the rich—and now all pay him a visit. Let us imagine that many, many years elapsed between the first and the last period of his life—if someone understood this statement in such a way that he forgot that it was a poor man who said it, would he then understand it? No, he would misunderstand it.


  [XII 152] What was extraordinary was precisely that it was the poor man, that it was while he was poor that he said these words, which when they were spoken probably seemed lunacy to most people. What was extraordinary was that in the days of poverty he had this faith and confidence in God, that God would make him the richest of the rich. Is this not extraordinary? Or is it extraordinary that everybody pays the rich man a call; is it extraordinary to predict that it will happen? But anyone, the foolish as well as the wise, can predict that. Therefore the extraordinariness lies in the relation between the statement and the man’s situation [Bestedelse] in which he spoke the words. Therefore at the time when the poor man said these words, “When I become the richest of the rich, then . . . . .,” people no doubt derisively said, “Yes—when”; that is, even if they were wrong in mocking, they still understood correctly that the actual extraordinariness in this remark was the speaker, or that it was a man in poverty who said these words.


  It is the same with the words of our text, the sacred words spoken by him, the uplifted one; what is extraordinary is that the one who spoke them was the abased one, that it was the scorned, despised, mocked, spat-upon one who said: I, when I am lifted up, I will draw all to myself. For it is not so extraordinary that the uplifted, victorious, and powerful one draws all to himself—someone who is more or less a fool can predict that just as well as someone wise; if such a prediction were a prophecy, then we all, great and small, would be equally great prophets. But the extraordinary thing was that it was the abased one who said it. Therefore his contemporaries also most likely said, “Yes—when”; that is, they correctly realized where the accent of extraordinariness lies in this statement. It is exactly the same as with that poor man’s assertion. Yet there is the infinite difference that when the poor man said that “when,” with childlike faith and hope in God, he himself was at most able only to hope for the possibility, that it was possible. Furthermore, it was also quite literally true that when he, the poor man, was poor, he actually was poor. But he, the abased one, he knew that he would be lifted up; eternally certain, he knew that; yes, in one sense, even when he was the abased one, he was the uplifted one. See, this is the remarkable thing—a person so abased and such words come from one so abased! But, as stated, if there is to be any question of understanding the words, one must above all remember that it is the abased one who is speaking.


  If this is now so graphically clear to someone that he seems to know nothing of the loftiness but hears only the abased one speak, then he will also come to understand the words better [XII 153] in another way. In order to understand someone’s statement, it is required not only to understand what was said but, as was pointed out, to find out who the speaker is and, if his life is tried in decisive ups and downs, then in which period—and then there is one thing more: in what mood did he speak these words.


  Let us think about that poor man. He is now the rich man visited by everybody. All those who visit him would really prefer to forget that he has been poor, and especially that it was as a poor man that he said it—for otherwise the words remind them that when he was poor no one came to call. In other words, the remark really only now acquires its sting, now when he has become the rich man and everybody pays him a call. The sting must be removed, for otherwise they cannot derive all the benefits they could have from this rich man. So what do they do? They say: Ah, forget it! It is a gloomy and dismal memory. They throw out the first part of the statement, this “when I have become,” and pretend it was a rich man who said: Everybody pays me a call—what profound words, about as profound as the remark on a sunny day: It is fine weather we are having today. And they regard it as truth, think it a splendid statement on his part; this is the way it is and this is the way it should be, it is entirely appropriate, and it is no wonder that everybody pays a call especially to this rich man, who is so witty and brilliant, who in overflowing joviality, with smiling countenance, himself so intensely happy about it, says: Everybody pays me a call.


  But, but—it was the poor man who spoke the words: When I have become the richest of the rich, then everybody will pay me a call. Let us above all remember the situation in which he spoke these words; then we most likely will pick up a clue to his mood—indeed, there might even have been bitterness in the poor man’s soul when he said it. O wretched world, he may have thought, as long as I am poor you will all shun me—when I have become rich, everybody will pay me a call. Suppose that there was depth in this poor man’s soul, so when he became rich, undoubtedly he first and foremost humbly repented before God whatever bitterness there was in his heart when he said those words—but in truth if he was nauseated by life when he saw everyone shunning the poor man—ah, then he was much more nauseated to see everybody paying a call to the rich man. For if there was depth in his soul, then he had no wish to let himself be mocked. In a deeper sense, he was not the object of derision when everybody shunned him, the poor man, but he could easily become that if everybody pays a call to him, the rich man; he could easily become that—for [XII 154] in a profounder sense to become the object of derision is not a matter of what others do to one but is a matter of what one is—if, deceived, he forgot what he had learned as a poor man.


  And now, the abased one! Indeed, in his soul there was no bitterness, not even when he said, “How long must I bear with this generation,”24 for he was love; for him the bitterness came from outside, but it was never able to make him bitter. On the other hand, it was capable of making his life a burden, the life he lived in abasement, abandoned to every lie and slander and mistreatment and persecution, a pained witness to utter weakness and cowardice and selfishness—shunned by all. Then he said: But I, when I am lifted up, will draw all to myself. I wonder if he who said, “How long must I bear with this generation,” intended to speak only about that generation, whereas the generations that were willing to bypass the lowliness in order to share in his loftiness were essentially better and more to be endured? I wonder if it could really beguile him that all, when he is lifted up, want to join him; I wonder if it could beguile him and in the least, least way change his judgment about what truth is, he who is truth! But if this is an impossibility, more impossible than the most impossible thing in the natural order, then he certainly has not forgotten the least, least thing about what his life was when he was the abased one.


  There is, therefore, really a sting, a sting of truth, in these words: But I, when I am lifted up, will draw all to myself. When they were spoken by him, the abased one, the sting of truth was implicit in the fact that he, the abased one, knew himself to be the highly uplifted one. As stated, he was not bitter, but nevertheless he did say: How long must I endure this generation? And then when he did become the uplifted one and it did happen that he from on high drew all to himself, then the sting, the sting of truth, is that it is the abased one who spoke these words. And you and all the millions of people—or all the millions of Christians—will vainly try to beguile him or make him forget something—just as the jolly, glass-clinking family friends visiting that rich once-poor man were so eager to make him forget that it was as a poor man that he said those words, to make him forget what he as a poor [XII 155] man learned to know about the world, want to beguile him into thinking that it is a great world—for is not everybody flocking around him!


  No, a human being can certainly become a little forgetful over the years and in the good days of prosperity forget the experiences and the truth of poverty; but for him, the uplifted one, for him everything is eternally present—the eighteen hundred years are the same as one day.25 Loftiness has not changed him; he is himself so very present that even today in the words he spoke he is the same—so vividly does he recollect that he was the abased one. He is the abased one who says to the present generation: From on high I will draw all to myself.


  But has he then not said that he from on high will draw all to himself? Yes, indeed—he the abased one has said it. He does not allow himself to be deceived—you are not going to escape the abasement, for if these words remind you of the loftiness, the speaker reminds you of the abasement. You cannot choose one of the two without becoming guilty of an untruth, whereby you only deceive yourself, not him, and you defraud yourself out of the truth, which he is.


  III [XII 156]


  Lord Jesus Christ! How various are the many things to which a person can feel drawn, but there is one thing to which no one ever felt naturally drawn, and that is to suffering and abasement. We human beings think that we ought to flee from that as long as possible and in any case must be forced into it. But you, our Savior and Redeemer, you the abased one, who will not force anyone, and least of all into what must be a person’s highest honor: to dare to want to be like you—would that the image of you in your abasement might stand before us so vividly, so awakening and persuasive, that we will feel ourselves drawn to you in lowliness, drawn to want to be like you in lowliness, you who from on high will draw all to yourself.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  Who, then, is this uplifted one? It is God’s only begotten Son, our Lord, who from eternity was with God, was God, came to the world, then ascended into heaven, where he now sits at the Father’s right hand,26 glorified with the glory he had before the world was.27 He is the one to whom all power is given in heaven and on earth;28 the one in whose name every knee in heaven, on earth, and under the earth should bow;29 the one to whose name’s laud and praise eternity echoes and [XII 157] will eternally echo again;30 the one who will come again in the clouds,31 surrounded by all his holy angels,32 in order to judge the world and to save those who in faith have awaited his glorious revelation.33


  But is nothing else known about him? Yes, and most of what is known about him is something entirely different, that he was the abased one! He was born an illegitimate child, and if the father had had his way, good-natured man that he was, he would not have publicly disowned but quietly left the despised virgin who was the mother.34 But the stepfather’s mind was changed; with regard to human solicitude and self-sacrifice for the child, he became a true father, but then the whole human race, to which this child belonged by becoming a human being, became an all-the-more cruel stepfather—to this illegitimate child whom the race refused to acknowledge. Indeed, just as we sometimes see a poor bird that all the birds of the same species continually persecute and mistreat, and peck at because it is not just like the others, until they finally fulfill their wish to kill it so the kinship can be put to an end, so the human race likewise did not wish to be kin to this child or this man; it was of prime importance, a matter of life and death, to kill this man in order to put an end to the kinship.


  This story, that is, the story of this continual mistreatment that finally ends in death, this story, or this suffering, is the story of his life. It can be told in more than one way; it can be told briefly in a couple of words, indeed, in one line: it was a story of suffering. It can also be told in greater detail, but then it can never be told altogether truthfully, for then it would be so detailed that no human being would be able to tell it. In no other way except in one of these two can it be told. It is through a human misunderstanding that it has been shortened in such a way that the last part is called the Passion story; this is a misunderstanding. It is certainly true that there was a time in his life, a period, when it indeed seemed to be almost glorious. But I wonder if even during that time the generation did not peck at him with the torments of misunderstanding it inflicted on him? And even at the moment of his life when it seemed, humanly speaking, most glorious, it is readily seen that this glory is more volcanic than secure, not to be depended [XII 158] on. One suspects that this glory must mean something different, that it is connected, and secretly—like the height from which someone falls—is in collusion with the very opposite, with the horror of downfall, is ambiguous like the time when the woman anointed him with costly ointment. Indeed you scarcely have the impression of a safe and secure celebration at a meal; even he himself says, “She has kept it (this ointment) for the day of my burial”35—because in a certain sense every day of his life was the burial day for him who was destined to be the sacrifice. —So all this was a brief moment’s glory. It merely pointed to the downfall; its significance was downfall or to prepare for the downfall. They wanted to proclaim him king,36 but he, he certainly did not look like the usual candidate for the throne, who himself aspires to it and therefore has done everything to secure it for himself. No, he preferred the role of stranger with regard to having to be king, for he knew that this episode belonged only to the earnestness of what he understood he would have to be—the sacrifice. To want to proclaim him king—him! It is just as strange and mad as to want to hand over all the wealth of the world to someone who under a sacred vow lived in poverty—what would he do with it, and what would he do with royal power, he who of all people was most indifferent to all things worldly! The little nation to which he belonged proudly called itself God’s chosen people; this nation was under foreign dominion and of course all were occupied with the thought of shaking off the hated yoke. Therefore they wanted to proclaim him king. But, see, when they show him a tax coin37 and by an entangling question want to force him willingly or unwillingly to take sides, what then? O worldly party passion, even if you are called holy and national, no, you do not extend so far that you can trap his indifference! He asks, “Whose likeness is imprinted on the coin?” They answer, “Caesar’s.” “Then give to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s.” What infinite indifference! It is utterly indifferent to him whether the emperor is called Herod or Shalmanezer, whether he is Roman or Japanese. But on the other hand, what an infinite, chasmic difference he confirms between God and the emperor—“Give to God what is God’s!” In a worldly way they wanted to make it into a God-question, whether it was permissible to pay tax to the emperor; this is the way the worldly mentality is so fond of prinking itself up into godliness, and [XII 159] this is the way they had also mixed God and the emperor together in the question, as if the two straightforwardly and directly had something to do with each other, as if they perhaps were rivals of each other and as if God were a kind of emperor. In other words, in the question they actually had covertly taken God in vain, had secularized him. But he makes the distinction, the infinite distinction, makes paying tax to the emperor a matter of the greatest indifference, which means something one must do and not waste one word or one moment on talking about it—in order, then, to have more time to give to God what is God’s. And he is the one they want to proclaim king!


  What suffering to be misunderstood in this way! And this is how he was misunderstood in everything. Not a day passed, not one hour in any day, but that misunderstanding crucified him, as it can do—and perhaps just as agonizingly as physical suffering. They misunderstood and took in vain his teaching; they misunderstood and took in vain his miracles; they misunderstood and took in vain him himself; they misunderstood and were offended by his association with sinners and tax collectors; they misunderstood and were offended by his renunciation of everything; they misunderstood and were offended by his prediction of his suffering and death. Indeed, with the exception of the apostles, that woman very likely was one of the few who understood him, although she misunderstood him nevertheless, for she did not understand that she did it, anointed him, for his death. What shock of horror that there is this kind of secret interpretation of what seems to be the very opposite: that this moment at the banquet where he is being anointed with costly ointment signifies his burial.38


  Picture to yourself this abased one, him whom the generation refused to acknowledge but at whom all, although in different ways, joined together to shout, “See what a man.” His life was heterogeneous from first to last. “See what a man,” the generation shouted when they wanted to make him king, and “See what a man,” when they wanted to crucify him. “See what a man”—this seems to be the passion story of his life summed up in one single shout.


  And he, this abased one, he was love; he wanted only one thing—to save humankind. He wanted it on any terms, would leave the heavenly glory because of it; he wanted it on any terms—would sacrifice his life for it. Thus—indeed, we cannot say that he went out into the world—no, thus, with this purpose, he descended to the earth, then went out into the world. One would think that he must have moved everyone, but he moved no one—and yet he did in fact move everyone, he stirred them all against himself. What suffering, what suffering of love!


  Is this sight not able to move you? But surely you want to [XII 160] be honest with yourself, and surely you will not let yourself be deceived if one or another of the silver-tongued speakers (who do a bad job or at least do not know what they are doing) wants to deceive you with his eloquence by talking fascinatingly about Christ’s sufferings or even by fascinatingly wanting to place himself at the cross—as an observer—in order to scan the world, world history, and the human race from there? You will bear in mind that if there is to be any earnestness in placing oneself or in standing near his cross, then it has to be in the situation [Bestedelse] of contemporaneity, where it would therefore mean actually to suffer with him, not to make observations at the foot of the cross, but perhaps oneself nailed to the cross beside him—to make observations. Therefore, for the sake of earnestness or so that it can become earnest, do not think observationally about him, but think first and foremost about yourself so that in your thought you become contemporary with him. Now, cannot this sight move you—not to tears, which here are inappropriate, superfluous, indeed, even bad if it is not over yourself that you are weeping—but move you to earnestness, to action, to want to suffer at least in some way akin to his suffering? You are not being compelled against your will, but blessed are you if your will compels you in such a way that you must say: I cannot do otherwise, for this sight moves me! You are not compelled against your will—ah, do not misunderstand me, the point at issue is a matter of honor; if you do not will to do it, if you perhaps find it too hard, you can readily be free—in that case you are freeing yourself from a matter of honor—do you perhaps find this easier? But say to yourself, and say it to yourself, what you would think of a woman in love who wanted to belong to the beloved only after he had overcome all obstacles, had been victorious in all dangers, a woman in love who could love him only in his loftiness? Is that loving? Well, it is loving oneself, but is it loving?


  Imagine two lovers. The beloved, the man, has gone through indescribably much in his life; he has had to stand alone in the world, impoverished, unappreciated by all, scorned, and mocked—but then things took a turn, his cause was victorious, and he is the one admired by all, whom all court. Only then does he become acquainted with a girl who becomes his beloved. She is completely without guilt 39in not having shared the sufferings with him; she did not even know him in his time of suffering. But if she is a true lover, I wonder if she will not—yes, this is indeed an exaggeration, but yet an exaggeration of love—I wonder if she will not almost reproach herself for a kind of infidelity or at least feel her love to [XII 161] be very imperfect because she did not know him in his time of suffering, feel very ashamed at sharing only his glory with him in this way?


  But as far as Jesus Christ is concerned, certainly no one can say that he first became acquainted with him when he had come on high; for everyone who has learned to know him learns to know him in his lowliness, and if he truly learns to know him, he learns to know him first in his lowliness. Nor can anyone truthfully say that it is impossible to share the lowliness with him because, after all, it is over and long since past. No, if you become contemporary with him in his abasement and this sight moves you to want to suffer with him, then there will be opportunity enough for you to be able to suffer in a way akin to his suffering—that he will guarantee you—and even if the opportunity is not given, it is in any case not so much a question of opportunity as of the willingness to want to suffer in a way akin to his suffering. To suffer in a way akin to his suffering—and surely you do not want to deceive yourself, you want to be honest—but of course that is presupposed, you are a lover, as far as possible from seeking evasions and deceitful turns in order to escape from suffering, as they do who in various ways speculate in his loftiness. No, quite simply, without all the help of eloquence, the one who loves Christ finds it very easy to understand what it means to suffer in a way akin to his suffering. Whether you, namely, or some person has adversities in life, whether things perhaps go downhill for him, or whether he perhaps loses the beloved: this is not called suffering like that of Jesus Christ. Such sufferings are universally human, in which the pagans are tried as much as Christians. The Christian is identified by his bearing these sufferings patiently, but however patiently he bears them, it never occurs to him that this is suffering in a way akin to Christ’s suffering—the very idea would be an un-Christian impatience. To suffer in a way akin to Christ’s suffering is not to put up patiently with the inescapable, but it is to suffer evil at the hands of people because as a Christian or in being a Christian one wills and endeavors to do the good: thus one could avoid this suffering by giving up willing the good. Take just this example, if someone Christianly willed and endeavored to bear his burden patiently—and then he was mocked and ridiculed because he wanted to be patient. This is how Christ suffered; he suffered because he was the truth and did not want to be anything but what he was: the truth.


  Look once again at him, the abased one! For it is indeed [XII 162] about this that there must be preaching, about abasement—no guidance is needed with regard to sharing loftiness with him and how one should conduct oneself with it. There must be preaching about abasement, that if you will not share that with him, he will not share the loftiness with you—therefore preaching about having to share abasement with him. 40Look at him, the abased one! And when this sight so grips you that you are ready for every suffering with him, then, yes, then I would say to you: You shall suffer with him. And to speak this way is blessed. To have to repeat “You shall” again and again to someone who wills grudgingly is unpleasant. But when someone desires nothing but this one thing, to have to suffer with him, and desires it as the one and only thing, then it is blessed to say to him: Congratulations, my dear fellow, you shall. It is blessed to say it, and then the word “shall” is also appropriate in the most beautiful sense. Then the word “shall” is not so much commanding—for to what end is the command to someone who enthusiastically desires what the commandment commands him—as it is sanctifying and purifying that in this zeal there must be no impetuousness, no conceited excessiveness, no defiling thought of any meritoriousness.


  So look at him once again, him the abased one! What effect does this sight produce? Should it not be able to move you in some way to want to suffer in a way akin to his suffering, to want to witness for the truth with the danger that just because of that you will have to suffer? If possible, forget for a moment everything you know about him; tear yourself away from the perhaps apathetic habitual way in which you know about him; approach it as if it were the first time you heard the story of his abasement. Or if you think you are not able to do that, well, then, let us help ourselves in another way, let us use the help of a child, a child who is not warped by having learned by rote a simple school assignment about Jesus Christ’s suffering and death, a child who for the first time hears the story—let us see what the effect will be, if only we tell it fairly well.


  Imagine a child, and then delight this child by showing it some of those artistically insignificant but for children very valuable pictures one buys in the shops. This man with the look of a leader, with a waving plume on his hat, and riding a snorting steed at the head of thousands upon thousands whom you do not see, his hand stretched out in command, “Forward,” forward over the top of the mountains that you see [XII 163] before you, forward to victory—this is the emperor, the one and only Napoleon. And now you tell the child a little about Napoleon. —This man here is dressed as a hunter; he is leaning on his bow and looking straight ahead with a look so piercing, so steady, and yet so concerned. It is William Tell. Now you tell the child a little about him and about this remarkable look, that in the same look William Tell has an eye for his beloved child lest he shoot him and in the same look an eye for the apple, which is on the child’s head, so that he will hit it. —And in the same way and to the child’s unspeakable delight you show the child several pictures. Then you come to a picture that you have deliberately placed among the others; it portrays one crucified. The child will not immediately, not even quite simply, understand this picture; he will ask what it means, why is he hanging on such a tree. Then you explain to the child that it is a cross and that to hang upon it means to be crucified, and that crucifixion in that country was the most painful death penalty, moreover, a disgraceful death penalty that was used only for the most flagrant criminals. How will this affect the child? The child will feel uncomfortable; he will probably wonder how it could occur to you to put such an ugly picture among all the other lovely pictures, the picture of a flagrant criminal among all these heroes and glorious people. For just as in spite of the Jews the inscription over his cross was “The King of the Jews,”41 in the same way this picture, which is continually being published “this year,” is in spite of the generation a recollection that it can never and shall never get rid of. He must not be represented in any other way. And it must seem as if it were this generation that crucified him every time this generation for the first time shows this picture to the child of the new generation, explaining for the first time how things went in the world, and the child, the first time he hears it, will become anxious and afraid for his parents and the world and himself. And the other pictures, indeed, as it says in the ballad, they will all turn their backs,42 so different is this picture.


  However—after all, we have not yet come to the crucial point; the child has not yet come to know who this flagrant criminal was—the child will very likely be inquisitive, as a child always is, and will still ask who it is and what did he do, what? Then tell the child that this crucified one is the Savior of the world. But the child will still not be able to attach any [XII 164] definite idea to this. Therefore just tell him that this crucified man was the most loving person who ever lived. Ah, it goes so easily in ordinary associations where everyone knows the Geschichte [story] by rote, in ordinary associations where a mere word dropped as a hint is enough, then everyone knows it. But truly it must be a strange human being, or rather an inhuman brute, who would not involuntarily drop his gaze and stand almost like a poor sinner the moment he is going to tell a child this for the first time, a child who has never heard a word about this and of course has never suspected any such thing. At that moment, the adult stands there as an accuser who accuses himself and the whole human race! —What impression do you think you will make on the child, who naturally will ask: But why were they so mean to him, why?


  See, now is the moment; if you have not already made too powerful an impression upon the child, then tell him now about the one who was lifted up, who from on high will draw all to himself. Tell the child that this one who was lifted up is this crucified man. Tell the child that he was love, that he came to the world out of love, took upon himself the form of a lowly servant, lived for only one thing—to love and to help people, especially all those who were sick and sorrowful and suffering and unhappy. Tell the child what happened to him in his lifetime, how one of the few who were close to him betrayed him, the few others denied him, and everyone else insulted and mocked him, until finally they nailed him to the cross—as shown in the picture—desiring that his blood might be upon them and upon their children,43 while he prayed for them that this might not happen, prayed that the heavenly Father would forgive them this guilt.44 Tell it very vividly to the child, as if you yourself had never heard it before or had never told it to anyone before; tell it as if you yourself had composed the whole story, but do not forget any feature of it that has been preserved, except that you may forget as you are telling it that it is preserved. Tell the child that a notorious robber lived at the same time as this loving man, that the robber was condemned to death—it was his release that the people demanded; it was for him they cheered and shouted, “Long live Barabbas!”45 But for the loving one they shouted, “Crucify! Crucify!” so this loving person was not only crucified as a [XII 165] criminal but as such a monstrous criminal that in comparison with this loving person the notorious robber became an upright man of sorts.


  What effect do you think this story will have on the child? But to illustrate the point of the discourse properly, make a test, continue the story of this crucified one, that after this he rose from the dead on the third day, then ascended into heaven in order to enter into glory with the Father in heaven—make this test, and you will see that at first the child will almost ignore it; the story of his suffering will have made such a deep impression on the child that he will not feel like hearing about the glory that followed. To be able to grasp immediately at the loftiness, one must be considerably warped and spoiled over many years by having carelessly learned by rote the whole story of his abasement, suffering, and death, without having any sense of being halted by it.


  So what effect do you think this story would evoke in the child? First and foremost, that he would no doubt completely forget the other pictures you showed him, for now he would have something entirely different to think about. And then the child would no doubt become profoundly amazed that God in heaven had not done everything to prevent this from happening, or that it happened without God’s having fire rain down from heaven in order to prevent his death, if not before, then at least at the last moment, or that it happened and the earth did not open up and swallow the ungodly people. And this, indeed, is also how we adults would have to understand it if we did not understand that it was voluntary suffering, therefore more severe, that he, the abased one, at all times had it in his power to ask his Father in heaven to send legions of angels46 to him to avert this terrible thing. —This most likely would be the first impression. But gradually, as the child went and thought about this story, he most likely would become more and more passionate; he would think and talk about nothing but weapons and war—for the child would have firmly resolved that when he grew up he would slay all those ungodly people who had treated this loving person in that way; the child would have made this decision, childishly forgetting that it was over eighteen hundred years since those people lived.


  When the child became an adolescent, he would not have forgotten his childhood impression, but he now understood it differently, that what the child had resolved, disregarding the [XII 166] eighteen hundred years, could not be done; yet with the same passion he thought about contending with the world in which people would spit upon the Holy One, the world in which people crucify love and plead for the robber.


  Then, when the child had become older and mature, he would not have forgotten his childhood impression, but he understood it differently. He no longer wished to strike, because, he said, then I am not like him,47 the abased one, who did not strike, not even when he was struck.48 No, now he wished only one thing, to suffer approximately as he suffered in this world, which the philosophers have always called the best49 but which nevertheless—yes, it must really be so that something is true in philosophy that is not in theology50—crucifies love and shouts, “Long live Barabbas.” Indeed, the world has shown this again and again in minor situations, that not only the person who, humanly speaking, wills the good must suffer, but that (for the sake of the opposite, which the world loves, in order to show how really opposed the world is to the good) there usually is living at the same time the despicable, the contemptible, the dastardly, who in contrast are applauded and cheered.


  If the sight of this abased one can so move a person, can it not so move you also? This is how it moved the apostles, who knew nothing and wanted to know nothing except Christ and him crucified51—can it not so move you also? From this it does not follow that you become an apostle—presumptuous! —No, it means only that you become a Christian. This sight so moved the glorious ones whom the Church remembers as its fathers and teachers, who together with the apostles knew nothing and wanted to know nothing except Christ alone and him crucified—can it not so move you also? From this it does not follow that you become such a one—conceited thought! From this only follows that you become a Christian. Why did this sight move them in this way? Because they loved him. That is why they discovered his sufferings, because only the person who loves him understands that he was love, and therefore only he can become aware of how he suffered: how severely, how agonizingly, and how he suffered: how gently, how lovingly, how he suffered: how right he was, how he suffered—what wrong! If this sight does not move you in this way, then it must be because you do not love him. But do not [XII 167] give it up, in order that the sight of this abased one in his suffering might still move you to love him. In that case, you will come to see this sight a second time, and then it will also move you to want to suffer in a way akin to the suffering of him—who from on high will draw all to himself.


  IV [XII 168]


  Lord Jesus Christ, 52you who certainly did not come in order to judge, but yet will come again to judge; your life on earth is the very judgment by which we shall be judged. Would that everyone who calls himself Christian might examine his life with this judgment to see whether he loves you only in your abasement or loves you only in your loftiness—that is, whether he loves you, for if he loves only one of the two, he indeed does not love you. But if he loves you, then he certainly walks in abasement—because he does love you in your abasement—but not the way the worldly mind succumbs in a worldly way to worldly abasement—that is not the way you walked in abasement here on earth. No, although abased, he is lifted above the abasement, his mind and his eyes are turned toward the loftiness you entered into, which he expects to share with you, you who from on high will draw all to yourself.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  Many are called, few are chosen53—from on high he will draw all to himself. But, because many are called, it does not follow that many are chosen; on the contrary, it says that only few are chosen. Similarly, because he wants to draw all to himself, it does not follow that all will let themselves be drawn. But if this does not happen, the fault is not in him, for he wants to draw all to himself.


  “From on high,” for when he walked on earth in lowliness, [XII 169] he certainly wanted to draw all to himself. He called them to himself, all those who labored and were burdened;54 he went to those who were sick and sorrowful. But he also had something else to carry out: he himself had to express the truth with his own life, himself had to portray what it is to be truth, and as truly human he consequently had this something else as his task—to accomplish this himself. So he had something to accomplish himself; he himself learned from what he suffered, learned obedience.55 He—to speak altogether humanly and certainly justifiably about a true human being—he was developed to become and to be the truth. In and with accomplishing this, he also sought to draw all to himself. When he had accomplished to the end the task that was assigned to him, obedient to death, to death upon the cross56—then he was taken up on high. He had now finished his course;57 his task was completed, the task of obedience assigned to him or which he had freely assigned himself. Then he begins a second time from on high. Now he is not to be developed further; there is nothing more for him to learn. His only concern now is to draw people to himself—from on high he will draw all to himself.


  Thus he begins the second time from on high, here he begins what from now on is his only task, to draw all to himself—but where should we begin? Because he is now on high, can we therefore also begin with loftiness; that is, because he inherited loftiness, can we therefore also take it in advance?


  Let us look at him and his life; let us speak altogether humanly about it; he was, after all, truly human. He began his life in lowliness, led his life in lowliness and abasement to the very end, then ascended on high—what does this mean? It means that temporality in its entirety was suffering and abasement; not until eternity is there victory, loftiness. Therefore it is not like what one ordinarily sees at times in the life of a person who perhaps for a few years finds himself in lowliness and abasement, endures misjudgment and persecution, but then, still within the bounds of temporality, is victorious and rises to the heights. No, he ended as he began; born in poverty as if he were scarcely a human being (only in a stable was [XII 170] room found for the baby), he ended as if he were scarcely a human being, with that ignominious death, crucified like a criminal—and only then did he ascend on high.


  If we were to call this earthly existence a test, then—if we ignore for a moment the infinite importance his death has as a death of Atonement and regard him only as man—then we must say of him: he has now finished his test, has passed it, and he is now the perfect one and has been taken up on high.58 But this earthly existence of ours is indeed a real test, a time of testing. This is a teaching of Christianity and what Christian orthodoxy has therefore always acknowledged as its view. To be a human being, to live here in this world, is to be tested; life is an Examen [examination]—to use here a foreign word, partly as the most accurately descriptive and partly as that which most quickly and most definitely reminds everyone precisely of what should be recollected—and the greatest examination a human being has to take, to which his whole life is assigned, is to become and to be a Christian. Everything he undertakes, whether his activity, humanly speaking, is the greatest possible or is very limited, for him it all means only this—that he is up for examination. I am well aware that one usually talks differently, says that people are busy with trying to “accomplish” something in the world, are busy with talking about what others have accomplished and what they themselves have accomplished. I know that there are those who want to teach us that history is the judge,59 but I also know that this is an invention of the human sagacity that abolishes the relationship with God, even wants to put on airs and play providence and therefore is concerned solely with the results of a life, instead of bearing in mind that at every moment a person is only being examined by God. As for “accomplishing,” a person has nothing at all to do with that; it is God’s affair, God’s bonus to the individual person’s life; but for the individual person himself, his whole life, its every single achievement, must never mean anything other than a test to which he is subjected, in which God is the examiner. Although it seems superfluous to talk about what Christ has accomplished, even his life, insofar as we regard him solely as a human being, was for him only a test, an examination, an examination in obedience. But he passed it at every moment until his death upon the cross; this is why God highly exalted him60—and now he, the one who has finished,61 is on high. Let us talk altogether humanly about it; he has passed his test, [XII 171] has developed the prototype [Forbillede], is now on high; it is just the same as when someone has passed his test and now as one who has finished is occupied in guiding others.


  From on high he will now draw all to himself. Then it is above all a matter of being careful that you, if I dare say so, do not by way of an illusion get the design of his, the prototype’s, life turned around wrong. If you had lived contemporary with him, then you naturally would have begun, like him, in lowliness and abasement. But since he is now on high and wants to draw you to himself, you who are to begin—through an optical illusion it can so easily seem as if you should begin with loftiness, which he certainly did not do, for he, the one who has finished, ended with loftiness. Surely you will easily see, surely also easily understand, what I mean, that his life, the life of the prototype, can be depicted in two ways: in the one case, lowliness and abasement are the image [Billede], and far away, only suggested as the object of faith, is the loftiness; the other image is the loftiness, and far, far in the background, like an almost forgotten memory, lie the lowliness and the abasement. But since it is indeed from on high that he is drawing you, illusion lies all too close.


  As you look upon him, his life’s test looks so easy now that he has passed it, he, the one who has finished. No wonder, then, that he draws all to himself. But this is why I called attention earlier to the verse that provides an appropriate interpretation here: many are called, few are chosen. The call is ordinarily also the inviting; the matter regarded only in “the call” looks so easy; then comes the more definite understanding—and only few become the chosen.


  But is it not like a deception on his part that he draws from on high to himself in this way; is he not suppressing something? In order to be the truth, must he not, just as much as he draws to himself, warn a person who lets himself be drawn, continually making him aware of the difference there is between them and what follows from this, the difference, that he, the one who has finished, is in the context of completion, and the other is in the context of actuality, the context of worldliness and temporality, where this loftiness must appear inversely as lowliness and abasement, so he draws from on high, and the person who feels drawn and follows is, the more inwardly he does it, all the more in the very opposite situation of being in and sinking lower into lowliness and abasement?


  It is easy to answer these questions arising from impatience and misunderstanding. First and foremost, he cannot do otherwise; he has passed his test and is the one who has finished, [XII 172] and there the matter must rest, unless he is to begin all over again with each generation, let himself be born in each generation, suffer and die as he did that one time, but this would take in vain the meaning of his suffering and death. — Nor can one say that he has suppressed something, because his own life, which he lived in abasement and lowliness, is indeed well known. It is not he, then, who is suppressing something but most likely the individual who is forgetting something, who by merely looking, and with false passion, at the loftiness, really takes him in vain and thereby forgets the lowliness and abasement, until it ends with his perhaps having strayed too far out and is now where he least imagined he was, where he wants to blame him for it, him who from on high draws to himself. If he were to warn instead of drawing to himself, that, of course, would be a self-contradiction, for when a person’s mind is really Christianly transformed, he understands that there is no relation between abasement and glory. But in any case Christ’s own life in abasement is included in order to warn, if you please, that is, to warn against the light-mindedness that wants only to take his loftiness in vain.


  Thus he draws to himself from on high. Consequently the person who is to become a Christian later than in contemporaneity with his abasement begins in a certain sense with what is easier, for loftiness is naturally what is easy, to feel drawn to it is easy enough. But Christ, who from on high draws people to himself, does not take them out of the world in which they are living; for this very reason lowliness and abasement surely come of themselves to the person who is truly drawn to him in loftiness.


  Christ is well aware of this; he also knows that to gain permission to begin with what is easiest, or with what seems easy, is a necessary educational guile, and that it becomes harder and harder so that living in truth can become a test and an examination. Even to the apostles, who lived contemporary with him, he did not immediately tell in advance everything they would eventually suffer, did not tell immediately what he himself would come to suffer. Indeed, when he was parted from them, he still had much to say to them, but he did not say it to them because they still could not bear it.62 A human being is a frail creature, not able like the God-man to [XII 173] know everything in advance, from the first moment, his suffering and the certainty and necessity of his downfall, and yet capable of living day after day, quiet, devoted to God, as if only everything good were in store for him. A human being must be handled gently, and that is why a person is given his task little by little; he is little by little pressed more and more firmly into the greater and greater effort of the test and examination. That to live is to be examined thus becomes little by little a matter of earnestness for the single individual, and the supreme examination is: whether one will in truth be a Christian or not.


  Let us make it perfectly clear how it ordinarily goes with a person’s upbringing in the school of life or with having to take life’s examination; the same thing will then apply in connection with the supreme upbringing in the school of life: becoming and being a Christian.


  Every human being possesses to a higher or lower degree a capability called the power of the imagination, a power that is the first condition for what becomes of a person, for will is the second and in the ultimate sense the decisive condition. Memory is strongest in childhood and then decreases with the years; imagination is strongest in youth and then decreases with the years. We shall now imagine a youth. With his imagination he perceives some image of perfection (ideal). It could be one handed down by history, thus from a time past; therefore it has been actual, has had the actuality of being. Or it is formed by the imagination itself, so it has no relation to or determination by time and place but has only thought-actuality. To this image (which, since for the youth it exists only in the imagination, that is, in the imagination’s infinite distance from actuality, is the image of complete perfection, not the image of struggling and suffering perfection) the youth is now drawn by his imagination, or his imagination draws this image to him. He becomes infatuated with this image, or this image becomes his love, his inspiration, for him his more perfect (more ideal) self. He does not abandon it, even in sleep, this image that makes him sleepless, as was the case with that young man who became sleepless until he himself became just as great a conqueror as the one whose famous and idolized image made him sleepless.63 So the imagination is related to this image of perfection, and even if it were the image of the [XII 174] perfect one, whose perfection was to have endured not only terrible sufferings but also that which is diametrically opposite to perfection (ideality), daily indignities and mistreatment and annoyances throughout a long life, it looks very easy the way the imagination depicts this image; one sees only the perfection, sees even the struggling perfection only as finished. In other words, the imagination is in itself more perfect than suffering in actuality. It is timeless, beyond suffering in actuality. It can splendidly depict perfection, has all the magnificent colors to describe it, but, on the other hand, the power of the imagination cannot depict suffering except in a perfected (idealized), that is, in a mitigated, toned-down, foreshortened depiction. In one sense the imagination’s image or the image that the imagination depicts or maintains is still nonactuality; with regard to adversities and sufferings, it lacks the actuality of time and of temporality and of earthly life. True perfection is, namely, that this perfection is—not was (for that has reference to him, the one who has finished, not to me)—tried day after day in the actual suffering of this actuality. But this latter the imagination cannot depict—indeed, it cannot even be depicted, it can only be—and therefore the image of perfection that the imagination depicts always looks so easy, so persuasive.


  Ordinarily a youth has indeed only a scant conception of actuality, of its sufferings, and what it means when they become actual. But even if he did have, or (since after all this cannot be so) even if an adult came to his aid with all his experience, and even if efforts were made as never before by any poet, and even if he succeeded in the depiction of the image of perfection as no poet had ever succeeded, also in getting the sufferings depicted—essentially it still cannot be done, because, to repeat, the imagination is related to the depiction of perfection, but however accurately the suffering is depicted, it already is made to seem easy simply because it is within or in the imagination, because it is, after all, through the power of the imagination. An actor dressed in rags, even if his costume, almost in defiance of stage requirements, were literally rags—this illusion for an hour is something totally different from being the one in rags in the daily life of actuality. No, however great the efforts of imagination to make this imagined image [XII 175] actual, it cannot do it. If it could do that, then with the help of the imagination a person could experience exactly the same as in actuality, could live through it in exactly the same way as if he lived through it in actuality, could learn to know himself as accurately and fundamentally as in the experience of actuality—then there would be no meaning in life. In that case, Governance would have structured life wrongly, for to what purpose, then, actuality if with the help of the imagination one could in advance absorb it in a completely actual way; to what purpose, then, the seventy years if in the twenty-second year one could have experienced everything! But such is not the case either, and therefore in turn the image produced by the imagination is not that of true perfection; it lacks something—the suffering belonging to actuality or the actuality of suffering. True perfection is that it is this perfection—but the suffering is actual, that it is this perfection that day after day, year after year, exists in the suffering belonging to actuality—this frightful contradiction, not that the perfection exists in something more perfect but that the perfection exists in something infinitely less perfect. And this is precisely the imperfection of the image belonging to the imagination—that the imperfection is not depicted. Alas, and this is what is tragic, that in actuality, the only place where true perfection can truly be, it is so rare, because there it is so hard and exhausting to be that, so hard, yes, so hard that to be that is for that very reason true perfection.


  Now back to the youth. So this image of perfection is his love. His appearance shows it; his eyes see nothing of what lies closest around him, they seek only that image; he walks like a dreamer, and yet one can see by the fire and flame in his eyes that he is wide awake; he walks like a stranger, and yet he seems to be at home, for through the imagination he is always at home with this image, which he desires to resemble. And just as it so beautifully happens with lovers that they begin to resemble each other, so the young man is transformed in likeness to this image, which imprints or impresses itself on all his thought and on every utterance by him, while he, to repeat, with his eyes directed to this image—has not watched his step, has not paid attention to where he is. He wants to resemble this image; he is already beginning to resemble it—and now he suddenly discovers the surrounding world of actuality in which he is standing and the relation of this surrounding world to himself.


  If the power that governs human life were a seductive power, then at this moment it would mockingly say of this [XII 176] youth: Look, now he is trapped—somewhat as the surrounding world says of him: Look, there is a youth who has let himself be enticed by his imagination to go out too far, so he has become overwrought and ridiculous and does not fit into the actual world. But the power that governs human life is love, and if there could be any question of its having a preference, then it has a preference for this youth, as we do in fact read that Jesus took delight in that rich young man,64 not because he became worldly wise and turned away but because he had gone out so far that Christ had begun to hope for him. Loving Governance does not judge this youth unlovingly, as the world judges, but says: Good for you! Now the earnestness of life is beginning for you; now you have come out so far that it will become a matter of earnestness for you that to live is to be examined. The earnestness of life is not all this pressure of finitude and busyness with livelihood, job, office, and procreation, but the earnestness of life is to will to be, to will to express the perfection (ideality) in the dailyness of actuality, to will it, so that one does not to one’s own ruin once and for all busily abandon it or conceitedly take it in vain as a dream—what a tragic lack of earnestness in both cases!—but humbly wills it in actuality.


  In a certain sense the youth’s imagination has deceived him, but indeed, if he himself wills, it has not deceived him to his detriment, it has deceived him into the truth; by means of a deception, it has, as it were, played him into God’s hands. If the youth wills—God in heaven waits for him, willing to help as one can be helped in an examination that must have the earnestness of the highest examination. The imagination has deceived the youth, has by means of that image of perfection made him forget that he is, after all, in actuality, and now he is standing there—in exactly the right position. A shudder, it is true, may go through him for a moment as he now considers the matter, but abandon the image—no, that he cannot persuade himself to do. On the other hand, if he cannot persuade himself to abandon the image, he cannot escape the suffering either, because, since the image he wants to resemble is the image of perfection and since the actuality in which he is and wants to express the resemblance is anything but perfection, [XII 177] suffering is in store and is not to be avoided. He is, then, God be praised!—away with cowardly talk and cursed be the mockery of wretchedness here, where in truth there can be only a question of congratulations—he is, then, God be praised, in a tight corner. It depends upon Governance—but let us never forget that it is love—however tight it will turn the screws on him, if I may put it this way, and however hot it will heat the oven, if I may put it this way, in which the youth must be tested like gold. Perhaps he as yet is a long way from having fully assessed the truth of the matter, for Governance is love, and even if this ordeal is in earnest, there is nothing cruel in its earnestness; it handles a person gently and never tries a person beyond his ability. He has seen that he is going to suffer; he has seen what this love will cost him, but who knows, he says, after all, better times may come, help will certainly come, and it can still turn out all right. So he does not abandon the image but cheerfully enters the suffering into which he is being led. For Governance is love; gentle as it is toward this enthusiastic youth, it does not have the heart to let him understand at the outset that here is a deception, that he is reckoning without his host. But this he could not yet bear to understand, and therefore—the solicitude of infinite love!—therefore he is not able to understand it either. He perseveres, and by persevering in this way he is strengthened, as one is strengthened in suffering—now he loves that image of perfection twice as much, for one always loves more something for which one has suffered. Wonderful! But something has escaped him; no help arrived as he had hoped; only in one sense has he been helped, for he has become stronger.


  This is how Governance deals with him many times, and every time helps him further and further out into suffering, because the youth does not want to abandon that image he so desires to resemble. Then comes a moment when everything becomes clear to him; he understands that that hope belonged to youth, he understands now that suffering cannot be avoided and that it will increase with every step he goes forward. Now existence has turned the screws as tight as it can tighten the screws on a human being; to live under or to endure life under this pressure [Tryk] is what we call with emphasis [Eftertryk]: to exist as a human being. If existence had done this at the outset, it would have crushed him. Now he is probably able to bear it—yes, he must be able to, since Governance does it with him—Governance, who is indeed love. But still he shudders; the tempter whispers to him that he should abandon that image. But he cannot persuade himself to abandon it; and then [XII 178] he cries out: I cannot do otherwise, God help me.65 Let us assume that he perseveres until he dies: then he passed his test. He himself became the image of perfection he loved, and the imagination has truly not deceived him any more than Governance. In order to enter into the kingdom of heaven a person must become a child again,66 but in order that his life can express that he has entered into the kingdom of heaven he must become a youth a second time. To be a child and to be a youth when one is a child or a youth is easy enough, but a second time—the second time is what is decisive. To become a child again, to become nothing, without any selfishness, to become a youth again (although one has become sagacious, sagacious from experience, worldly-wise), to disdain acting sagaciously, to will to be the youth, to will to preserve youth’s enthusiasm, rescued in all its original character, to will to struggle to the end, more uneasy and ashamed about haggling and bargaining and, what amounts to the same thing, about acquiring earthly advantage than the modest girl is uneasy about an impropriety—yes, that is the task.


  Let us then think of him who from on high will draw all to himself so that life’s examination now is this: to become and to be a Christian.


  Here it again begins with what is easier, with loftiness. Just as the imagination led that youth out, so also this image, the image of him, the one who has finished, the one who is on high, draws people out. Let us imagine a youth. He looks and looks so long at this image by which he feels himself drawn until the image becomes his one and only thought. The youth, we assume, has heard the story of the life that this uplifted one led in abasement and lowliness here on earth. We assume that the youth is not to be called light-minded, that accordingly he even makes every possible effort to visualize this suffering with the aid of his imagination. But imagination, which is the capacity for perfecting (idealizing), is essentially related to loftiness, to perfection, and is related only imperfectly to imperfection. Even as this youth most vividly visualizes the suffering of this abased one, his imagination immediately accentuates the loving, the gentle, the infinitely exalted in this abased one in such a way (for up to this point there has been [XII 179] nothing false in the imagination’s depiction; here is the first falseness) that the opposition of the world, all those thousands and thousands of fools, and the world’s mockery become very insignificant in comparison—so insignificant that it still looks easy. The difficulty that the imagination always has, to depict suffering, is here in a new difficulty: the greater the loftiness and purity, the more insignificant, by contrast, the opposition seems, whereas in actuality the suffering, like the loftiness, is greater and more inward.


  So the youth goes out into the world with this image before his eyes. He does not need to do what piety felt the urge to do—to walk the long way to the Holy Land in order to put himself back in time, because this image is so vivid to him that in another sense he still can be said to have journeyed abroad, although he remains in his customary place in the old surroundings—but occupied solely with wanting to resemble this image. And it exercises its power over him, the power of love, which is indeed capable of everything, above all of making alike; his whole deepest inner being is transformed little by little, and he seems to be beginning to resemble, however imperfectly, this image that has made him forget everything—also the world in which he is, which now regards him with astonishment and alienation.


  Now he is trapped, now it must become earnest. Abandon the image, that he cannot persuade himself to do; but if he does not do that, then his not doing it and the image will lead him to the very opposite of loftiness and glory. That the truth in the world of truth is on high, there where he, the abased one, is now on high, well, that is entirely in order, but it is also entirely in order that in the world of untruth to will to resemble the truth, even poorly and imperfectly, must become lowliness and abasement. Yet even this the young man may well have understood and held fast with the help of the imagination, but he has not experienced it—now for the first time it begins to become earnest. But abandon that image or, what amounts to the same thing, give up becoming or being Christian, that he cannot persuade himself to do.


  So it will go with him as it went with that youth; he holds fast to the image and for the time being suffers what follows from holding fast, but just like that youth, he will still console himself with a human hope that, after all, things can get better. Just as honest as he is conscious of willing what is good and true, should he not then be successful in his efforts to win people, should not God then help him, help him to be victorious! Surely God will help him to be victorious, but in this [XII 180] world the truth is victorious only by suffering, by getting the worst of it. But the youth does not yet fully understand this, for Governance is loving; how then could it have the heart to let a youth fully understand this at once.


  Governance now helps him further and further out into suffering and danger, for the young man cannot persuade himself to abandon the image, and since it proceeds this way little by little, he does not really notice that what is happening is the very opposite of what that hope promised him. But then there will come a moment when he, already situated in the suffering of actuality, gains a clear comprehension—and now eternity itself says: From now on it is in earnest. Thus he himself is already acquainted with sufferings, and now he has to begin to understand the image, which in that moment acquires a shuddering closeness. So a whole lifetime lies before me, he says to himself, short or long, but suffering until the end—I see that in the prototype. Just as an object rolling down a steep slope cannot be stopped, so suffering cannot be stopped here before it is stopped in death—which, inasmuch as it also is a part of the suffering, will not be calm and quiet. And not only does suffering not stop—its painfulness increases with its continuation. To be ostracized from human society, an abhorrence to all, something that in turn exercises its power over the few who are closest to one and on whom one had still counted, so that they find the price of friendship too dear—to be betrayed, sold by a confidant, to hear these words from the only friend upon whom one had ultimately relied, “I do not know him!”67 How frightful, even if one does not lose one’s mind so one does not know oneself and speaks of oneself as of a third person and answers the derision that names one’s name: I do not know this man. Ah, when one is leading a merry life or at least is comfortably well off, one can no doubt read about such things, perhaps also speak about them, perhaps also shed a few tears in the course of the conversation—and yet in one’s inner being be calm, for one’s own part be altogether untouched by what is said. But when one has already been initiated into sufferings, then one certainly can understand better, but then one also has what one comes to understand as alarmingly close to oneself as possible. But he is still not finished. Abandon this image, he says. No, that I cannot do. In God’s name let happen what is going to happen to me; I cannot do otherwise. Let all this suffering come; I have my hope in God—certainly not as in my earliest youth, but in [XII 181] another and more deeply inward way. So I am not abandoning this image [Billede]—but at the very same moment he looks once again at the prototype [Forbillede], and he sees that the suffering does not stop even here, that there is still an intensification, the last: at the most bitter moment to be forsaken by the last one—by God. Trusting in God, he had thought he would have to bear all these sufferings, all the tortures and agony that human beings can invent; but this he had not imagined, to have to be abandoned by God, had not imagined that God, who otherwise is indeed loving and so quickly ready to help anywhere, any place, that for once he was long in coming and withdrew—how dreadful!—at that very moment, the one moment as long as the world has stood, the one moment when his help would be necessary as it at no time had ever been or68 can ever be.


  Let us now assume that that youth of whom we have been speaking, who, although not many years have passed, has already become like an old man, let us assume that he, trusting that even if it should happen that God forsook him it would nevertheless be only for a moment—chooses not to abandon the image, and why? Indeed, he can only answer: I cannot do otherwise. Let us then assume that he perseveres to the very end: so he passed his test, he became and continued to be a Christian, drawn by him who from on high will draw all to himself. Perhaps he has a long life ahead of him, perhaps only a short one. Perhaps at one moment he has said with blissful confidence, “In a little while,”69 that is, in a little while I shall be finished, and yet at the same time he may have had the idea that it would be many years, but the eternal was so close to him that he therefore said: In a little while. Perhaps at some other moment he has sighed, “at last,” would that I might at last be blessed, and yet perhaps not have thought of a longer time than before but felt himself to be weaker and the eternal further away. In a certain sense the words “in a little while” and “at last” say the same thing but in a different way. Even if it is only half an hour, of that one can say, “in a little while,” but also “at last,” and conversely one can say of the longest life, “at last,” but also “in a little while.” But to return to our assumption, this young or old man, however long he lived, persevered to the end. When the little while was over, he at last entered (after having passed the test to become and continue to be a Christian) into eternal happiness, ultimately came to him who from on high drew him to himself.


  This is the test: to become and continue to be a Christian, a [XII 182] suffering with which no other human suffering can be compared in pain and anguish. Yet neither Christianity nor Christ is cruel. No, Christ is in himself leniency and love, is love and leniency itself; the cruelty comes from the Christian’s having to live in this world and having to express in the environment of this world what it is to be a Christian—for Christ is not so lenient, that is, so weak, that he wants to take the Christian out of this world. In an impassioned mood related to the possibility of offense, Christianity may seem cruel to one. But it is not so; it is the world that is cruel—Christianity is leniency and love. Yet, as said before, the suffering is most agonizing, and for the individual Christian there is reserved a suffering in which not even the God-man could be tried. It is a frightful discovery to make, that truth is persecuted, but the suffering differs in relation to who it is who makes this discovery. A bad, conceited person who is inordinately satisfied with himself does not suffer very much at the discovery that truth is persecuted—if it were at all possible that such a person could make this discovery. On the other hand, the God-man, eternally sure in himself, knows in his innermost being that he is the truth, and therefore he assuredly suffers: to be persecuted as the truth or despite being the truth, but he does not simultaneously suffer at another place in his innermost being with regard to how far he himself at every moment is in the truth. But this is the case with the individual Christian. Naturally the blasphemy of wanting to be the truth could never occur to him; before God he is a lowly, sinful man who relates himself to the truth only very imperfectly. But the more the Christian is before God in the fear and trembling of inwardness, the more he is made anxious and concerned about any lapse, the more inclined he is to accuse himself. In a sense, at times it would even be consoling if others judged well of him. But just the opposite is the case; he is accused of every evil and thus at every moment is again forced back into concern about himself, whether the fault might not lie in himself—and he shudders. But the more he now works in new fear and trembling, struggling even harder to be wholly unselfish, sacrificing, and loving, the more people accuse him of selfishness. And if he is living in Christendom, this takes place amidst a general mumbling and muttering by fantastic characters belonging to that part of the clergy who must be called the so-called pastors, who, in pursuance of their livelihoods, assure us that the loving person is loved by God and people and that this is Christianity, [XII 183] this—not that the loving person becomes the sacrifice but that the loving person is the one to whom sacrifices are made—without considering that this is mocking Christ, for if it is true, then Christ, who became the sacrifice, certainly was not the loving one. But this is how a Christian in Christendom suffers the suffering described, which is intensified because people make him anxious by saying of him that he is not even Christian, that his life is an un-Christian exaggeration, because, unlike other Christians, he refuses to let Christianity be something one supposedly should only have hidden in one’s innermost being—perhaps so well concealed that it is not there at all. Therefore, to have to make the discovery, when one is anxious in self-concern 70or at the same time as one is made anxious in self-concern, not that “the truth” must suffer (since no Christian can truthfully be said to make this discovery; only the God-man, who was the truth, could do that), but that the love of truth must suffer—that is agonizing. If this—shall I now say, “this suffering Christian”—no, that is not necessary, for every Christian is suffering—if this Christian did not have the prototype to look at, he would not persevere, he would not dare to believe there was any love within himself when people testify against him in this way. But the prototype, who eternally knew in himself that he was love, whom therefore no world, not the whole world, could shake in this certainty, has expressly manifested that love is hated, truth is persecuted. Because of this image before his eyes, the Christian perseveres in abasement, drawn to him who from on high will draw all to himself.


  This, then, is how it is with loftiness and lowliness. The true Christian’s abasement is not sheer abasement; it is only a depiction of loftiness, but a depiction in this world, where loftiness must appear inversely as lowliness and abasement. The star truly is high in the sky, is just as high in the sky although, seen in the sea, it seems to lie far under the earth. Likewise, to be a Christian is the highest elevation, even though in this world’s depiction it must appear as the deepest abasement. Consequently in a certain sense the abasement is loftiness. As soon as you take away the world, that muddy element that confuses with its depiction, as soon as the Christian dies, he is on high, where he already was before, but which could not be seen here by the world, no more than anyone who could not raise his head and thus could see only the star deep down at the bottom of the sea could have the idea that it actually is on high.71 And so it is with the true Christian. In [XII 184] his abasement he is not supported by someone else’s conception that this abasement is nevertheless loftiness, or the inverse depiction of loftiness due to the inversion of the third in which the depiction is made. If this were the case, the abasement would not be really in earnest. The relation is not the same as when a prince is incognito and yet known. It is rather like that of a prince who has disguised himself in such a way that he has taken no confidant, or he lives in a foreign country where no one knows him and now is assumed to be someone who wants to pass himself off as a prince, someone to whom they say: No, stop, you do not deceive us; that you should be a royal personage, or even some great person, that is a sheer lie and vanity and conceit. Either you are a lunatic or you are an impostor.


  And how does this situation of abasement come about? It comes about in this way: he who from on high will draw all to himself draws a person to himself in such a way that this person becomes and continues to be a Christian; but this Christian is here in the world, and therefore it is his loftiness, the loftiness of him who draws, that is depicted in this Christian’s abasement.72


  V[XII 185]


  Lord Jesus Christ, it is indeed from on high that you draw a person to yourself, and it is to victory that you call him, but this of course means that you call him to struggle and promise him victory in the struggle to which you from on high call him, you, the great victor. Just as you keep us from all other error, keep us also from this, that we delude ourselves into thinking ourselves to be members of a Church already triumphant here in this world. Your kingdom certainly was not and is not of this world.73 The place of your Church is not here in the world; there is room for it only if it will struggle and by struggling make room for itself to exist. But if it will struggle, it will never be displaced by the world either; that you will guarantee. But if it deludes itself into thinking it is to be triumphant here in this world, then, alas, it does indeed have itself to blame that you withdrew your support, then it has succumbed, then it has confused itself with the world. Be, then, with your militant Church so that this might never happen, so that it—and this is truly the only way in which it could happen—would be obliterated from the earth by becoming a triumphant Church.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  “Well, this is easy to understand; he has been victorious, and we have only to join up with him and share the victory with him. Just let there be no delays and quibbling; then the [XII 186 ] whole matter is quite simple.” No doubt scarcely anyone would express himself this way in words, but there still may have been such and such a person who secretly thought somewhat like this. And what do we on our part have to say to this?


  One could point out that even if there were no other hindrance, this is not very easy to do, because in one sense Christ’s life stands outside a direct relation to each individual in the human race, so that he as God-man, although true man, is so heterogeneous to the individual human being that it cannot be done altogether directly as a matter of course in a kind of brazen impertinence, wanting to side with him that way. One could point out that Christ’s (the God-man’s) heterogeneity to all individual human beings is also expressed in the teaching of his second coming. With him it is not as with some other person who once lived, perhaps won some great victory, the results of which we appropriate as a matter of course, whereas nothing is heard from him, to say nothing of his possible coming again to settle accounts with us, to judge us by demanding his due or what we owe him.74 Not so with Christ. He lived here upon earth; this, his life, is the prototype. Thereupon he ascends on high and then he says, as it were, to the generation: Now you begin. And what is it they are supposed to begin? Begin living in conformity to the prototype—but, he adds, sometime, at the end of time, I am coming again. Therefore, if I dare to put it this way, this form of existence makes the Church’s whole existence here upon earth into a parenthesis or something parenthetical in Christ’s life; the content of the parenthesis begins with Christ’s ascension on high and ends with his coming again. Thus it does not end up in one thing as is usually the case in the historical relation between an individual and the others who as a matter of course profit from his victory, for such an individual is neither the prototype nor is such an individual the one who will come again. Christ is the only one who can make his life a test for all people. The examination period begins with his ascension; it has lasted for eighteen hundred years and may last eighteen thousand. But (and this belongs to the intervening period as an examination) he is coming again. When this is so, then any direct adherence to him in order to profit from his victory as a matter of course is more impossible than in relation to any other person.


  But we shall not spend any more time on this; we prefer to advance another observation: Is truth such that in relation to it one may suppose that a person can appropriate it summarily with the help of another? Summarily, that is, without willing [XII 187] oneself to be developed in like manner, to be tried, to battle, to suffer as did the one who acquired the truth for him? Is it not just as impossible as to sleep or dream oneself into the truth; is it not just as impossible summarily to appropriate it, however wide awake one is? Or if one is wide awake, is it not merely an illusion if one does not understand or refuses to understand that in relation to truth there is no abridgment that leaves out the acquiring of it, and that in relation to acquiring it from generation to generation there is no essential abridgment, so that every generation and everyone in the generation must essentially begin from the beginning?


  For what is truth, and in what sense was Christ the truth? The first question, as is well known, was asked by Pilate,75 and another question is whether he really cared to have his question answered; in any case, in one sense his question was altogether appropriate, and in another sense it was as inappropriate as possible. Pilate asks Christ the question: What is truth? But Christ was indeed the truth; therefore the question was entirely appropriate. Yes, and yet in another sense, no. That it can occur to Pilate at that moment to question Christ in this way demonstrates precisely that he has no eye at all for truth. Christ’s life was in fact the truth, and therefore Christ himself says (when he explains more explicitly the words: My kingdom is not of this world; if my kingdom were of this world, my servants would have fought for it so I would not be handed over to the Jews): For this I was born, and for this I have come into the world, that I shall witness to the truth. Christ’s life upon earth, every moment of this life, was truth. What, then, is the fundamental confusion in Pilate’s question? It consists in this, that it can occur to him to question Christ in this way; for in questioning Christ in this way he actually informs against himself, he makes the self-disclosure that Christ’s life has not explained to him what truth is—but how then could Christ with words enlighten Pilate about this when that which is truth, Christ’s life, has not opened Pilate’s eyes to what truth is! It seems as if Pilate has an inquiring mind, is teachable, but surely his question is as foolish as possible, not that he asks, “What is truth?”, but that he questions Christ about it, him whose life is expressly the truth and who therefore at every moment by his life demonstrates more powerfully what truth is than all the most prolix lectures of the sharpest thinkers. There is, however, some sense in asking any other person, a thinker, a teacher of science, etc., “What is truth?”; indeed, it makes no difference who, any other person, a hired man, a mailman, etc., but to ask Christ, who is standing bodily before one, to ask Christ about it is the greatest possible confusion. If Christ were to answer this question, he would for a moment, falsely, have to pretend he was not the truth. No human being, with the exception of Christ, is the truth. In relation to any other person, the truth is something infinitely higher than his being, and therefore it is natural to ask: What is truth? and to reply to this question. Obviously Pilate is of the opinion that Christ is a man just like everyone else, and therefore by his question he falsely makes him into anything one wishes, a kind of thinker and, presumably in the capacity of a highly distinguished man who basically regards thought as belonging neither here nor there but with aristocratic condescension and out of curiosity finds some pleasure in dealing with this man for a moment—in this way Pilate asks Christ: What is truth? And Christ is the truth! Poor Pilate! Your pitying remark about the crucified one has been preserved, “See what a man.” But with regard to this your question there is certainly good reason to say of you: See what a fool, for even though you could not see it that way, your question is unconditionally the most foolish and the most confusing question ever asked in the world. The question is just as foolish, just exactly as foolish, as if someone were to ask a man with whom he was standing and talking, “May I put this question to you, do you exist?”—because Christ is the truth. And what should that man really reply? “If someone by standing and talking with me cannot be certain that I exist, then my assurances cannot be of any use, since, after all, my assurances are certainly something much inferior to my existence.” So also with Christ in relation to Pilate. Christ is the truth. “If my life,” he might say, “cannot open your eyes to what truth is, then to tell it to you is for me the most impossible of all. In that respect, I am different from all other human beings. What any other person may answer to the question ‘What is truth?’ is indeed never entirely true, but I am the only human being [XII 189] who cannot reply to this question, for I am truth.”


  Thus Christ is the truth in the sense that to be the truth is the only true explanation of what truth is. Therefore one can ask an apostle, one can ask a Christian, “What is truth?” and in answer to the question the apostle and this Christian will point to Christ and say: Look at him, learn from him, he was the truth. This means that truth in the sense in which Christ is the truth is not a sum of statements, not a definition etc., but a life. The being of truth is not the direct redoubling of being in relation to thinking, which gives only thought-being, safeguards thinking only against being a brain-figment that is not, guarantees validity to thinking, that what is thought is—that is, has validity. No, the being of truth is the redoubling of truth within yourself, within me, within him, that your life, my life, his life expresses the truth approximately in the striving for it, that your life, my life, his life is approximately the being of the truth in the striving for it, just as the truth was in Christ a life, for he was the truth.


  And therefore, Christianly understood, truth is obviously not to know the truth but to be the truth. Despite all modern philosophy, there is an infinite difference here, best seen in Christ’s relation to Pilate, for Christ could not, could only untruthfully, reply to the question “What is truth?” precisely because he was not the one who knew what truth is but was the truth. Not as if he did not know what truth is, but when one is the truth and when the requirement is to be truth, to know the truth is an untruth. For knowing the truth is something that entirely of itself accompanies being the truth, not the other way around. And that is why it becomes untruth when knowing the truth is separated from being the truth or when knowing the truth is made identical with being it, since it is related the other way. Being the truth is identical with knowing the truth, and Christ would never have known the truth if he had not been it, and nobody knows more of the truth than what he is of the truth. Indeed, one cannot really know the truth, for if one knows the truth one must, of course, know that the truth is to be the truth, and then in one’s knowledge of the truth one would know that to know truth is an untruth. If a person says that by knowing the truth one is the truth, then he himself is indeed saying that the truth is to be the truth, inasmuch as he is saying that to know the truth [XII 190] is to be the truth, since in the other case he would have to say: The truth is to know truth. Otherwise the question about truth only comes back again, so that the question is not answered but the decisive answer is only postponed, because once again one must be able to know whether one is the truth or not. In other words: knowledge is related to the truth, but in the meantime I am untruthfully outside myself. The truth is within me, that is, when I am truly within myself (not untruthfully outside myself), the truth, if it is there, is a being, a life. Therefore it says, “This is eternal life, to know the only true God and the one whom he sent,”76 the truth. That is, only then do I in truth know the truth, when it becomes a life in me. Therefore Christ compares truth to food and appropriating it to eating,77 for just as, physically, food by being appropriated (assimilated) becomes the life sustenance, so also, spiritually, truth is both the giver of life and the sustenance of life, is life. Therefore one sees what a monstrous mistake it is, almost the greatest possible, to didacticize Christianity; and how altered Christianity has become through this continual didacticizing is seen in this, that now all the expressions are formed according to the view that truth is cognition, knowledge (now one speaks continually about comprehending, speculating, observing, etc.), whereas in original Christianity all the expressions were formed according to the view that truth is a being.


  There is a difference between truth and truths, and this difference is especially recognizable in the term “to be” or is recognizable in the distinction made between way and final decision, which is reached at the end, the result. With respect to the truth in which there is a difference between the way and what is reached by going or by having gone on the way, a change can occur for the successor in comparison with his predecessor; he may happen to begin at a place different from where his predecessor began, can get by much more easily; in short, the change that takes place consists of a shortening of the way—indeed, in some cases shortened to such a degree that it seems to drop out altogether. But when the truth is the way, being the truth is a life—and this is indeed how Christ speaks of himself: I am the Truth and the Way and the Life78—then no essential difference between a predecessor and a successor is [XII 191] conceivable. The change, after all, consisted in the shortening of the way, which was possible because the way was not essentially synonymous with the truth. But when the truth itself is the way, then the way cannot be shortened or drop out unless the truth is distorted or it drops out.


  This is not too difficult to understand; anyone will easily understand it if he just gives himself a little time. It can also become clearer by being illustrated in some examples, and it is of importance that this difference between truth and truth becomes clear, because what has completely confused Christianity and what has to a large extent occasioned the illusion of a Church triumphant is this, that Christianity has been regarded as truth in the sense of results instead of its being truth in the sense of the way. Here are a few examples.


  Someone invents something—gunpowder, for example. He, the inventor, has perhaps spent many, many years of his life in pondering and devising; many before him have perhaps spent a long time in like manner, but in vain. Now he has succeeded, now gunpowder is invented. At the very same moment the way almost entirely drops out; to such an extent it is shortened. That for which he has used twenty years, someone else can now learn in half an hour with the help of his instructions about how one proceeds with it. The twenty years stand in an altogether accidental relation to the invention. It cannot really be said that he has used the twenty years to invent gunpowder. No, he really invented the gunpowder in half an hour. One must rather say that during those twenty years he did not invent gunpowder; in a certain sense they are worthless since they were not spent in inventing but in a vain attempt to invent gunpowder; consequently they were spent in not inventing gunpowder. If someone could corroborate with witnesses that for thirty years running he worked day and night to invent gunpowder but did not invent it, the way has utterly no meaning in itself. If he who invented it invented it one evening when he was going home drunk from a party by stumbling over a gutter plank, the way is entirely a matter of indifference. The inventor in that case will only be on a level with the dog that discovered purple,79 but his invention would have just as much value for the race, which, if the invention were of another kind, would perhaps call him a benefactor of the human race, but not its teacher, because to be a teacher, [XII 192] especially the teacher of the human race, “humankind’s teacher,” corresponds to truth as the way.


  Someone laboriously works his way into an obscure period of history; until now no researcher has been able to shed light on it. After spending twenty years, he finally succeeds in bringing the historical truth to light and makes it entirely incontrovertible. This yield is a boon to his successor; the way is considerably shortened; the successor perhaps needs scarcely three months to become completely conversant with the true coherence of this obscure period.


  Someone cultivates a language that hitherto no one has known. He makes prodigious efforts for a whole lifetime but also leaves behind as the yield of his life and his work great resources by means of which his successor in perhaps two years comes as far as he did in twenty. Here the way is significantly shortened for the successor; the pupil (despite his being perhaps only a bungler compared with the master) is always above the master;80 through the master’s spadework he is in a position to begin at another point and to advance further than he. And such is more or less the case wherever truth is knowledge.


  Not so where the truth is being, is the way. Here, since the truth is not different from the way but is precisely the way, no essential shortening can possibly take place in the relation between the predecessor and the successor, here no essential shortening can possibly take place from generation to generation, even if the world lasted eighteen thousand years. Christ was the truth, was the way, or was the way in the sense that the truth is the way. That he has traveled the way certainly changes nothing at all in the relation for the successor, who, if he is of the truth and wants to be of the truth, can be that only by walking along the way. That by a given time there have been thirty generations who have traveled the way alters nothing at all in the relation for the next generation, or for each individual in it, who in order to travel the way must begin at the very same place, from the beginning, the beginning of the way. Thus there is no cause or occasion at all for triumphal celebration, since only the person who has traveled the way can triumphally celebrate; but he is no longer in this world, he is now on high, as Christ was indeed also the way when he ascended to heaven. If, however, someone later wants to take occasion to celebrate triumphally the traveling of that way by an earlier traveler, this is just as foolish as if a student were to celebrate triumphally on the occasion of another student’s having finished his examination.


  If one wants to maintain this, which is indeed Christ’s own statement, that the truth is the way, one will more and more clearly perceive that a Church triumphant in this world is an [XII 193] illusion, that in this world we can truthfully speak only of a militant Church. But the Church militant is related, feels itself drawn, to Christ in lowliness; the Church triumphant has taken the Church of Christ in vain. To make this clear is the task of this exposition, but it must be remembered that by a Church triumphant is always understood a Church that wants to be the Church triumphant here in this world, for a Church triumphant in eternity is entirely in order, corresponding to Christ’s being raised on high.


  81How did the illusion of a Church triumphant ever arise, and what is to be understood by a Church triumphant?


  As has already been pointed out, what has mainly contributed to the fallacy of the Church triumphant is that the truth of Christianity has been interpreted as the truth in which there is a difference between result and way, or the truth of Christianity has been interpreted as a result, something that in Danish could perhaps be called the remainder, a yield, for in regard to the truth as the way the emphasis is precisely on the fact that from the predecessor there is no remainder, no yield, no result for the successor. In other words, if Christianity were the truth in that sense, then triumph would be altogether appropriate. Thus the human race is justified in celebrating triumphally in connection with the invention of gunpowder and printing etc., in connection with the many achievements that have been made in the areas of science, art, etc., for here the truth is a result, here the emphasis is not on the way and on each individual who, responsible before God, must make his own decision whether he wants to walk along the way or not, indifferent, utterly indifferent, to whether no one or everyone is walking along the same way, indifferent, utterly indifferent, to whether no one or countless millions have walked along the same way. No, here the emphasis is placed upon the truth, the yield, and on the race, human society, copartnership, “joint effort,” which takes over the truth as a matter of course, and it is accidental that a single individual has discovered it, invented it, thought it out, etc. Thus if Christ had been, for example, a teacher of the truth, a thinker, who had made a discovery or thought out something that perhaps had cost him indescribable intellectual effort but also (because the way had only an accidental relation to the truth) could become a result, then it would have been altogether appropriate for the next generation to take a triumphal position toward it as a matter [XII 194] of course. The successors, who were exempted from these enormous intellectual efforts, these many, many years of exhausting work, could at most feel obliged to remember with gratitude him who had persevered, but otherwise there was nothing else to do but celebrate triumphally. That this is a fallacy has already been pointed out; here it need only be added that this is why Christ’s teaching is infinitely superior to all the inventions of any and every age, an eternity older and an eternity higher than all systems, even the very newest, also even the one that in ten thousand years’ time is the very newest, for his teaching is the truth—but in the sense that the truth is the way, and as the God-man he himself is and remains the way, something that no human being, however zealously he professes that the truth is the way, would dare say of himself without blasphemy.


  But in addition to the fallacy that by interpreting truth as result has, as confusedly as possible, missed the point of Christianity, there is yet another fallacy that has contributed to the illusion of a Church triumphant. This fallacy is the pretense, which has emerged over the years, that we as such are all Christians. For if this is taken as given, a militant Church seems to be an impossibility. Wherever there seems to be, wherever it is assumed that there is an established Christendom, there is an attempt to form a triumphant Church, even if these words are not used; the Church militant is in the process of becoming, whereas an established Christendom is, is not becoming.


  Finally, this illusion, a Church triumphant, is linked to the human impatience that wants to take in advance that which comes later; and just as we almost universally see the ages of childhood and youth wanting to anticipate the whole of life so that nothing is left for adulthood and old age, so also has the human race or Christendom with a similar impatience wanted to anticipate eternity and (instead of God’s invention and intention with all existence, that temporality, this life, is the time of struggle, the time of testing, and eternity is the time of victory) introduce the triumph into temporality, which means to abolish Christianity. In other words, what Christ said, “My kingdom is not of this world,” was not said in a special sense about the connection with that age; it is eternally valid, for all times just as valid a statement about the relationship between Christ’s kingdom and this world. As soon as Christ’s kingdom makes a compromise with this world and becomes a kingdom of this world, Christianity is abolished. But if Christianity is in the truth, it is certainly a kingdom in this world, but not of this world, that is, it is militant.


  What is meant by a triumphant Church? By this is meant [XII 195] a Church that assumes that the time of struggling is over, that the Church, although it is still in this world, has nothing more about or for which to struggle. But then, of course, the Church and this world have become synonymous; and this is indeed the case not only with everything that calls itself the Church triumphant but with what is called an established [be-staaende] Christendom. In this world Christ’s Church can truly endure [bestaa] only by struggling—that is, by every moment battling to endure. If it is the established Church, then this is because it has been victorious. The Church militant endures by struggling, but the Church that is called established must, of course, be the Church that gets established after having been victorious.


  And this Church triumphant or established Christendom resembles the Church militant no more than a square resembles a circle. It would—if we imagined a Christian from those times when the Church was truly militant—it would be utterly impossible for him to recognize Christianity in this distortion. He would hear Christianity preached and hear that what was said was entirely true, but to his greatest amazement he would see that the conditions of existence for being Christian had become the very opposite of what they were in his day, so that to be Christian now resembled what it was to be Christian in his day no more than standing on one’s feet resembles standing on one’s head.


  To be a Christian in the Church militant means to express being Christian within an environment that is the opposite of being Christian. To be a Christian in a triumphant, an established Christendom means to express being a Christian within an environment that is synonymous, homogeneous with being Christian. If in the first case I am a true Christian, this will as a necessary consequence (since the theater stage is indeed the opposite) be inversely recognizable by the opposition I experience, and to the degree that my being a Christian has more truth, to the same degree would this be recognizable by the greater opposition. In the second case, being a Christian will as a necessary consequence (for the theater stage is indeed homogeneity) be directly recognizable by the favor, honor, and esteem I win in this world—but what am I saying, “in this world,” this world is of course Christendom, and therefore it will be directly recognizable by the favor, honor, and esteem I win in Christendom. To the degree that my being a Christian has more truth, to the same degree will this also be recognizable in the quite extraordinary esteem I enjoy in this world—but what am I saying; “this world” is of course Christendom, [XII 196] and thus it will be recognizable by the extraordinary esteem I enjoy in Christendom. This is an altogether inescapable consequence when the assumption is a Church triumphant. There where, if I lived in a Church militant, suffering would come, now comes reward; there where, if I lived in a Church militant, insult and ridicule would assail me, honor and esteem beckon me; there where death would be unavoidable, I now celebrate the supreme triumph. Since I am living among none but Christians (according to the assumption), they are bound to recognize my genuinely Christian mentality at once and as a consequence rush toward me with honors and distinctions instead of opposing me. Yes, if one imagined that this was witnessed by a member of the Christian Church at the time when it was militant, for a moment he would almost have to laugh to see that what in his day was frightful earnestness has become a charming game. There stands Christianity with its requirements for self-denial: Deny yourself—and then suffer because you deny yourself. That was Christianity. But how entirely different it is now. If I picture to myself a young man who with lovable naïveté decided to conform his life in accordance with the Holy Scripture, how amazed he would be, indeed, I wonder if he could help laughing at himself and all existence, because the very moment that he, according to Christianity’s instructions, had disciplined himself to suffer, what happens—he receives honor and esteem; he prepares himself to endure the opposition, he dares to take the step—dash, and he is hailed with acclaim; he prepares for at least icy sarcasm and coldness, and he is received with the warm compress of almost indulgent admiration. The youth had forgotten, namely (something that is not to be found in the Bible either), that it was in Christendom he was living, in Christendom where all are Christians, in the Church triumphant where there is no more struggling, but where being the true Christian is rewarded with distinction.82


  This is the situation in the Church triumphant, where it pays most to be a Christian and the only thing that does not pay is not to be a Christian. However, insofar as so-called established Christendom does not call itself the Church triumphant, it perhaps disdains this externality but produces the same confusion by means of hidden inwardness, because established Christendom, where all are Christians but in hidden inwardness, in turn resembles the Church militant as little as the silence of death resembles the loudness of passion.


  [XII 197]Only the illusion of a Church triumphant succeeded in actually carrying through the idea that those of a particular order were the real Christians; the task, the business, of this order was to be Christian, and thus directness applied here, namely, that the truer Christian a person was, the higher he would ascend in honor and esteem. The rest of the world properly supplied the spectators, the chorus, but provided no opposition to being a Christian, rather an environment of admiration for that order that represented what it means to be a Christian. But when this distinction of order vanished, the Church triumphant also vanished. Because everyone was now supposed to play the game, direct recognizability (the degree of being the true Christian corresponds directly to the honor and esteem one enjoys) ran into a peculiar difficulty that made it impossible. The clergyman essentially had nothing else to do but to express what it means to be a Christian, and as long as the great number of Christians were actually content with perceiving themselves in the order that represented them, it was all right with the Church triumphant. Not so when this distinction of order no longer satisfied the great number of Christians. The great number of Christians also have something else—externally viewed the main thing—to take care of in the world, something other than to express what it means to be a Christian (83in the sense of the Church triumphant). How, now, could the direct recognizability of being a Christian be expressed in what is heterogeneous to being a Christian, but yet not hostile to it, only indifferent to it? Indeed, it was an impossibility. In the Church militant, direct recognizability is impossible, because to be a Christian is expressed within the contrast to being a Christian. Now, however, direct recognizability became impossible, because being a Christian was supposed to be expressed within what is indifferent to being a Christian.


  Please understand me properly. For example, a citizen is a Christian. Let us suppose, for example, that this citizen is a shoemaker; this is his livelihood, and naturally he is engaged most of the day in plying his trade. If direct recognizability with regard to being a Christian were possible, then the one who was the truest Christian among the shoemakers or the fact that he was the truest Christian would be recognizable by his having the most work to do, having the most assistants, and perhaps the king and queen and the whole royal house, or at least the clergy, had their shoes made by him.84 In the course of time, it naturally became more and more apparent that this could not be carried out. Direct recognizability with regard to being a Christian ran into another kind of opposition than that [XII 198] which the Church militant knew. This opposition was not the contrast to being a Christian but was indifference. This “opposition of indifference” does not reverse the relation to inverted recognizability, as in the Church militant, but makes direct recognizability impossible.


  Thus a complete change of scene with regard to being a Christian took place in Christendom. People gave up the illusion of a Church triumphant; they let the entire externality continue, and, in that connection, the law of indifference for being a Christian, that the best shoemaker was the one who sewed best, the best poet the one who wrote the best poems etc. etc. In this way they gave up the externality and relegated being a Christian to inwardness. A universal discharge is given and assumed for all of us, a discharge all around; we are all Christians in exactly the same sense as it is a given that we are all human beings, with which assumption the game of life or of actuality first begins. Hence it would be foolishness, indeed lunacy, if someone were to make a special claim that he is a human being; since that, after all, is wanting to bring to consciousness a presupposition that is once and for all and by all assumed and underlies everything.


  Here we have the conception of established Christendom. In established Christendom we are all true Christians, but this is in hidden inwardness. The external world has nothing to do with my being a Christian; therefore my being a Christian is not commensurate. If I am a saloonkeeper, I certainly do not demand that my being a true Christian should be distinguishable by my having the best patronage; no, whether I as saloonkeeper will have the best patronage depends upon to what extent I know how to satisfy an esteemed, cultured public,85 and the true Christian that I am is something by itself, something for myself, something I am in hidden inwardness—just like all the others and not only like all the other saloonkeepers, but literally just like every other person in Christendom; to such a degree is it true that I am a Christian that what is true for me is just as true for all the others. If I am a pastor, I do not require that my being a true Christian must be recognizable by my being the most esteemed preacher with the largest audiences. No, whether as a pastor I have the best patronage depends artistically on what gifts of eloquence I have, depends on whether I have a good voice, how my clerical gown fits, how much of the most recent philosophy I have studied so that I [XII 199] can satisfy the demands of the times; the true Christian I am, or that I am a true Christian, is something by itself, something for myself, something I am in hidden inwardness—just like all the others. But that I am a true Christian is certain enough; it is just as certain as it is that all the others are.


  Why, then, this hiddenness? Why this hiddenness that I so carefully and vigilantly take care to maintain? Why, naturally because I am afraid that if people found out to what degree I am the true Christian I would be rewarded with extraordinary honor and esteem, and I am too truly Christian for that, to want to be honored and esteemed because I am a true Christian. See, this is why I keep it concealed in hidden inwardness, for if people came to know this, it would be impossible to avoid being extraordinarily honored and esteemed for it, since it is, of course, established Christendom in which I live, where we all are true Christians—but in hidden inwardness.


  If a Christian from that time when the Church was militant were to be transported into established Christendom, he would be profoundly amazed. In the militant Church, being a Christian was recognizable by the opposition one suffered. In the Church triumphant it was recognizable by the honor and esteem one enjoyed. But “established Christendom” has discovered something new: one keeps it hidden that one is a Christian—out of fear that it would, un-Christianly, be rewarded with honor and esteem. In the militant Church, it was true that sometimes someone or other would keep hidden that he was a Christian out of fear of the opposition connected with being a Christian, but in “established Christendom” it is out of fear of enjoying honor and esteem. So “established Christendom” is indeed something far superior to the Church militant, which scarcely had any intimation of such lofty piety! In the Church militant it was piety to confess Christianity; in established Christendom it is piety to conceal it! What an infinite depth of piety, since the whole thing could so very easily be pretense! What a countless host of pious people when all the millions in every country are such pious people—and we all are indeed that! Take off your shoes, for the place where you are standing is holy86 when you are standing in Christendom, where there is no one but true Christians! Let God keep eternity, where all in all he will scarcely get as many true Christians [XII 200] as there are at any moment in established Christendom, where all are Christians.


  Imagine a youth grown up in established Christendom but until now unacquainted with the conditions of actuality into which he must enter, brought up by Holy Scripture in almost monastic remoteness from life—he will perceive something very strange, something in one sense ludicrous. He is, of course, well taught in Christianity—assuming one can become that by Holy Scripture, and we must credit the youth with this assumption—he has been told that the requirement is to confess Christ before the world. He is well informed—that is, insofar as one can become that through Holy Scripture, and we must credit the youth with this assumption; he is informed of what the result of this will be. Having well considered all this, the youth is determined to arrange his life according to these instructions. But what happens—he chances to live in established Christendom. As he makes a move to risk taking the step, a kindly gentleman, a kind of spiritual adviser, comes to him and “makes such a speech”:87 “Young friend, you are laboring under a delusion; you do not realize where you are, that you are in established Christendom, and this really is not the place to confess Christ. Just between us—but it is between us, indeed is even a weakness and oversight on my part to say as much as this—we are all Christians, and the true Christian is the very one who keeps it most hidden.” If a youth who was brought up on fairy stories in his childhood and therefore is familiar with the idea of monsters that live in forests but are slain, if that youth now started out into actuality armed for battle, with an enormous broadsword at his side and equally enormous courage in his heart, nothing stranger could happen to him than happened to that youth in established Christendom. In other words, if he were to encounter a monster even stranger than some of those about which he had heard or read, it would not be so strange or even amount to anything in comparison with the strange thing that happened to him—namely, that he could not catch a glimpse of anything that resembled a monster. Then a kindly elderly gentleman would come to him and say, “My young friend, you are laboring under a delusion; you are not in the world of fairy tales but in the civilized and polished world, where there [XII 201] are no monsters like that, where you are living among cultured and well-educated people, and where, in addition, the police watch over your security and the clergy your morality, and gas lighting makes the night just as safe as day. Therefore, sheathe your sword and learn that your task, now that the age of monsters is long since past, is to be an agreeable person just like the rest of us; learn that you must recognize yourself in every other person and every other person must recognize himself in you—to the point of the greatest possible deception.”


  As said previously, the Church triumphant resembles the Church militant no more than the square resembles the circle, and “established Christendom” resembles it just as little. But only the Church militant is truth—the Church triumphant and established Christendom are an illusion.


  “But,” I hear someone say, “this matter of a Church militant is unreasonable and impossible; now that we are all Christians, what are we supposed to be militant about?” My dear fellow, for the sake of having something to be militant about, we could be militant about this notion that we are all Christians and how this can be the case. “What! Are you presuming to be a knower of hearts who judges people’s innermost being; when a man himself says that he is a Christian, you surely do not presume to deny it?” We do, as you see, have something to be militant about. But does he really say that? I thought that in established Christendom it was hidden inwardness, that we were supposed to keep it hidden. “Yes, we certainly are supposed to keep it hidden, simply because it is a given that all are Christians.” Then how is it a given if everyone individually keeps it hidden—because it is a given that all are that?


  The situation is this. 88 If everyone around defines himself as being a Christian just like “the others,” then no one, if it is looked at this way, is really confessing Christ. On the other hand, it is well known that everyone, if it is looked at this way, is a Christian of sorts. Everyone is baptized as a child and later—indeed, almost as a child (presumably so that everything in this respect may be orderly and correct as early as possible regarding what is after all necessary as a permit if one is going to go through the world without censure by the authorities)—is confirmed.89 And it is certain that everyone who is baptized as a child and confirmed as a boy or girl is Christian—one can look it up by consulting the parish register. Such a person probably will not be able to confess [bekjende] Christ in later life, because, after all, they are living in established Christendom, where it is—see the parish register—known [bekjendt] of all that they are Christians. It applies even to the pastors in “established Christendom” that they do not [XII 202] so much “confess Christ” as “it is known of them,” as of everyone, that they are Christians. If one were to say that pastors of course confess Christ through their sermons, it might be replied that the circumstance that preaching is their livelihood, together with their doing what they do as officeholders, has the result that the emphasis still does not fall upon personally confessing Christ.


  In hidden inwardness all are Christians; who would dare deny this? Anyone who would take it upon himself to deny it surely runs the risk of wanting to play the knower of hearts. So no one can deny it. That everyone is Christian in hidden inwardness is in this way a secretiveness that is almost locked up, so to speak, behind a jammed lock: it is impossible to find out whether all these thousands upon thousands actually are Christians, for they all are that, so it is said, in hidden inwardness. And not only for the Church but for everybody it holds true that one does not pass judgment on hidden and secret things,90 because one is unable to judge.


  Should it not, however, be possible to break this secretiveness and have a little disclosure without becoming guilty of being a knower of hearts? Yes, indeed! How so? In this way, that someone quite simply and on his own responsibility takes it upon himself to confess Christ in the midst of Christendom. He does not judge a single person, far from it, but many will disclose themselves by the way they judge him. He does not claim to be a better Christian than the others, no, far from it; on the contrary, to the others he makes the admission that they undoubtedly are better Christians than he, they who keep it hidden out of religious fear of winning honor and esteem, whereas he, poor simpleton that he is, on his own behalf is so afraid that it might prove to be shadowboxing with such an extreme Christianity, and therefore he holds to the old Christianity of confessing Christ. Therefore he does not inform against any of the others, that they are not Christians; far from it, he informs only against himself, that he is such a poor simpleton. Nevertheless the thoughts of many hearts would be disclosed by how they judge this poor simpleton, this imperfect Christian. He expresses only that he, as he has been taught, is a member of the militant Church—then it will be manifest whether this placid society, established Christendom, will come to his aid, through persecution and the like help him so that it will become quite true that he is a member of a militant Church.


  But is it the idea, then, that as long as this world lasts, or as long as the Christian Church is to exist in this world, it is and must be a militant Church? Reply: Yes, indeed, that is certainly the idea; it certainly is Christianity’s idea, and there quite certainly is also meaning in this idea. “How unreasonable!” I hear someone say, “How unreasonable! It is, of course, impossible that we all can become martyrs; if we are all to become martyrs and be killed, who, then, is going to kill us; if we are all to become martyrs and be persecuted, mocked, and insulted, who, then, is going to persecute and mock us?” Right on target—if only the presupposition that tightens the bowstring, as it were, for this perspicacious objection is correct, the presupposition that we are all Christians—if this presupposition is correct, that is, is true at the given moment, or even if it were only at all true that it is Christianity’s idea that the time would come in this world when literally all would in truth be Christians.


  The situation is this. By way of incessant observation of world history and the history of the human race, by way of incessant talk about world-historical views etc., it has finally been made all too easy summarily to start making capital of Christianity in world history; it has been made entirely appropriate that Christianity becomes a development within the category of the human race. It has been totally forgotten that Christ’s life on earth (and this is Christianity, distinct from the history of the Christians or the history of Christians’ lives, works, and fates, also the history of heretics, also of science and scholarship) is sacred history, which must not be confused with world history and the history of the race. The God-man’s essential heterogeneity to any other single human being, also to the whole human race, has been totally forgotten. That Christianity is essentially related to eternity, that life here on earth (to recall what was touched on earlier) is a time of testing for every single individual of these countless millions who have lived and are going to live—this has been totally forgotten. It is certainly the idea of Christianity that it is to be proclaimed to all, but from this does it follow that its idea has ever been that it would come to pass that all accepted it and became true Christians? If that were the case, then, if I may say so, one has not looked properly into God’s counsel at the time when it was decided from eternity that Christ should come to the world, Christ who proclaimed that this life here upon earth is a time of testing. One of two things: either it has been Governance’s idea (in foreknowledge Governance certainly can know that it will happen, although human beings still are responsible for its happening) that it will never be the [XII 204] case that at a given time all or even the majority become true Christians, or Governance in fact did not see far enough ahead, for if it ever is the case that indeed all are in truth Christians, then this life is no longer a time of testing. The testing is, namely, self-denial, to deny oneself; to be a Christian is the test, and to be a Christian is to deny oneself. But if at a given time all are actually true Christians, then there is no self-denial connected with being a Christian, at least not Christian self-denial. 91 Magister Kierkegaard has shown (at the end of Part One of Works of Love92) what is to be understood by Christian self-denial, that there is Christian self-denial only when there is double-danger, that the second danger, the danger of suffering because one denies oneself, is the decisive qualification. But this danger must necessarily disappear if all at the time I am living are true Christians, for then, of course, everything around me will be sheer encouragement and incitement for me also to become a true Christian. And when it is so, if I did live under such conditions, with regard to me and my life it would be false to call this life a time of testing in the Christian sense—and it is, after all, Christianity that is the inventor of this expression. No, then Governance actually has not known how to give a test, has overlooked one contingency, has overlooked the possibility of its occurrence, a contingency that could turn upside down its whole intention with Christianity.


  If, however, instead of humanly scrambling Christianity frivolously in with world history, one takes Christianity on its own terms, believes that this life is a time of testing, believes that Governance surely knew what it did, believes that it was and is Christianity’s will to be proclaimed to all but that it certainly is not Christianity’s view that all will accept it—then everything is in order; 93then this life becomes a time of testing for each individual and the Christian Church here in this world is always a militant Church. 94To apply such a term as “congregation” (about which people busy themselves so much these days95) to this life is really an impatient anticipation of the eternal. The term “the single individual” corresponds to struggling—that is, when it is struggling in the spiritual and Christian sense, not in the physical sense of engaging in a pitched battle, where it does not depend so much on the single individual as on how many thousands there are, how many cannons they have, etc. Christianly, struggling is always done by single individuals, because spirit is precisely this, that everyone is an individual before God, that “fellowship” is a lower category than “the single individual,” which everyone can and should be. And even if the individuals were in the thousands and as such struggled jointly, Christianly understood [XII 205] each individual is struggling, besides jointly with the others, also within himself, and must as a single individual give an accounting on judgment day, when his life as an individual will be examined. Thus, the congregation does not really come until eternity; “the congregation” is at rest what “this single individual” is in unrest. But this life is indeed a time of testing, of unrest, and therefore “the congregation” does not belong in time but belongs first in eternity, where it is, at rest,96 the gathering of all the single individuals who endured in the struggle and passed the test.


  As long as this world lasts and the Christian Church in it, it is a militant Church; yet it has the promise that the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.97 But woe, woe to the Christian Church when it will have been victorious in this world, for then it is not the Church that has been victorious but the world. Then the heterogeneity between Christianity and the world has vanished, the world has won, and Christianity has lost. Then Christ is no longer the God-man but a distinguished human being whose life is related homogeneously to the development of the human race. Then eternity is abolished, and the stage for the completion of everything is set within time. Then the way to life is no longer narrow and the gate strait, nor are there only few who find it.98 No, the way is broad and the gate wide open—the gates of hell have prevailed, and many, indeed all, are admitted. Christ has never wanted to be victorious in this world. He came into the world in order to suffer; that he called being victorious. But when human impatience and brazen impertinence in imputing to Christianity its own thoughts and conceptions instead of letting its thoughts and conceptions be transformed by Christianity, when this has gained the upper hand, then in the old human way to be victorious comes to mean to be victorious in this world, and then Christianity is abolished. It was not a petty squabble between Christ and the world so that he was basically in the wrong in not being able to get on well with the world—no, love of God is hatred of the world.99 And the day when Christianity and the world become friends—yes, then Christianity is abolished. Then there is no question any more of Christ’s coming again and judging—no, then the judgment is passed on him that he was really a dreamer, an impulsive man. If he had not been so impulsive, he would have gotten on well with the world; then he would not have been put to death, which would have been totally unnecessary, and [XII 206] he would have become something great in the world, just as his followers did in the Church triumphant, which indeed abolished or made a lie of the saying that the pupil is not above the teacher100—for he was crucified and they became powerful through honor and esteem, just as in established Christendom his followers became great, not because of their Christianity but by—Christianly keeping their Christianity in hidden inwardness and using their natural talents and gifts to achieve success in the world.


  However, the person we introduced earlier as having something to say perhaps returns once again to his first remark and says, “Despite everything you say, I can do nothing but repeat that it is and remains an impossibility that all of us become martyrs.” Reply: Is it, then, impossible for you to become one? “Yes, of course, if all are to become that.” But what do you have to do with all? Are you actually of the meaningless opinion that in organizing your life and proving yourself in the test of becoming and being a Christian you first of all must ask about others or find out something about everyone else before you can begin? I thought that the very beginning of the test to become and to be a Christian is to become so turned inward that it seems as if all the others do not exist at all for a person, so turned inward that one is quite literally alone in the whole world, alone before God, alone with Holy Scripture as a guide, alone with the prototype before one’s eyes. But the language you speak is to the greatest possible degree the language of outward turning; it very much resembles the way a journalist expresses himself.


  This is easy to understand. The first condition for becoming a Christian is to become unconditionally turned inward. Infinitely turned inward in this way, the inwardly turned has nothing at all to do with anyone else—this is earnestness, and it applies far more rigorously than when the schoolteacher orders that each pupil keep his eyes to himself and not look at the others at all. Turned inward in this way, the learner understands, or learns to understand, what the task is: to become and be a Christian—every moment he is turned outward is wasted, and if these moments become numerous, then all is lost. He is perhaps well informed about the task, may have learned it by heart, perhaps have even recited it to others and even gone so far as to become a pastor and be paid a salary by the state.101 But one thing has escaped him, the Christianly decisive point that what he says applies to himself and in the infinite turning inward applies to himself, whereas he perhaps [XII 207] is of the opinion that what he says applies to the congregation and only the salary and the promotion apply to him.


  The one who is infinitely turned inward learns to understand the task to the utmost—if he becomes turned inward to the utmost: that to be a Christian is to believe in Christ and to suffer for the sake of this belief, or that to be a Christian is self-denial in the Christian sense. But really to show the foolishness of that objection (“of course impossible that all can become martyrs”), let us make the unreasonable assumption that literally all among whom this Christian lives are true Christians—then he cannot possibly become a martyr. Most certainly. But when will he find this out? Would it be at the beginning, I wonder, so it becomes an escape, an excuse that keeps him from beginning the task? Impossible, for he is indeed infinitely turned inward, knows nothing and wants to know nothing about the others. Therefore he will first find out at the end of his life that he did not become a martyr. At the end of his life, understood very specifically, that is, at the moment he dies, not before, because prior to that he of course still cannot know whether it could not happen to him. But at the moment he is dying this is no longer his concern. In any case he has experienced a martyrdom in possibility. And this, as stated, was on the most unreasonable assumption that literally all or even the majority of the contemporaries were true Christians, and therefore the gate to life, despite Christ’s statement, is not narrow but either unconditionally stands wide open or at least through remodeling has been made considerably larger and wider.


  “But,” I hear someone say, “you who are speaking here, do you have the strength to become a martyr this way? Or do you have the courage, to say nothing of brashness, to assert that no one was a true Christian who did not become a martyr? Or were you always so strong that you never felt the need for gentle and reassuring words to be spoken to you? Or are you perhaps simply in the situation that you yourself, anxious and afraid, need gentleness, but, as so frequently is the inclination of the frightened, have delight in frightening others?” I do not lack an answer to these questions, and I merely wish that the questioner would not misunderstand my reply, since I by no means fail to appreciate the significance of the questions. That I feel the need for gentleness is admitted, but I owe it to the truth to confess that I feel this need precisely because I have been brought up with rigorousness and for a long, long time have lived under it—indeed, at any moment am under it again. I have never enjoyed “alarming”; I am aware102 that I am able to speak gently and reassuringly to the suffering, the sick, the [XII 208] sorrowful; I know that I have had my joy in so doing. I have never asserted that every Christian is a martyr, or that no one was a true Christian who did not become a martyr, even though I think that every true Christian should—and here I include myself—in order to be a true Christian, make a humble admission that he has been let off far more easily than true Christians in the strictest sense, and he should make this admission so that, if I may put it this way, the Christian order of rank may not be confused and the no. 1 place completely disappear as place no. 2 takes over its position. And now, finally, here is what is principally my answer. Christianity has been quite literally dethroned in Christendom, but if this is so, then it has also been abolished. A king does not cease to exist because, for example, the country in which he lived made itself a republic and him president, but Christianity is abolished as soon as it is thrust from the throne. Christianity is the unconditioned, has only one being, unconditioned being. If it is not unconditioned, it is abolished; in relation to Christianity, either/or applies unconditionally. We have heard long enough and loudly enough this brazen talk that one must go further, that one must not stop with Christianity, with faith, with simplicity, with obedience, with “You shall.” And this has permeated further and further down among the people, who naturally are influenced by the way the highest circles, if I may say so, make judgments. It has permeated, and all too easily, because unfortunately everyone has a natural, congenital inclination to disobedience. Because people did not like to obey, “reasons,” believing on the basis of three reasons, were substituted for obedience. Leniency was therefore substituted for rigorousness; because one did not dare to command and one shrank from having to command—those who should give orders became cowardly; those who should obey became brazen. In this way, Christianity was abolished in Christendom—by leniency. Without authority, Christianity creeps around in Christendom in worn-out, decrepit clothes, and we do not know whether we should take our hats off to it or whether it should bow to us, whether we need its compassion, or it needs our compassion.


  But if there is only one rescue for us, Christianity, then there truly is only one possible rescue for Christianity: rigorousness. It cannot be rescued with the help of leniency—that is, it neither can nor will be rescued. The very idea is a crime of high treason against it, but by rigorousness it must be reinstated in its rights as sovereign. 103 And even if I myself should [XII 209] sink under the weight of the criterion I develop, and even if I should be the first who incurs judgment, and even if I should be the only one—I cannot do otherwise. I am well aware of what I am doing. I also know what I in fear and trembling, pursued by spiritual trials, have suffered by venturing so far out, solitary, absorbed day and night in such thoughts, and for so long a time solitary, absorbed in them ever more strenuously, and solitary, even though I have lived in Christendom where all are Christians, but where I still have never104 heard any discourse or sermon about which I, if the question were put to me before God, unconditionally would dare to say that it was Christian—because even the most Christian sermon I have heard nevertheless always had a dubious admixture of “reasons,” a tinge of human whimpering and pity, a discord of ingratiation. I had no monastery to which I could flee, seeking an environment that approximately corresponded to my inner preoccupation. I chose the only escape that was left in Christendom: to seem to be the most frivolous person of all, to “become a fool in the world,”105 in order if at all possible in this earnest world to protect what I concealed in my innermost being, a little bit of earnestness, and in order that this inwardness could acquire the peace of inclosing reserve in which to grow in stillness. By means of this life, I have further learned what one perhaps learns even better in this way—through acquaintance with the thoughtless light-mindedness and self-satisfied confusion of people—than one learns in the desert and from the stillness of the night. Through this life in the human throng, through this, if you please, false life—for, true enough, I was concealing something else in my innermost being, but it was the best that I was hiding; I have never, never deceived by way of making myself out to be better than I was—through this life in the human throng, I learned with frightful veracity to understand that rigorousness is the only thing that can help.


  This I have used. But I have no power, neither soldiers nor any other power; I have no powerful connections, have no influence at all or power over the fates of others; 106I am of all people the most solitary, in a worldly sense the most powerless. To use rigorousness can easily stir people up; usually, therefore, the person who wants to use rigorousness first secures power for himself. Thus I neither can nor want to use rigorousness,107 since I do not wish to rule; I wish only to serve the truth, or what amounts to the same thing, Christianity.


  Rigorousness is the only thing that can help a person. [XII 210] Therefore a child, compared with an adult, is capable of so much, is so much hardier, because there is still some rigorousness in his upbringing; and what could a child not accomplish when there was greater rigorousness! Therefore the Romans always won their battles—why? Because rigorousness helped them, helped them to fear that which was worse than death and therefore helped them to be victorious. So also with Christianity. There was a time when it, with divine authority, exercised dominion over people, when it addressed each individual briefly, tersely, commanding authoritatively with “You shall”; when it shocked every individual with a rigorousness that hitherto was never known: eternal punishment. This rigorousness helped; in fear and trembling before the inescapable hereafter, the Christian was able to disdain all the dangers and sufferings of this life as child’s play and a half-hour prank. Yes, this rigorousness helped; it made it really true that to be a Christian is to be in kinship with divinity. This was the militant Church; Satan himself accomplished nothing against it, except to give the heroes of faith the desired opportunity to be surrounded with the incorruptible radiance of martyrdom, the necessary opportunity for the hidden glory of a person to become transparent—for the Christian glory is an inner person, an inwardness that must be held up to the light if it is to manifest itself properly. Then Satan said to himself: I shall not conquer in this way; and he changed his method. Little by little he deluded the Christian Church into thinking that now it had been victorious, now it should have a good rest after the battle and enjoy the victory. And it certainly looked seductive, because during the time the Church was militant, a man of course thought twice before joining it; thus its growth was not very great. But after it had been victorious—well, then it won followers by the millions. What more does one want, for if there should be any misgiving connected with a victorious Church, it would have to be that it would gradually decline, decrease in numbers. But the very opposite was the case. Indeed, the Church did not decline, decrease in number; no, it increased, it is true, as a person with dropsy increases; it swelled up in unhealthy fat, almost nauseatingly expanded in carnal obesity, scarcely recognizable.


  Now all had become Christians. But power and authority were lost also. People were pampered and spoiled by hearing the perpetual rigmarole of Christian truths recited—great things if anyone cared to listen to them any more: Good Lord, and the scene was in Christendom where all were Christians and where it still was doubtful whether anyone cared to hear [XII 211] the Christian truths. But to speak in the now quite obsolete, almost ludicrous language that Christianity spoke when it with divine authority exercised dominion over people, and with hitherto unknown rigorousness brought them up by means of the fear of eternal punishment, punishment that only Christianity has attempted to employ—to speak this language the proclaimers of Christianity in Christendom did not dare. “That will never do,” such a one has said to himself. “Not only will I become a laughingstock, not only might I even be put to death, but even if I dared to do it I would accomplish nothing; I would just make people so furious that they would throw off the yoke altogether.” Here was a sorry state of affairs. Then a perhaps well-meaning human sagacity began the sorriest of all enterprises—to betray Christianity by defending it. At that the devil secretly laughed and said to himself: Well, now I can sit back and relax, because the game is won. Those who defend Christianity in this way do not know what they are doing; the secret is deeply hidden. They always want to seek the mistake in the imperfection of past defense and thereupon go ahead more and more zealously, concentrate more and more on the defense—who would ever dream that the person who is defending it, even if he does not know it, is the betrayer. So they defended Christianity—righteous God, and the scene was in Christendom! So Christianity defended itself in front of Christians, just as if a king had to defend himself in front of his subjects. They defended Christianity; there was never any mention of or use of authority; this “You shall” was never heard, lest it arouse laughter. They defended Christianity and said, “Do not reject Christianity; it is a gentle teaching, containing all the gentle consolations that everyone can easily come to need in life. Good Lord, life is not always smiling, we all need a friend, and such a friend is Christ. Do not reject him; he is kindly disposed toward you.” And it was successful; people actually listened attentively to this talk; they actually paid heed to this beggar, the Lord Jesus Christ (even if he himself was not the beggar, he was still the one on whose behalf the begging was done). They found something in it; it tickled the ears of power-hungry Christendom that it was almost as if a vote would be taken. All right, let it pass; on these conditions we accept Christianity. Righteous God, and the scene was in Christendom, where all are Christians, and on those conditions Christianity was accepted there by the Christians.


  This was how Christianity retrogressed; and now in established Christendom where, to be sure, there is never any mention of rigorousness, there lives a pampered, proud108 and yet [XII 212] cowardly, defiant and yet spineless generation that on occasion hears these gentle grounds of consolation recited but scarcely knows whether it will make any use of them even when life is smiling most beautifully, and that, in the hour of need, when it appears that they are really not so lenient and mild, is offended. Righteous God, and the scene is Christendom! Righteous God, indeed, whoever wants to see will, precisely here, see the righteous God. Terrible punishment, because the Church militant became the Church triumphant or established Christendom. If you, when you see a drunkard, when you see him in all his wretchedness, ignominy, and misery, can see the righteous God, then you must—if you have been granted the grace that you were rigorously brought up in Christianity—you must see the righteous God in “established Christendom.”


  Only the Church militant is truth, or the truth is that as long as the Church endures in this world it is the militant Church that is related to Christ in his abasement even if drawn to him from on high. It is, however, untruth, this talk whereby people flatter the human race and themselves that the world is advancing. The world is going neither forward nor backward; it remains essentially the same, like the sea, like the air, in short, like an element. It is, namely, and must be the element that can provide the test of being a Christian, who in this world is always a member of the Church militant. This is the truth, the Church triumphant and established Christendom are untruth, are the worst tragedy that can befall the Church, are its downfall and also its punishment, since, after all, this can happen only through its own fault.


  VI [XII 213]


  Lord Jesus Christ, you did not come to the world to be served109 and thus not to be admired either, or in that sense worshiped. You yourself were the Way and the Life—and you have asked only for imitators [Efterfølgere].110 If we have dozed off into this infatuation, wake us up, rescue us from this error of wanting to admire or adoringly admire you instead of wanting to follow you and be like [ligne] you.


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  111In Christendom, sermons, lectures, and speeches are heard often enough about what is required of an imitator of Christ, about the implications of being an imitator of Christ, what it means to follow Christ, etc. What is heard is generally very correct and true; only by listening more closely does one discover a deeply hidden, un-Christian, basic confusion and dubiousness. The Christian sermon today has become mainly “observations”:112 Let us in this hour consider; I invite my listeners to observations on; the subject for our consideration is, etc. But “to observe” can mean in one sense to come very close to something, namely, to what one wishes to observe; in another sense, it signifies keeping very distant, infinitely distant, that is, personally. When one shows a painting to a person and asks him to observe it, or when in a business transaction [XII 214] someone looks at [betragte], for example, a piece of cloth, he steps very close to the object, in the latter case even picks it up and feels it—in short, he comes as close to the object as possible, but in this very same movement he in another sense leaves himself entirely, goes away from himself, forgets himself, and nothing reminds him of himself, since it is he, after all, who is observing the painting and the cloth and not the painting and the cloth that are observing him. In other words, by observing I go into the object (I become objective) but I leave myself or go away from myself (I cease to be subjective). In this manner, by means of its favorite way of observing what is the essentially Christian, which is just by “observation” and “observations,” the sermon presentation has abolished what Christianly is decisive in the sermon presentation—the personal: this You and I, the speaker and the one being spoken to; this, that the one who is speaking is himself personally in motion, a striver, and likewise the one spoken to, whom he therefore stirs up, encourages, admonishes, and warns, but all with respect to a striving, a life; this, that the speaker will continually not go away from himself but come back to himself and will help the listener, not to go away from himself but to come back to himself. In our day, the sermon presentation has itself first totally disregarded, and subsequently has contributed to its being totally forgotten, that the Christian truth cannot really be the object of “observations.” The Christian truth has, if I may say so, its own eyes with which to see; indeed, it seems to be all eyes. But it would be very disturbing, indeed, it would be impossible, for me to look at [betragte] a painting or a piece of cloth if I discovered while looking at it that it was the painting or the cloth that was looking at me. And this is the case with the Christian truth; it is Christian truth that is observing me, whether I am doing what it says I should do. See, this is why Christian truth cannot be presented for observation or discoursed upon as observations. It has, if I may say so, its own ears with which to hear; indeed, it seems to be all ears. It listens as the speaker speaks; one cannot speak about it as about an absentee or a merely objective presence, because, since it is from God and God is in it, it is present in a totally unique sense as it is being spoken about, and not as an object. Instead, the speaker becomes its object; the speaker evokes a spirit who examines him as he is speaking.


  Therefore, it is a risk to preach, for as I go up into that holy [XII 215] place—whether the church is packed or as good as empty, whether I myself am aware of it or not, I have one listener more than can be seen, an invisible listener, God in heaven, whom I certainly cannot see but who truly can see me. This listener, he pays close attention to whether what I am saying is true, whether it is true in me, that is, he looks to see—and he can do that, because he is invisible, in a way that makes it impossible to be on one’s guard against him—he looks to see whether my life expresses what I am saying. And although I do not have authority to commit anyone else, I have committed myself to every word I have said from the pulpit in the sermon—and God has heard it. Truly it is a risk to preach! Most people no doubt have the idea that to step out on the stage as an actor, to venture into the danger of having all eyes focused on one, is something that requires courage. Yet in one sense this danger, like everything on the stage, is an illusion, because the actor, of course, is personally outside it all; his task is expressly to deceive, to dissemble, to represent someone else, and to reproduce accurately someone else’s words. The proclaimer of the Christian truth, on the other hand, steps forward into a place where, even if the eyes of all are not focused on him, the eye of an omniscient one is. His task is: to be himself, and in a setting, God’s house, which, all eyes and ears, requires only one thing of him—that he should be himself, be true. That he should be true, that is, that he himself should be what he proclaims, or at least strive to be that, or at least be honest enough to confess about himself that he is not that. Alas, how many of those who go up into the holy place to proclaim Christianity have hearing keen enough to discover the displeasure of the holy place and its mockery of him because he proclaims so enthusiastically, movingly, and with tears in his eyes that of which his life expresses the very opposite!113


  How risky it is to be the I who preaches, the one speaking, an I who by preaching and as he preaches commits himself unconditionally, displays his life so that, if possible, one could look directly into his soul—to be this I, that is risky! This is why the pastor little by little discovered how to draw his eyes back into himself, so as to suggest thereby that no one should look at him. After all, he thought, he was not speaking about himself; it was about the cause. And this came to be admired as an extraordinary advance in wisdom, that the speaker thus in a way ceased to be an I and became, if that is possible, the cause. In any case, in this way it became much easier to be a pastor—the one speaking did not preach any more; he used [XII 216] those moments to make some observations. Some observations! One sees it on the speaker; his gaze is withdrawn; he resembles not so much a human being as one of those sculptured stone figures that have no eyes. He thereby sets a chasmic abyss between the listener and himself, almost as chasmic as the one that lies between the actor and the spectator. And what he presents is “observations,” whereby he again sets, between himself and what he says, a chasmic abyss like that between the actor and the poet. While he is “using these moments to make observations,” he is personally outside as far as possible.


  In this way, the I, who was the speaker, dropped out. The speaker was not an I; he was the issue, the observation. When this I dropped out, inevitably the you also was abolished—you, the listener, that it is you, you who are sitting there, to whom it is addressed. Yes, it has gone so far that to speak in that way to others is regarded as “personal remarks.” Personal remarks, to use personal remarks, to indulge in personal remarks, is regarded as unseemly, uncultured behavior—and consequently it will not do to speak personally (the speaking I) and to persons (the listening you). And if it will not do, then preaching is abolished. But so it is, indeed—one only makes observations. And the “observation” does not come too close to either the speaker or the listener; the observation very reliably guarantees that it will not become a matter of personal remarks. It is not I, the speaker, who is being spoken about; it is scarcely I who am speaking—it is observation. And it is not you, the listener, who is being spoken to; it is observation. Whether I do what I say is none of your concern if only the observation is correct; it scarcely concerns me myself, since I naturally owe myself the same respect I owe everyone else—not to allow myself to indulge in personal remarks. Whether or not you, the listener, do what is said does not concern me, and scarcely yourself; it is observation and at most it is a question of the extent to which the observation has satisfied you.


  This fundamental change in the sermon presentation, whereby Christianity was abolished, is the expression, among other things, also for the fundamental change that took place with the Church triumphant and established Christendom—namely, [XII 217] that ordinarily Christ at most acquired admirers and not imitators.


  In describing this difference, the difference between an admirer and an imitator, this discussion will strive to illuminate Christianity, again with continual reference to the sacred words “From on high he will draw all to himself,” for here once again what determines the issue is loftiness and lowliness, or the relation to loftiness and the relation to lowliness. If Christ exists for us only in loftiness, if his abasement is forgotten or if he had never existed in lowliness, then in that case not even Christ himself, in order to be self-consistent, could require anything but admirers, adoring admirers, since loftiness and admirer, divine loftiness and adoring admirer, correspond perfectly to each other. Yes, in relation to loftiness, on our part it would even be effrontery, arrogance, blind infatuation, more or less madness, to want to be imitators rather than decorously to decline to aspire to what perhaps is not allotted to us, because it is allotted to someone else, and decorously to be satisfied to admire and adoring to admire. But the correlative of abasement and lowliness is: imitators.


  Now, it is of course well known that Christ continually uses the expression “imitators.” He never says that he asks for admirers, adoring admirers, adherents; and when he uses the expression “follower” he always explains it in such a way that one perceives that “imitators” is meant by it, that it is not adherents of a teaching but imitators of a life, who do not, because of some accidental loftiness, make wanting to resemble it into presumptuousness or madness. It is also well known, as I have repeated elsewhere again and again, that it is the abased Christ who is speaking, that every word we have from Christ is from him, the abased one. Now it certainly may be assumed that Christ himself was fully aware of why he chose this particular expression, which solely and unconditionally is in innermost and deepest harmony with what he continually said about himself or claimed himself to be: namely, the Truth and the Way and the Life.114 [He was fully aware] that he was not a teacher in the sense that he only had a teaching to present, so that he could be satisfied with adherents who accepted the teaching—but in their lives ignored or let things take their course. One must also certainly assume that he himself was fully aware of why his whole life on earth, from first to last, was designed solely to be able to have imitators and designed to make admirers impossible.


  [XII 218]Christ came to the world with the purpose of saving the world, also with the purpose—this in turn is implicit in his first purpose—of being the prototype,115 of leaving footprints116 for the person who wanted to join him, who then might become an imitator, this indeed corresponds to “footprints.” That is why he let himself be born in lowliness and thereupon lived poor, abandoned, despised, abased—yes, no human being has lived so abased as he. By comparing the conditions of his life with Christ’s, even the otherwise lowliest person would have to come to the conclusion that his own life, humanly speaking, is far preferable in comparison with the conditions of Christ’s life. Why, then, this lowliness and abasement? Because he who is truly to be the prototype and be related only to imitators must in one sense be behind people, propelling forward, while in another sense he stands ahead, beckoning. This is the relation of loftiness and lowliness in the prototype. The loftiness must not be the direct kind, which is the worldly, the earthly, but the spiritual, and thus the very negation of worldly and earthly loftiness. The lowliness must be the direct kind, because direct lowliness, if one must go through it, is precisely the way (but also for the worldly and earthly mentality the roundabout way) that makes sure that loftiness is not taken in vain. Thus the prototype stands infinitely close in abasement and lowliness, and yet infinitely distant in loftiness, indeed, even further away than if it were distant only in loftiness, because to have to go through lowliness and abasement in order to reach it, in order to define oneself in likeness to it, to have no other way at all, is an even greater, is actually the infinite distance. Thus in one sense the prototype is behind, more deeply pressed down into abasement and lowliness than any human being has ever been, and in another sense, ahead, infinitely lifted up. But the prototype must be behind in order to be able to capture and include all; if there were one single person who could honestly underbid or stoop lower by establishing that he was situated even lower in abasement and lowliness, then the prototype is not the prototype, then it is only an imperfect prototype—that is, only the prototype for a great crowd of people. The prototype must be unconditionally behind, behind everyone, and it must be behind in order to propel forward those who are to be formed according to it.


  In the human race and in every individual in the human race there resides consciously or unconsciously a profound cunning with regard to what is supposed to be the prototype for them, a cunning that is of evil. If the person who is supposed to be the prototype is in possession of earthly, worldly, temporal [XII 219] advantages, what then? Well, then the prototype is wrongly positioned, wrongly oriented, and so in turn the human race as well as every individual in the human race exploits this to make a wrong turn on its part. The prototype is then pushed aside as an invitation to poetic admiration, but the prototype should rather stand behind, come up to people from behind as a requirement for them. Because the prototype has become an object of admiration, people sneak away from the requirement; they say, “Lucky fellow, he who has all those advantages and favors; if only we were in his place, we would be just as perfect as he is. Now we can do nothing but admire him, and it is to our honor and credit that we do it, that is, that we do not abandon ourselves to envy. But anything else than admire him, that we cannot do, because he possesses conditions that we do not have and that he cannot give us. How unreasonable, then, to require the same thing of us that he requires of himself.”


  Christ is the prototype. If he had come to the world in earthly and temporal loftiness, this would have given rise to the greatest possible lie. Instead of becoming the prototype for the whole human race and every individual in the human race, he would have become a general excuse and escape for the whole human race and every individual in the human race. Nor would he have been put to death—because what also contributed to inciting his contemporaries against him was that they, if I may dare to say so, could not get him turned the way they wanted him, that he “defiantly and stubbornly” wanted to be the abased one and, what embitters people’s self-loving spinelessness most of all, wanted to have only imitators—no, he would have become the object of admiration and the confusion would have become so great that it can scarcely be imagined. He himself indeed claimed to be the truth, and since people presumably now admired him, according to our assumption, it looked as if they loved truth also, and it thereby became almost impossible to make head or tail of it. In other words, the confusion in the situation of contemporaneity would have become just as great as it is in established Christendom, where someone in strongest terms admires and adoringly admires and admires and adores Christ—whereas his life expresses the very opposite of Christ’s life as it was lived on earth by him, who in order to be the prototype was born and lived in lowliness and abasement. But the person who admires has a wonderful hiding place. He will say, “More he certainly cannot require of me than that in the strongest terms—and if language has even stronger terms, I will be happy to use them—I acknowledge and confess that I admiringly adore [XII 220] Christ as the truth. More can certainly not be demanded of me. Can you tell me anything higher than that?”


  See, that is why Christ was born and lived in abasement. Not one, unconditionally not one person contemporary with him, lived so abased; no human being has ever lived so abased. It was, therefore, unconditionally impossible for anyone to sneak away from the prototype with excuse and evasion on the basis that the prototype, after all, possessed earthly and worldly advantages that he did not have. 117In that sense, to admire Christ is the untrue118 invention of a later age, aided by “loftiness.”119 Understood in that way, there was unconditionally nothing to admire, unless one wanted to admire poverty, misery, contempt, etc. He was not even exempted from the worst—being pitied, a pitiable object of sympathy. No, there was truly not the least thing to admire.


  Nor was there in the situation of contemporaneity any occasion for admiring, because Christ had only the same conditions to offer the person who joined him—and on those conditions no admirer has ever wanted to join; the same conditions: to become just as poor, despised, insulted, mocked, and if possible even a little more, considering that in addition one was an adherent of such a despised individual, whom every sensible person shunned.


  What, then, is the difference between an admirer and an imitator? An imitator is or strives to be what he admires, and an admirer keeps himself personally detached, consciously or unconsciously does not discover that what is admired involves a claim upon him, to be or at least to strive to be what is admired.


  Lest there be occasion for any misunderstanding, I shall not omit calling to mind what is in fact easy to understand—namely, that there are circumstances in which admiration is proper. If the object of my admiration actually does not and cannot involve any claim upon me to resemble it, then it is indeed altogether proper for me to limit myself to admiring. For example, I can admire beauty, wealth, extraordinary talents, remarkable achievements, masterpieces, good fortune, etc., because in all this no claim upon me is involved. On the contrary, all this is related to a difference between one human being and another that no human being can give himself but must be given to him. That is to say, admiration is true wherever it is true that I am prevented by a condition beyond my control from being able to resemble that which is admired even if I would like to. Even if I would like to—but, no, if [XII 221] circumstances are such, then I must not want to do that. If I take it into my head that I would very much like to resemble or be that which is admired, something else may easily happen, namely, that my admiration changes to envy. Therefore I must in this situation renounce wanting myself to be that which is admired, for as Scripture says: You shall not covet,120 you shall not covet that which is denied to you; if it is given to someone else, rejoice that it was granted to him, and if what is given is of such a nature that it can become the object of admiration, then you shall admire it.


  The opposite holds true of the universally human or that which every human being, unconditionally every human being, is capable of, that which is not linked to any condition save that which is in everyone’s power, the universally human, that is, the ethical, that which every human being shall and therefore also presumably can do. Here admiration is totally inappropriate and ordinarily is deceit, a cunning that seeks evasion and excuse. If I know a man whom I must esteem because of his unselfishness, self-sacrifice, magnanimity, etc., then I am not to admire but am supposed to be like him; I am not to deceive and fool myself into thinking that it is something meritorious on my part, but on the contrary I am to understand that it is merely the invention of my sloth and spinelessness; I am to resemble him and immediately begin my effort to resemble him.


  What does this mean? It means that the admirer (naturally it is here a matter of the circumstances in which it is proper to be an admirer) keeps himself personally detached; he forgets himself, forgets that what he admires in the other person is denied to him, and precisely this is what is beautiful, that he forgets himself in this way in order to admire. In the other situation (where to admire is untrue), I promptly begin to think about myself, 121simply and solely to think about myself. When I am aware of the other person, this unselfish, magnanimous person, I promptly begin to say to myself: Are you such as he is? I forget him completely in my self-concentration. And when I unfortunately discover that I am not like him at all, I have so much to do in and with myself that now, yes, now I have forgotten him completely—but, no, forgotten him I have not, but for me he has become a requirement upon my life, like a sting in my soul that propels me forward, like an arrow that wounds me. In the one case, I vanish more and [XII 222] more, losing myself in what I admire, which becomes larger and larger; what I admire swallows me. In the other case, the other person vanishes more and more as he is assimilated into me or as I take him as one takes medicine, swallow him—but please note, because he is indeed a requirement upon me to give him back in replica, and I am the one who becomes larger and larger by coming more and more to resemble him.


  It is surely easy enough to perceive that it is a lie, deceit, is sin to want to admire in relation to Christ—or what amounts to the same thing, to want to admire adoringly—instead of imitating him. Since, however, this form of conscious or unconscious self-delusion is so very common in the world or in Christendom, and since Christ’s life as the prototype is expressly designed to annihilate this self-deluding game—which is why it is doubly to be lamented that right here in Christendom through the misuse of Christ’s loftiness this has become very common—it certainly is made necessary to bring to light with the help of the prototype what has deliberately and intentionally or merely through thoughtlessness been made obscure.


  To take for a moment an example in the minor sphere, when a man enthusiastically fights for truth and right, making every sacrifice, altogether unselfishly—well, of course, there is in the world a villainy and meanness that for that very reason works against him with all its might, but I shall not, however, talk about this here. But when this is the case, there are, if not many, always some who are unable to deny such an enthusiast their admiration. In the strongest terms, they will readily testify of it to him; to them it is even a sweet satisfaction to have him understand that his efforts have their complete approval and admiration; they do not conceal that it makes them indignant to see how villainy and meanness are working against him. But up to here and no further.122 Insofar as it can be said that they do not conceal their indignation over the unjustified opposition he may suffer, this must be understood with a certain limitation, namely, that in expressing their indignation they take the precaution of safeguarding themselves a little, lest they themselves come to encounter the same villainy. Therefore they choose some out-of-the-way place to express their indignation, a place and an environment where one can express oneself without danger, for example, in the safe coziness of the living room where, in company with the admired one and a few intimate friends on whose silence one can unconditionally depend, one can raise one’s voice and thunder without any consequences whatever to one’s person [XII 223] and heroically pound the table in one’s indignation over the meanness of the world, [in the living room] where, “not only for pleasure”123 but yet not exactly in earnest either, one can assume the role of hero or person of character. But if he, the one they do indeed admire, were in any way to give them to understand that they themselves could decide to do as he is doing instead of playing war in the living room, that they themselves could fight for truth and right in the world of actuality—then everything would be changed; then admiration cautiously pulls back; it even becomes angry with him. And not only that—they become angry with him if he is merely intolerant of their admiration because he understands that there is deceit and untruth in it. When it comes to the moral, to want to admire instead of to imitate is not an invention by bad people—no, it is the spineless invention by those who must be called the better but also weak people, whereby they seek to keep themselves detached. They are related to the admired one only through the imagination; to them he is like a theatrical play, except that he, since this is in actuality, has a somewhat stronger effect. But for their part, they make the same demands that are made in the theater: to sit safe and calm oneself, detached from any actual relation to danger, while they still put it down in their favor that they admire him, whereby they presumably think to share in his merits of truth and right—in a rather convenient, cheap way that is also almost sensual. Therefore, if he is willing to accept their admiration, they are at his service; then to them his life is an occasion for celebration, that is, celebration with proper caution lest one personally come in contact with danger. But they refuse to understand that his life should be a demand, and if they as much as perceive that he himself understands that it ought to be so, it is already half over with the admiration—they are offended at him; his bizarre nature so offends them that they are unable to have the tranquillity for spineless admiration; they perceive that to associate with him amounts almost to being up for examination, because even though he says nothing his life tacitly examines theirs.


  Upon this reef many an effort, ethical at the beginning, has stranded. Such a person had mastered himself to the point of willing the good but mistakenly collided with human admiration. At first it perhaps appeared to him to be something beautiful, something lovable—he perhaps did not immediately understand how much fraud and untruth is concealed in it. When he did become aware of it and also of how easily admiration, fragile and intrinsically false as it is, can turn out to be something entirely different, he still did not venture to [XII 224] break with it. For its circle and festivities, admiration capitalized on him and on his effort—and he was lost to the truth.


  We shall now turn our attention again to the prototype in order to see more and more clearly how his life was designed to require imitators and to make admirers impossible. As stated, he did not possess any earthly advantage that could truly become the object of anyone else’s admiration or prompt anyone to the excuse or evasion that he, the prototype, is a lucky fellow, since he possesses these advantages. Moreover, his life was the truth; consequently in this situation admiration is nothing but falsehood.


  But I wonder if he has not been the object of admiration anyway? Certainly, for at the very first moment of the beginning it is impossible to prevent the misunderstanding that goes under the name of admiration, which in one sense is even necessary in order to attract people. But when the truth, true to itself in being the truth, more and more definitely opens up as the truth, there also comes the moment when no admirer can endure it any longer, when it shakes the admirers from itself as the storm shakes the worm-eaten fruit from the tree. And Christ’s life has indeed made it manifest, terrifyingly manifest, what dreadful untruth it is to admire in relation to the truth instead of imitating, something that ought to be called to people’s attention, if possible, every Sunday in the calm and easy days of Christendom, where peace and security favor the misunderstanding. When there is no danger, when there is a dead calm, when everything is favorable to Christianity, it is all too easy to confuse an admirer with a follower, and this can happen very quietly; the admirer can die in the delusion that the position he took was the true one. Give heed, therefore, to contemporaneity.


  Who, if he has any knowledge at all of human nature, can doubt that Judas was an admirer of Christ!124 And Christ at the beginning of his life had many, many admirers. Admiration wanted to stretch its net also for him so that it could capitalize on him. But just as a plant unfolds with inner necessity, so also was his life the unfolding of the truth. He made no disturbance; he did not become embittered; he did not judge, but by being the truth himself he constrained everything around him with the power of infinity to become disclosed in the truth or as that which it in truth was. And when it came to an accounting at the end he found in the once admiring [XII 225] contemporaries about twelve followers, and of these twelve one was nevertheless only an admirer—or, as he is ordinarily called, the traitor—namely, Judas, who precisely because he was the admirer quite correctly became the traitor. It is just as easy to reckon as the stars that the person who only admires the truth will, when danger appears, become the traitor. The admirer is only spinelessly or selfishly infatuated with greatness; if there is any inconvenience or danger, he pulls back; if this cannot be done, he becomes the traitor in order at least to escape in this way from what was once admired. Likewise, when the admirer has seen and expected greatness in something and from something, in someone and from someone, and then discovers that this does not turn out, indeed, that the person concerned is himself the one who is spoiling things (as was the case with Christ, who willed his own downfall), then the admirer becomes impatient; he becomes the traitor. Admiration (when it is in the wrong place or in the relation in which only imitating is the truth) is just as dubious a fire as the fire of erotic love, which in the turn of the hand can be changed into exactly the opposite, to hate, jealousy, etc.


  Sacred history has preserved for us the story of yet another admirer—it was Nicodemus.125 Indeed, once a year in established Christendom, hence by these thousands and thousands of pastors, a sermon is preached about Nicodemus. The topic is presented somewhat like this. The pastor says: “Basically, Nicodemus was a weak man; instead of openly joining Christ, in his fear of people he stealthily comes to him at night.” In this discourse “the pastor” gratifies himself, and this discourse also has an agreeableness in the eyes of the congregation—it is extremely courteous, since tacitly it actually smuggles in the idea that the pastor as well as everyone present are folk altogether different from Nicodemus—after all, without fearing people they confess Christ openly. Splendid, since the situation is altered so that, if anything, most people are perhaps kept from openly renouncing Christ out of fear of people! With that kind of preaching, it is no wonder, frankly speaking, that Christianity has gradually become sheer nonsense; no wonder, to recall something Luther said in one of his sermons, no wonder that “lightning” (the fire of God’s anger) “most frequently strikes churches.”126 No wonder, or rather, [XII 226] how strange that it does not strike every Sunday in order to hit that type of preaching, which is nothing but a kind of dissoluteness, for the speaker falsely ascribes to himself and his listeners something that is not at all true of them.


  Anyone who has any knowledge at all of human nature and is not kept from being honest out of regard for money—or out of fear of people—must unconditionally admit that a Nicodemus is a great rarity in every generation. When danger is really afoot—and one is a person of distinction—and the danger is that of insult, mockery, ostracism from society, truly, in every generation there are found very, very few among the elite (who in this regard have much to lose), only one single individual, who still has so much feeling for the truth that he decides to seek connection with it by night. Nicodemus was an admirer; the danger of actuality was too much for him; he wished to keep himself personally detached. But, on the other hand, the truth engaged him to such an extent that he sought a relationship to it. Under cover of darkness he stole his way—after all, he was walking forbidden ways—to the despised truth; it has certainly already cost him great effort to take this risk, to seek the company of the despised one. No matter how dark the night, no matter how carefully he was hidden in his cloak, it was still possible that someone could have seen and recognized him, it was still possible that something could happen that would suddenly give him away; and finally, what assurance did he have that the person he was visiting would not make use of the visit in a way that would damage Nicodemus’s good name and reputation! But in this regard he could now be secure, and thus his thought is led again to Christ. Yet there is something contemptible in being that kind of an admirer—but from this it does not follow that either I or the average person can be justified in saying this about Nicodemus, as if we were better—it is, as said, rather Nicodemus who can judge us. But basically it is an insult when one regards a person as being in possession of the truth, a person who for that very reason is derided and persecuted, and then comes to him in this manner; it is insulting and revolting. But there was never any revolt in Christ; he simply overruled every revolt and there was a great calm.127 And so it is here also; the same holy stillness rests over the conversation with Nicodemus as it does wherever Christ is present.


  [XII 227] Here one sees what an admirer is, for Nicodemus did not become an imitator. It is as if Nicodemus might have said to Christ, “If we are able to reach a compromise, then I will accept your teaching in eternity—but here in this world, no, that I cannot do. Could you not make an exception of me; could it not be enough if once in a while I came to you during the night—but during the day (yes, I confess it, I myself feel how humiliating this is for me and how disgraceful, indeed also how very insulting it is toward you), during the day, I do not know you, during the day I say: I do not know this man!”128 See in what a web of untruth an admirer entangles himself—and do not forget that in established Christendom there is no danger of actuality that can make manifest the extent to which someone is really only an admirer. Nicodemus certainly was willing to assure and reassure in the strongest expressions, words, and phrases that he accepted the truth of the teaching—it perhaps escaped him that there is a limit to this ascending scale of assurances and reassurances, that it veers around, that the assurance becomes just the opposite, counterevidence against the one who more and more zealously gives assurances; it perhaps escaped him that the more strongly someone makes such assurances while his life still remains unchanged, the more he is only making a fool of himself, informs on himself as being either a fool or a deceiver. There is congruity and meaning if someone says that there perhaps is something to a teaching and yet his life is unchanged. But it is both a most dubious and a ludicrous self-contradiction if someone is so convinced as to give assurances and, in addition, if the slightest doubt is expressed about his conviction, is ready to give assurances even more strongly—and then this conviction has no power whatsoever over his life. If Christ had permitted a cheaper edition of being a follower—an admirer who swears by all that is high and holy that he is convinced—then Nicodemus would have been acceptable; then the rich young man who was yet unwilling to give all his goods to the poor and to follow would also have been acceptable (although the danger here is of another kind, is not exactly that which is linked to confessing Christ but is the danger of self-denial by being a Christian); then that man who merely asked first to bury his [XII 228] deceased father129 would also have been acceptable; then it would have almost been the case that even King Agrippa, who was “almost persuaded,”130 would have been acceptable. In a verbal dispute there is no essential difference between an admirer and an imitator, except that perhaps the imitator does not have such a copious vocabulary and is not at all inclined to give assurances. This is already deceptive; the admirer can provocatively say to the imitator: “Is it then not your conviction that this teaching is truth, or can you say more than what I am saying—that by all that is holy it is my deepest conviction?” And yet there is an infinite difference131 between an admirer and an imitator, because an imitator is, or at least strives to be, what he admires.


  Only the danger of actuality can really make it manifest, and therefore in contemporaneity with Christ it really became manifest who was the admirer, who the imitator, how few of the latter there were. And if someone says that in the generations immediately after the contemporary one, in the Church militant, the number increased of those who as Christians in the danger of actuality risked everything, then this statement must be more sharply defined before it is entirely true. In the first place, more and more people were continually brought into relation to Christianity than when the stage was little Palestine, but as a consequence the proportionate number obviously had to increase even though the proportion remained the same. Next, it must be remembered that the test (the examination) with regard to venturing one’s life and everything for this cause had been toned down; thus the difference between an admirer and an imitator could not become as decisively apparent. It had now become certain in another way (historically) that Christ was the extraordinary (not the God-man, since that is related to faith and historically can be neither proved nor disproved). But if this is so firm and fixed, the easier it is to venture, that is, the easier it is to make up one’s mind to venture, that is, in this easier test it cannot become unconditionally and decisively clear to what extent one’s conviction is unconditionally and decisively the conviction of an imitator. In contemporaneity the test was made stiffer (the stiff examination), so that everything seemed to give evidence against Christ, to disprove that he was the extraordinary, to say nothing of being the Son of God, seemed to disprove that what he said about himself was true—and yet in order to be an imitator the imitator had to venture his life, his all, here where it is so fully shown what the certitude of faith is, here where there is no other certainty whatever, where there is no help from historical certainty.


  [XII 229]And now in established Christendom! In established Christendom—assuming that it is true that all are Christians—there is no danger connected with being a Christian, and even if it is not true that all are in truth Christians, there is still no danger connected with being a Christian by name, since everyone, after all, claims to be a Christian. Therefore, here the admirer can ascend even higher in assurances and reassurances than Nicodemus could; he can say, “It is my conviction that this teaching is truth; by all that is holy that is my conviction; if it were made necessary, I would be willing to die for it; if everyone fell away, I would still remain faithful; if being Christian became a thing of scorn, I would still remain faithful; if I had lived contemporary with Christ, I would not have done as Nicodemus did and steal to him at night, because Nicodemus, after all, was basically a weakling.” This he can say with tears in his eyes, while the listening congregation dissolves in tears. This is deceptive; it has an incomparable rhetorical effect, this “if” that shapes the discourse in likeness to that of the ones who built the tombs of the prophets and said: If. . . . . .132 An imitator would scarcely be able to deliver such a ravishing discourse. There is, however, an infinite difference between an admirer and an imitator.


  “But,” I hear someone say, the same one who took part in the previous discussion, “but when we are all Christians it is of course impossible that in this decisive sense there can be any question of the difference between an admirer and an imitator. The danger of actuality that was bound up with being a Christian and that really made the difference obvious has certainly been removed, because all are Christians and confess Christ, and consequently the distinction has been rendered impossible. Now that we are all Christians, to want to be an imitator in the decisive sense, in contrast to the rest of us, to want to seek out the danger (futilely, to be sure) of confessing the faith—this must appear just as odd as a youth educated or, more correctly, made quixotic, by reading novels, and therefore with his head full of trolls, monsters, enchanted princesses, appears in the world of actuality where he seeks in vain for this fabulous world. In my opinion, if all are Christians, then the single individual, however much he wants to, if he is not deranged, can go no further than to give assurances; there can be no question of danger, and as a consequence the concept ‘an imitator,’ if it is to be differentiated from an adoring admirer as precisely as you have done, has really disappeared.”[XII 230]


  This objection has been adequately answered in the previous exposition. But suppose that it were true (and not rather a juggling of untruth) that nowadays there is no danger bound up with confessing Christ, from that it would only follow that the distinction admirer/imitator would to that extent become unrecognizable, to the extent to which the basis of this distinction is the danger that is bound up with confessing Christ. But it does not necessarily follow that the distinction admirer/imitator has become totally unrecognizable.


  The difference remains, however, and is between being, or at least striving to be, what one admires—and being personally detached. Let us now completely forget this danger connected with confessing Christ and think rather of the danger of actuality that is inescapably bound up with being Christian. Does not Christian teaching about ethics and obligation, Christianity’s requirement to die to the world, to surrender the earthly, its requirement of self-denial, does this not contain enough requirements—if they were to be obeyed—to produce the danger of actuality that makes manifest the difference between an admirer and an imitator, makes it manifest precisely in this way, that the imitator has his life in these dangers and the admirer personally remains detached although they both are nevertheless united in acknowledging in words the truth of Christianity? Thus the difference still remains. The admirer will make no sacrifices, renounce nothing, give up nothing earthly, will not transform his life, will not be what is admired, will not let his life express it—but in words, phrases, assurances he is inexhaustible about how highly he prizes Christianity. The imitator, however, aspires to be what is admired—and then, remarkably enough, even though he is living in “established Christendom,” the same danger results for him as once was bound up with confessing Christ. By means of “the imitator’s” life, it will once again become manifest who the admirers are, for the admirers will become very exasperated with this imitator. And even that this is presented as it is presented here will exasperate many—but they must belong to the admirers.


  Yet it must not be forgotten that established Christendom has made an attempt to abolish this danger also. Since we are all Christians, the danger that was once bound up with confessing Christ has vanished; thus far the difference between the admirer and the imitator has also vanished. The next danger, [XII 231] which appears through denying oneself and renouncing the things of this world in earnest, according to Christianity’s requirement, people have also wanted to abolish by wanting to shift the Christian life into hidden inwardness, so that concealed there, it would not be discernible in life. In hidden inwardness, one is supposed to be willing to deny oneself, to make every sacrifice, to renounce the world and what is of the world,133 one must—shall I now say: for God’s sake!—one must not let it be noticed. In this manner, established Christendom became a collection of what could be called honorary Christians in the same sense as we speak of honorary doctors, who receive their degrees without having written and defended a doctoral dissertation. In hidden inwardness, we all took the degree, or we all received it, the one from the other, as a compliment, and thus were honorary Christians in the same sense—as a mocker would say—in the same sense as one speaks of fireside students.134 But in any case the danger vanished, and along with it the difference “admirer/imitator,” and thus, to recall the introduction to this exposition, Christianity became “observations.”


  In order to conceal this irregularity, there was introduced into existing Christendom a totally new distinction under the rubric: to be a Christian. In other words, to a degree there is still meaning in calling the admirer, or someone who solemnly gives assurances of his Christian conviction, a Christian, even though he is not exactly that when he is placed in contrast to the imitator. But when the distinction between admirer and imitator vanished and the admirer took the no. 1 place, this provided the occasion for a promotion all down the line; there arose in Christendom a class of Christians that is so odd that it could be exhibited for money. In the course of time, namely, there appeared in Christendom atheists and people of that mentality who attacked, ridiculed, and mocked Christianity worse than the worst pagan mockers had done. But since these people were born in Christendom, lived in Christendom where all, of course, are Christians, and since they presumably did not find it worth their trouble, or perhaps found it too great a sacrifice to make, to relinquish the [XII 232] name “Christian,” and since Christendom, no doubt because of its extraordinary expansion, had lost the resiliency to shake from itself Christians of that sort, these people went on calling themselves Christians and people went on calling them Christians. Well, a distinction is still needed. Therefore, since the distinction “admirer/imitator” vanished, a new distinction was introduced: the admirers became the true Christians, and these atheists and the like became the false, the poor Christians, but nevertheless also Christians. Undeniably, even in contrast to the admirers, such non-Christians are poor Christians. Here again we see how Christianity has been abolished in Christendom. If there is to be truthful talk about Christianity, our sighting must be kept on the imitator; the imitator is the true Christian. But now the admirer became the true Christian, and the deniers of Christianity became Christians of sorts also, certainly not true Christians—the admirers, after all, became the true Christians—double confusion, infinite abyss of confusion.


  Only the imitator is the true Christian. The admirer really assumes a pagan relation to Christianity, and this is also how admiration, in the middle of Christendom, gave birth to a new paganism—Christian art. In no way do I wish to pass judgment on anyone, but I regard it as my duty to say what I feel.135 Would it be possible for me, that is, could I persuade myself, could I be motivated to dip my brush, to lift my chisel in order to represent Christ in color or to carve his figure? That I cannot do. That I am no artist is certainly irrelevant to the issue; I am merely asking whether it would be possible to do it if I had the qualifications. And I reply: No, for me it would unconditionally be an impossibility. Indeed, even in so saying, I think I have not expressed what I feel, because for me it would be an impossibility to such a degree that it is incomprehensible to me how it has been possible for anyone. One says: It is incomprehensible to me—the calmness with which a murderer can sit and sharpen the knife with which he is going to kill another person.


  It is incomprehensible to me also. But in truth it is also incomprehensible to me from whence an artist would gain the calmness, or incomprehensible to me is the calmness with which an artist has sat year in and year out occupied in the work of painting Christ—without having it occur to him whether Christ would wish to be painted, would wish to have his portrait, however idealized it became, depicted by his masterly brush. I do not comprehend how the artist would maintain his calm, that he would not notice Christ’s displeasure, would not suddenly throw it all out, brushes and paints, far, [XII 233] far away, just as Judas did with the thirty pieces of silver,136 because he suddenly understood that Christ has required only imitators, that the one who here on earth lived in poverty and lowliness, without a place where he could lay his head,137 and did not live this way accidentally through the cruelty of fate, himself longing for other conditions, but lived this way of his own free choice by virtue of an eternal resolution—understood that he scarcely desired or desires that anyone after his death should waste his time, perhaps his eternal happiness, in painting him. I do not comprehend it; the brush would have fallen out of my hand the very second I was about to begin; very likely I would never have been the same again.


  I do not comprehend this calmness of the artist in this kind of work, this artistic indifference that is indeed like a callousness toward the religious impression of the religious, a self-willfulness, a cruel delight, as when the tyrant derived the enjoyment of harmony out of the shrieks of the tortured, so that through the augmented cruelty their shrieks came to mean something entirely different to him.138 I do not comprehend this artistic indifference, which his surroundings indeed manifested, that the picture of the goddess of sensuality found in his studio occupied him just as much, so that not until he finished it did he start to portray the crucified one. 139Is this not an association with the holy contrary to its nature? And yet the artist admired himself, and everybody admired the artist. The point of view of the religious is completely dislocated; the beholder looked at the picture in the role of an art expert: whether it is a success, whether it is a masterpiece, whether the play of colors is right, and the shadows, whether blood looks like that, whether the suffering expression is artistically true—but the invitation to imitation he did not find. The artist was admired, and what was actual suffering, the actual suffering of the Holy One, the artist has somehow turned into money and admiration, just as when an actor plays a beggar and almost directs toward himself the compassion that rightfully is due to the actual poverty, from which we callously shrink back and finally may find to be false compared with the actor’s portrayal.


  Yes, this is incomprehensible to me; I repeat, it is incomprehensible to me, for it perhaps never occurred to the artist that this was sacrilege—and this is even more incomprehensible [XII 234] to me. But for that very reason I abstain from any judgment lest I do an injustice, but I do regard it as my duty to express what I nevertheless justifiably dare to call a Christian feeling. This is not a proposal to assail the artist or any particular work of art, by no means; no, it is a riddle I feel obliged to submit. I am convinced in my innermost heart that what I am saying is Christian, but I dare not claim to be so completely Christian myself that I would dare to think that I have what is said here equally present to me at every moment, or have assumed responsibility for every consequence of what is said here. But for me and, I think, for Christendom, what is said here is like a navigation mark with regard to discovering the direction in which Christendom is actually steering, whether it is deeper and deeper into Christianity or further and further away from Christianity.


  Soon it will have gone so far that an admirer of Christianity is a rarity; the average person is lukewarm, neither cold nor hot,140 and many are atheists, mockers, nonreligious persons, deniers. But 141in the strictest sense “the admirer” is still not a true Christian; if it cannot be said that he is lukewarm because there is heat in him, neither can it be said that he is hot. Only the imitator is the true Christian.


  Soon it will have gone so far that people must make use of art in the most various ways to help get Christendom to show at least some sympathy with Christianity. But if art is going to help, be it the art of the sculptor, the art of the orator, the art of the poet, we will have at most admirers who, besides admiring the artist, are led by his presentations to admire what is Christian. But, strictly speaking, the admirer is indeed no true Christian; only the imitator is that.


  Soon it will have gone so far that if one will not say that Christianity is profound and again profound and something for profound thinking—then there will be no one to listen to talk about Christianity. But if this talk about the profundity of Christianity, this talk that flatters the listeners, wins many, it wins only admirers for Christianity, and in the strictest sense the admirer is not the true Christian; only the imitator is that.


  Soon it will have gone so far that even though sermons are [XII 235] often enough preached about or rather, “observations” are made about what it means to follow Christ, what it is to be a follower of Christ etc., this talk still produces, if it evokes any effect at all, only this, that it strengthens admirers in admiring Christianity, and once in a while it wins a new admirer. But in the strictest sense the admirer is indeed not the true Christian; only the imitator is that.


  VII [XII 236]


  John 12:32: And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  Lord Jesus Christ, whether we are far away or nearby, far away from you in the confused human throng, in worldly busyness, in earthly cares, in temporal joy, in purely human loftiness, or far away from all this in solitude, in forsakenness, in unappreciation, in lowliness—and closer to you: draw us, draw us wholly to yourself.


  How the sacred words just read are to be understood we have shown from various sides, not as if their meaning has thereby become different, no, but we have tried to come from various sides to the one and the same meaning of the words. Nor will anyone be likely to deny to us that this is the right meaning of the words. But to confirm this we shall not fail to cite the person who not only as the author of these words is the best interpreter of his own words but by his divine authority calls for silence and cuts off all further interpretation if it does not lead to the same interpretation: the Apostle John. In the next verse (33), he says expressly: But he (Christ) said this to show what death he would die. Thus the apostle interprets being lifted up from the earth as abasement, as the deepest abasement, the crucifixion. Thus, Christianly understood, in this world loftiness is abasement. So Christ entered on high, but his life and works on earth are what he left for imitation: [XII 237] that true loftiness is abasement or that abasement is true loftiness.


  142Here we shall end these expositions, leaving it to each one whether he wants to read, leaving it to the reader how, with regard to inward deepening, he will apply to himself what is read.


  But you, Lord Jesus Christ, we pray that you will draw us and draw us wholly to yourself. Whether our lives will glide calmly along in a cottage by a quiet lake or we shall be tried in battle with the storms of life on rough seas, whether we shall “seek honor in living quietly” (I Thessalonians 4:11) or, struggling, in abasement: draw us, and draw us wholly to yourself. If only you draw us, then all is indeed won, even if we, humanly speaking, won nothing and lost nothing, even if we, humanly speaking, lost everything—then this, that life-condition, would be the truth of our life, since you draw no one to an unworthy distance from dangers, but neither do you draw anyone out into foolhardy ventures.


  We pray for all. For the little infant, whom the parents take to you, that you will draw it to yourself. And if the parents later influence the child in such a way that it is led to you, we pray you to bless this work of theirs; but if they have a disturbing influence upon the child, we pray that you will make up for it so that this disturbing influence will not draw the child away from you, that you will let this, too, serve the child in being drawn to you—O you who called yourself the way, for that very reason you have many ways, more than the stars in the sky, and everywhere a way, a way that leads to the way.—We pray for those who have renewed their covenant with you, the covenant we have all made and most of us have also renewed, the covenant most of us have also broken again, but not all, for we indeed pray for them who in another sense than the child stand as if at the entrance to life after they have renewed their baptismal covenant—we pray that you will draw them to yourself. O you who do not only accept vows and do not yourself only keep vows but also are an aid to a poor human being in keeping his vow, you draw them to yourself by the vow, and if it is broken, you draw them to yourself again through the vow renewed again and again. —We pray for those who have experienced what is the most beautiful earthly meaning of this earthly life, for those who in love have found each other; we pray for the lovers that they may not promise each other more than they are able to keep, and even if they are able to keep it, we pray that they may not promise each other too much in love, lest their love become an obstacle to [XII 238] your drawing them to yourself, that instead it might help them all the more to that end. —We pray for the husband, pray that his important task, if he is so situated in life, or his busy activity or his toilsome labor might not make him forget you, but that in his work, in his activity, in his labor, he might feel more and more drawn to you. —We pray for the wife, to whom the quieter life is assigned, more removed from the distractions and noise of the world, pray that while doing her loving tasks at home she may in the deepest sense preserve her collectedness by feeling more and more drawn to you. —We pray for the elderly person in the evening of life, pray that now when working days are over the thought of you who draws him to yourself may completely fill his soul; we pray for the aged person at death’s door that you will draw him to yourself. —We pray for all, for the one who at this very moment is greeting the light of day, that to be drawn to you might become for him the meaning of life; and we pray for the one who is dying, the one whom many and much perhaps wanted to hold back, and the one, alas, whom nothing and no one holds onto: we pray that it may have been the meaning of that person’s life to be drawn to you.


  We pray for the happy and fortunate one, the one who for joy hardly knows where he is going, pray that you will draw him to yourself and let him learn that it is there that he is to go. We pray for the sufferer who in his misery does not know where he is to go, pray that you will draw him to yourself, so that both the happy one and the sufferer, however different their conditions are in life, might be united in one thing, not to know anyone else to go to than to you.


  We pray for those who have need of conversion, that you will draw them to yourself from the way of perdition to the way of truth; for those who have turned to you and found the way, we pray that, drawn to you, they will make progress along the way. And since, when the truth is the way, there are “three ways to go wrong—to go the wrong way, to stumble on the way, to make a wrong turn away from the way”—we pray to you that you will draw the strayer back to yourself, will strengthen the stumbler on the way, will lead back to the way those who have gone astray.


  So we pray for all. Yet no one is able to name every single individual; indeed, who is able to name all the various kinds! So finally we name only one kind. We pray for those who are servants of the Word, those whose task it is, as far as a human being is capable of it, to draw people to you. We pray that you [XII 239] will bless their task, but also that in this task of theirs they themselves may be drawn to you, that in their zeal to draw others to you they themselves are not held back from you. And we pray for the lay Christians, that they, themselves drawn to you, may not think poorly of themselves, as if it were not allotted to them also to draw others to you as far as a human being is capable of it.


  As far as a human being is capable of it—for indeed you are the only one who is capable of drawing to yourself, even if you are able to use everything and everyone—to draw all to yourself.
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  SELECTED ENTRIES FROM KIERKEGAARD’S JOURNALS AND PAPERS PERTAINING TO PRACTICE IN CHRISTIANITY


  Friday Sermon1

  John 12:32


  And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all to myself.


  When a ship is to put to sea, the end of a cable is cast out and fastened to a tugboat—and in this way the ship is towed out. When a human life is to be commenced and continued without too much dependence upon the temporal, a cable must be cast out. In this a dead loved one can be helpful. But Christ above all is the drawing power from eternity to all eternity.


  He is lifted up—he has to be if he is to draw—lifted up with the Father*


  and he draws to himself.


  In this hour he is indeed closer to earth, present at the altar, but he is there only in order to draw.


  Yes, draw us wholly unto yourself


  Let thoughts etc. (from an old hymn2).


  There is so much that resists and holds us back (to be developed); therefore draw us.—JP I 311 (Pap. VIII1 A 371) n.d., 1847


  Addition to Pap. VIII1 A 371:


  *Yet in his loftiness he is neither indifferent nor inactive. He is always ready to appear before us with unspeakable sighs. Nor does he sit down, for when the danger is great, he rises up—as Stephen saw him.3—JP I 312 (Pap. VIII1 A 374) n.d., 1847


  Addition to Pap. VIII1 A 371:


  Prayer


  [VIII1 A 372 165] Lord Jesus Christ, there is so much that holds us back and attracts us; each has his own and yet all have much. But you are the eternally strongest one! Draw us, then, even more [VIII1 A 372 166] strongly to yourself.4 We call you our Redeemer, because you came to the world to unfasten all the bonds, the fetters of unworthy concerns that we ourselves lay upon ourselves; you came to break the heavy chains of sin. We call you our Savior, because you want to save us delivered from all this. For this, indeed, was God’s will, which you fulfilled and made possible, our sanctification. This is why you descended into the low regions of the earth, and this is why you ascended again on high in order to draw us to yourself from there.—JP III 3418 (Pap. VIII1 A 372) n.d., 1847


  The various occasions on which Christ himself says: Blessed is he who is not offended at me.5 These passages could be gathered together to show how Christ himself at various points sets the possibility of offense alongside. For example, as soon as he speaks of his glory, he promptly adds as an antidote that he must suffer,6 and then in turn adds: Blessed is he who is not offended. Likewise in the answer to John’s disciples.7—JP III 3025 (Pap. VIII1 A 381) n.d., 1847


  I almost went and upset the whole design of Christian Discourses and their original purpose by including in them “Thoughts That Wound from Behind for Upbuilding”8 simply because these discourses were lying there ready. A polemical piece like that belongs there least of all; it will itself be weakened by its surroundings and divert all attention away from the “Friday Discourses.”9 No, my intention is to be as gentle as possible, right after the powerful polemic in Works of Love. The Christian discourses are given in this way. Then, too, I may take a journey, and I would like to depart in peace. Finally, the book was getting too large; the smaller, the better I am read.—JP V 6111 (Pap. VIII1 A 559) n.d., 1848


  If I should need a new pseudonym in the future, he shall be called: Anticlimacus [sic]. And then he must be recklessly ironical and humorous.—JP VI 6142 (Pap. IX A 9) n.d., 1848


  If the one who says these words: Come here, all you who labor and are burdened,10 is himself surrounded by all the favors of temporality, is healthy, handsome, rich, powerful, distinguished, etc.—then the words are taken in vain, Christianity is taken in vain. Then people very much want to hear it; they think that if the speaker, the one who is saying this, looks like this, then it certainly is worth listening to and perhaps we, too, may be helped in the same way. But in connection with what is Christian, there always stands an awkward N.B. Christ is the one who says it—not this fantastic nonsense such as Christ is in Christendom, no, a persecuted, despised, and much-avoided man, a man of whom it must be said: Look at the sort of man he is. Then no one wants to listen to these words, people become afraid of the speaker and think that if he wants to comfort them, he is crazy—never listen to him, for he probably wants his listeners first to become just as wretched as he is, before the consolation comes.—JP I 320 (Pap. IX A 16) n.d., 1848


  Come here, all you who labor and are burdened!11 [IX A 33 19]


  Seven New Discourses12


  In margin: See journal NB4, p. 163 [Pap. VIII1 A 637-39; pp. 317-18].


  No. 1. The Invitation13


  In margin: See p. 12 [Pap. IX A 16; p. 271].


  No. 2. The Halt14


  Is it not true, my listener, that you do not want me to deceive you, you do not want me to coax you to tears like a languishing zither player—you want me to speak the truth. [IX A 33 20] Then why the halt? It is because of the one who speaks these words, not as if he were not a man capable of doing it or, what is even more certain, God capable of keeping what he promises. No, in that respect there are no misgivings at all. But look more closely at him—he is a scorned and abandoned man, an object of pity on the streets. He is greeted out of a kind of pity, for it costs exclusion from the synagogue; no one wants anything to do with him; anyone who is anything at all, or has anything at all to lose, shuns him, only flagrant sinners with whom no one wants to associate, reformatory prisoners and the like, only lepers whose society no one would seek at any price, despised tax collectors and then a few stray individuals of the lowest class and who call themselves his apostles. But to be helped in this way—indeed, it is better to keep the toothache, if it is a toothache you have, it is better to keep it just as it is than to be helped in this way. This, you see, is why these words sound like paganism’s holy words; procul o procul este profani [away, away, O unhallowed ones].15 But the difference is that he invites; yet his invitation is so earnest that in another sense it scares away.


  No. 3. The Invitation


  and in this way it should continue to alternate until number seven ends with the invitation.—JP VI 6149 (Pap. IX A 33) n.d., 1848


  This is what I mainly do in the book “Come Here, All You”16 etc.: I place what is said on Sunday together with what one says and does the rest of the week. When it is contrasted in this way, the cleavage will surely show up, and all the mendacity in their Sunday preaching.—JP VI 6189 (Pap. IX A 135) n.d., 1848


  N.B.

  July 20


  And now the doctrine of forgiveness of sins must come forth in earnest.


  The title can be:


  The Radical Cure,

  or

  The Forgiveness of Sins and the Atonement


  It may be best to write a smaller book beforehand


  “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me.”17


  [In margin; See journal NB2, p. 250 (Pap. VIII1 A 381; p. 270).]


  This will be a counterpart to “Come Here.”18 It will be shorter discourses, one for every time Christ said these words. Thus at the same time a complete definition of the concept “offense” will be developed, since Christ himself knew best where the possibility of offense lies.


  In every discourse, therefore, the occasion, the setting, the situation, and the one addressed will be emphasized.


  It will be best to arrange these discourses quite simply in chronological order. The simpler the better. They could also be arranged according to the development of the concept to be used as the basis.—JP VI 6210 (Pap. IX A 176) July 20, 1848


  N.B. N.B. [IX A 227 124]


  Yes, it was a good thing to publish that little article.19 I began with Either/Or and two upbuilding discourses;20 now it ends, after the whole upbuilding series—with a little esthetic essay. It expresses: that it was the upbuilding—the religious—that should advance, and that now the esthetic has been traversed; they are inversely related, or it is something of an inverse confrontation, to show that the writer was not an esthetic author who in the course of time grew older and for that reason became religious.


  But it is not really to my credit; it is Governance who has held me in rein with the help of an extreme depression and a troubled conscience.


  But there still would have been something lacking if the little article had not come out; the illusion would have been established that it was I who essentially had changed over the years, and then a very important point in the whole productivity would have been lost.


  It is true I have been educated by this writing, have developed more and more religiously—but in a decisive way I had experienced the pressures that turned me away from the world before I began writing Either/Or. Even then my only wish was to do, as decisively as possible, something good to compensate, if possible in another way, for what I personally had [IX A 227 125] committed. That I have developed more and more religiously is seen in my now saying goodbye to the esthetic, because I do not know where I would find the time that I could, would, or would dare fill up with work on esthetic writings.


  My energies, that is, my physical energies, are declining; the state of my health varies terribly. I hardly see my way even to publishing the essentially decisive works I have ready (“A Cycle of Essays,”21 “The Sickness unto Death,” “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened,” “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended”). It is my judgment that here I am allowed to present Christianity once again and in such a way that a whole development can be based on it. The emphasis upon the situation of contemporaneity, that Christ’s life is infinitely more important than the result; the unrecognizability or the incognito in relation to the God-man; the impossibility of direct communication etc.—in my opinion all the essays contain such a wealth of ideas that again and again I cannot praise God enough for having granted me so infinitely much more than I had expected. And, moreover, I am convinced that it will serve for the inward deepening of Christianity—it has been taken in vain, made too mild, so that people have forgotten what grace is; the more rigorous it is, the more grace becomes manifest as grace and not a sort of human sympathy.


  Just one wish for this endeavor of mine if I happen to be separated from it. I live in the faith that God will place the accent of Governance on the life of an extremely unhappy, humanly understood, man who nevertheless by the help of God has felt indescribably blessed—but my wish is that now R. Nielsen22 might be relied on. The same cause that has cost me my health and an enormous strain, the same cause that as long as I live occasions only insults and humiliation because in so many ways I am the object of envy, the same cause, as soon as I am dead, will be a triumphant cause!—if only he does not sell too cheap.


  So I turn to the other side,23 forgetting all these many [IX A 227 126] thoughts, mindful only of my sins and entrusting myself to the Atonement of Jesus Christ.—JP VI 6238 (Pap. IX A 227) n.d., 1848


  N.B.


  Perhaps it would be best to publish all the last four books (“The Sickness unto Death,” “Come Here,”24 “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended,”25 “Armed Neutrality”26) in one volume under the title


  Collected Works of Completion [Fuldendelse] [*]


  with “The Sickness unto Death” as Part I. The second part would be called “An Attempt to Introduce Christianity into Christendom” and below: Poetic—Without Authority. “Come Here” and “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended” would be entered as subdivisions. Perhaps there could also be a third part,27 which I am now writing,** but in that case Discourse No. 1 would be a kind of introduction that is not counted.


  And then it should be concluded.


  [*]In margin: Perhaps rather: “Collected Works of Consummation [Fuldbringelse]” and the volume should be quarto.


  **“From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.” The three: “Come Here,” “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended,” and “From on High,” would then have a separate title-page: An Attempt to Introduce Christianity into Christendom, but at the bottom of the page: A Poetic Attempt—Without Authority.—JP VI 6271 (Pap. IX A 390) n.d., 1848


  At one time I had thought of having the book “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened” accompany a second edition of Either/Or. In that case the “Preface” would be used approximately as it now stands in “Three Godly Discourses.”28 Only a few lines would have been added: “—It will remind him of that, but it also will certainly make him notice and understand that this time it is the second time of the upbuilding.”—Pap. X1 A 317 n.d., 1849


  [X1 A 422 268] Just as the Guadalquibir [sic] River at some place plunges underground and then comes out again, so I must now plunge into pseudonymity, but I also understand now how I will emerge again under my own name. The important thing left is to do something about seeking an appointment and then travel.


  (1) The three ethical-religious essays29 will be anonymous; this was the earlier stipulation. (2) “The Sickness unto Death” will be pseudonymous and is to be gone through so that my name and the like are not in it. (3) The three works, “Come Here, All You,” “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended,” and “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself” will be pseudonymous. Either all three in one volume under the common title, “Practice in Christianity, Attempt by - - - - - - -,” or each one separately. They are to be checked so that my name and anything about me etc. are excluded, which is the case with number three. (4) Everything under the titles “The Point [X1 A 422 269] of View for My Work as an Author,” “A Note,” “Three Notes,”30 and “Armed Neutrality”31* cannot conceivably be published.


  *See this journal, p. 157 [Pap. X1 A 450; p. 278].


  These writings properly remain pseudonymous. Here there is the dialectical tension and tightening with respect to the doctrine of sin and redemption, and then I begin with my own name in a simple upbuilding discourse. But it is one thing for a work of such a dialectical nature to appear pseudonymously and something quite different if it appears over my name, in character, as the finale of the whole effort.


  After all, there is no hurry about publishing. But if it is to be in character and as a finale, it must be done as soon as possible, something that has pained me frightfully and that has now become almost an impossibility, because today, June 4, I spoke with Reitzel,32 who said he dared not take on anything new for publication. On the whole the man has plagued me unbearably with his miseries, which perhaps are exaggerated anyway.


  A battle of ideas has taken place here. In actuality the whole matter of publishing with or without my name perhaps would be a bagatelle. But to me in my ideality it is a very taxing problem, that above all I do not falsely hold myself back or falsely go too far but truly understand myself and continue to be myself.


  I have struggled and suffered fearfully. Yet one who fights for the “You shall” as I do must also suffer at this point. But yet at times I probably have not been far from pressing this “You shall” in an almost melancholy-frantic way. But now I understand myself. You shall—this is eternally true—but it is not less true and it is also a “You shall” that with God you shall understand your limits and beyond them you shall not go or you shall abandon such desires.


  But, gracious God, how I have suffered and how I have struggled. Yet it is my consolation that the God of love will let this be to my good, and in a certain sense it consoles me that I have endured this suffering, because in this very suffering I have become convinced of the way I am to turn.


  My misfortune always has been that it is so difficult for me to take an appointment. My depression, which is almost a quiet derangement, has been a hindrance to me all along, my consciousness of sin, too. This has aided me continually in venturing, for it has assured me that I was at least not being guided by vanity and the like. But now in God’s name I must turn in this direction.


  Strangely enough, incidentally, I have written so much in journal NB10 [Pap. X1 A 82-294] and in this journal [NB11, Pap. X1 A 296-541], but there is on a loose sheet something I have not wished to enter in the journal and that I still really regard as the most decisive and also one of the earliest—I now end with precisely this.33—JP VI 6416 (Pap. X1 A 422) June 4, 1849


  “Armed Neutrality” can best be published as an appendix when the three works are published as one (“Practice in Christianity, an Attempt”34), but of course pseudonymously by the same pseudonym.


  A pseudonym is excellent for accentuating a point, a stance, a position. He is a poetic person. Therefore it is not as if I personally said: This is what I am fighting for—which indeed could become a duty for almost my entire life, and a duty that external conditions could make impossible for me to fulfill, if, for example, I find it necessary to use most of my time to work for a living.—JP VI 6421 (Pap. X1 A 450) n.d., 1849


  [X1 A 510 327]The other alternative35 is perhaps more rash, perhaps bolder, perhaps a more daring venture, but this does not make it more true for me—and to be true is of first importance.


  [X1 A 510 328]If I consider my own personal life, am I then a Christian or is my personal life purely a poet-existence, even with an addition of something demonic. In that case the idea would be to take such an enormous risk that I thereby make myself so unhappy that I would get into the situation for really becoming a Christian. But does this give me the right to do it dramatically so that the Christendom of a whole country gets involved. Is there not something desperate in the whole thing, something like the treachery of starting a fire in order to throw oneself into the arms of God—perhaps, for perhaps it would nevertheless turn out that I would not become a Christian.


  All this about my person as author cannot be used at all, for it is clear that it will only involve me more in the interesting instead of getting me out of it, and this is also the effect it will have on my contemporaries. The simple transition is very simple: to be silent and then to see about getting an appointment.


  There is no question but that I will stop being an author now, but I would still like to dispense with the interesting: put down the period myself and officially in character. The simple way to do it is to cross over to the new in complete silence; this solemn determination to put down a period is an extremely dangerous thing; the elemental point is that there in fact comes to be a period.


  I regret—and I blame myself for it—that in several previous entries in this journal there are attempts to overstrain myself, for which God will forgive me.


  Until now I have been a poet, absolutely nothing else, and it is a desperate struggle to will to go out beyond my limits.


  The work “Practice in Christianity” has great personal significance [X1 A 510 329] for me—does it follow that I should publish it right away? Perhaps I am one of the few who need such strong remedies—and I, I should then, instead of benefiting from it and myself beginning in real earnestness to become a Christian, I should first publish it. Fantastic!


  The work and other works are ready; perhaps the time may come when it is suitable and I have the strength to do it and when it is truth in me.


  In many ways it is true that the entire authorship is my upbringing—well, does that mean that instead of being in earnest about becoming a true Christian I am to become a phenomenon in the world?


  Consequently The Sickness unto Death appears at this time, but pseudonymously and with me as editor. It is said to be “for upbuilding.” This is more than my category, the poet-category: upbuilding.


  Just as the Guadalquibir River (this occurred to me earlier and is somewhere in the journal [Pap. X1 A 422; pp. 276-78]) at some place plunges underground, so is there also a stretch, the upbuilding, that carries my name. There is something (the esthetic) that is lower and is pseudonymous, and something that is higher and is also pseudonymous, because as a person I do not correspond to it.


  The pseudonym is Johannes Anticlimacus [sic] in contrast to Climacus, who said he was not a Christian. Anticlimacus is the opposite extreme: a Christian on an extraordinary level—if only I myself manage to be just a simple Christian.


  “Practice in Christianity” can be published in the same way, but there is no hurry.


  But nothing about my personality as a writer; it is false to want to anticipate during one’s lifetime—this merely converts a person into the interesting.


  [X1 A 510 330]On the whole, I must now venture in quite different directions. I must dare to believe that through Christ I can be saved from the power of depression in which I have lived; and I must dare to try to be more economical.—JP VI 6431 (Pap. X1 A 510) n.d., 1849


  [In margin: About Anti-Climacus36].


  Johannes Climacus and Anti-Climacus have several things in common; but the difference is that whereas Johannes Climacus places himself so low that he even says that he himself is not a Christian,37 one seems to be able to detect in Anti-Climacus that he considers himself to be a Christian on an extraordinarily high level [in margin: see p. 260, p. 267 (Pap. X1 A 530, 536; pp. 280-81)], at times also seems to believe that Christianity really is only for daemons, using the word in a nonintellectual sense.


  His personal guilt, then, is to confuse himself with ideality (this is the daemonic in him), but his portrayal of ideality can be absolutely sound, and I bow to it.


  I would place myself higher than Johannes Climacus, lower than Anti-Climacus.—JP VI 6433 (Pap. X1 A 517) n.d., 1849


  [X1 A 530 338] [In margin: A passage in the preface to the book The Sickness unto Death.]


  To the closing passage, “But that the form is what it is,”38 I have thought of adding:


  apart from the fact that it is also rooted in my being who I am.


  But this would be going too far in transforming a fictitious character into actuality; a fictitious character has no other possibility than the one he is; he cannot declare that he could also speak in another way and yet be the same; he has no identity that encompasses many possibilities.


  On the other hand, the fact that he says: “It is at least well considered”—is proper, for it may very well be that, although it is his only form. For him to say: “It is psychologically correct” is a double blow, for it is also psychologically correct with respect to Anti-Climacus.


  Climacus is lower, denies he is a Christian.39 Anti-Climacus is higher, a Christian on an extraordinarily high level. [In margin: see p. 249 (Pap. X1 A 517; p. 280)]. With Climacus everything drowns in humor;40 therefore he himself revokes his book.41 Anti-Climacus is thetical.—JP VI 6439 (Pap. X1 A 530) n.d., 1849


  [In margin: About Anti-Climacus]


  If I have represented a person so low that he even denied being a Christian42 [in margin: see p. 249 (Pap. X1 A 517; p. 280)], then the opposite also ought to be represented. And Christendom does indeed greatly need to hear the voice of such a judge—but I will not pass myself off as the judge, and therefore he also judges me, which is easy enough and quite appropriate, for anyone who cannot present ideality so high that he is judged by it himself must have a poor understanding of it.—JP VI 6442 (Pap. X1 A 536) n.d., 1849


  Climacus and Anticlimacus [X6 B 48 53]

  A Dialectical Discovery

  by

  Anticlimacus


  Postscript


  I, Anticlimachus [sic], who wrote this little book (a poor, simple, mere man just like most everybody else) was born in Copenhagen and am just about, yes, exactly, the same age as Johannes Climachus [sic], with whom I in one sense have very much, have everything in common, but from whom in another sense I am utterly different. He explicitly says of himself that he is not a Christian;43 this is infuriating. I, too, have been so infuriated about it that I—if anyone could somehow trick me into saying it—say just the opposite, or because I say just the opposite about myself I could become furious about what he says of himself. I say, in fact, that I am an extraordinary [X6 B 48 54] Christian such as there has never been, but, please note, I am that in hidden inwardness. I shall see to it that no one, not one, detects anything, even the slightest, but profess I can, and I can profess (but I cannot really profess, for then, after all, I would violate the secret’s hiding-place) that in hidden inwardness I am, as I said, an extraordinary Christian such as there has never been.


  The reader, who in addition to being my friend is also a friend of understanding, will also readily perceive that, despite my extraordinary Christianity, there is something malevolent in me. For it is sufficiently clear that I have taken this position simply out of spite against Johannes. Had I come first, I would have said of myself what he now says of himself and then he would have been compelled to say of me what I say of him.


  For we are related to each other, but we are not twins, we are opposites. Between us there is a deep, a fundamental relationship, but despite the most desperate efforts on both sides we never get any further, any closer, than to a repelling contact. There is a point and an instant at which we touch, but at the same instant we fly from each other with the speed of infinity. Like two eagles plunging from a mountain top toward one point, or like one eagle plunging down from the top of a cliff and a predatory fish shooting from the ocean’s depth to the surface with the same speed, we two both seek the same point; there is a contact, and at the same instant we rush from each other, each to his extremity.


  The point we are seeking is this: simply and plainly to be a genuine Christian. There is a contact, but at the same instant we fly from each other: Johannes says that he is not a Christian, and I say that I am an extraordinary Christian such as there has never been, but, please note, in hidden inwardness.


  If it should happen sometime that we switched identities at the instant of contact, so that I would say of myself what Johannes says of himself and conversely, it would make no difference. Just one thing is impossible—that we both say the [X6 B 48 55] same thing about ourselves; on the other hand it is possible that we both could vanish.


  Actually, we do not exist, but he who does come to be simply and plainly a genuine Christian will be able to speak of us two brothers—opposites—just as the sailor speaks of the twins by which he steers. Just as the sailor tells about the fantastic things he has seen, so also the person who has come to be simply and plainly a genuine Christian will be able to tell about the fantastic things he has seen. Perhaps there are lies in what the sailor tells—this will not be true of what the genuine Christian tells of us, for it is true that we two brothers are fantastic figures, but it is also true that he has seen us.


  Anti-C.

  —JP VI 6349 (Pap. X6 B 48) n.d., 1849


  [In margin: About The Sickness unto Death.]


  The book is characterized as being “for upbuilding”;44 the preface speaks of it as upbuilding. It really should say: for awakening. [In margin: see p. 259 in this journal (Pap. X1 A 529)] This is its basic character, and this is the forward step in the writings. Essentially it is also for awakening, but this does not need to be said yet. This will come out decisively for the first time in the next book, “Practice in Christianity.”—JP VI 6436 (Pap. X1 A 520) n.d., 1849


  Thank God I did not publish the book about my work as an [X1 A 546 348] author or in any way try to push myself to be more than I am.


  The Sickness unto Death is now printed, and pseudonymously, by Anti-Climacus.


  “Practice in Christianity” will also be pseudonymous. I now understand myself completely.


  The point in the whole thing is this: there is a zenith of Christianity in ethical rigorousness and this must at least be heard. But no more. It must be left to everyone’s conscience to decide whether he is capable of building the tower so high.


  But it must be heard. But the trouble is simply that practically all Christendom and all the clergy, too, live not only in secular prudence at best but also in such a way that they brazenly boast about it and as a consequence must interpret the life of Christ to be fanaticism.


  This is why the other must be heard, heard if possible as a [X1 A 546 349] voice in the clouds, heard as the flight of wild birds over the heads of the tame ones.


  But no more. That is why it must be pseudonymous and I merely the editor.


  Ah, but what I suffered before arriving at this, something that was essentially clear to me earlier but I had to understand for the second time.


  God will certainly look after the rest for me.


  If I now continue to be an author, the subject must be “sin” and “reconciliation” in such a way that in upbuilding discourse I would now make use of the fact that the pseudonym has appropriately jacked up the price.


  For this, pseudonyms will be used continually. I entertained this idea once before, particularly regarding that to which Anti-Climacus is assigned, and it is somewhere in the journals, no doubt in NB10 [Pap. X1 A 422; pp. 276-78].


  The fearful stress and strain I have experienced lately are due to my wanting to overexert myself and wanting too much, and then I myself perceived that it was too much, and therefore I did not carry it out, but then again I was unable to let the possibility go and to my own torment held myself on the spearhead of possibility—something, incidentally, that without any merit on my part has been an extremely beneficial exercise for me.


  Now there has been action, and now I can breathe.


  It was a sound idea: to stop my productivity by once again using a pseudonym. Like the river Guadalquibir—this simile appeals to me very much.


  So not a word about myself with regard to the total authorship; such a word will change everything and misrepresent me.—JP VI 6445 (Pap. X1 A 546) n.d., 1849


  In margin: Now The Sickness unto Death45 is published and pseudonymously. So an end has been put to the confounded torment of undertaking too great a task: wishing to publish everything at one time, including what I wrote about the authorship, and, so to speak, taking the desperate step of setting fire to established Christendom.


  Now the question of when the three other books46 come out is of less importance (and the one about my authorship will not appear at all), because now there is no question of the force of one single blow.


  Now I will rest and be more calm.


  —JP VI 6451 (Pap. X1 A 567) n.d., 1849


  If it could be done and if I had not virtually ceased being an author, it would give me much joy to dedicate one of my books to the memory of Councilor Olsen.47 In fact, for that purpose the book “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself” could provide the opportunity.—JP VI 6455 (Pap. X1 A 571) n.d., 1849


  The two works by Anti-Climacus48 (“Practice in Christianity”) can be published immediately.


  With this the writing stops; essentially it has already stopped (that which is wholly mine) with “The Friday Discourses.”49 The pseudonymous writer50 at the end is a higher level, which I can only suggest. The second-round pseudonymity is precisely the expression for the halt. Qua author I am like the river Guadalquibir, which at some place plunges underground; there is a stretch that is mine: the upbuilding;51 behind and ahead lie the lower and the higher pseudonymities: the upbuilding is mine, not the esthetic, nor that for upbuilding,52 and even less that for awakening.53—JP VI 6461 (Pap. X1 A 593) n.d., 1849


  Anti-Climacus will be the higher pseudonym, and thus the piece “Climacus and Anti-Climacus” [Pap. X6 B 48; pp. 281-83] cannot be used, unless it should be by a new pseudonym. That means that I cannot be the author of the piece.


  But, on examining it, I see that this was never the intention. The piece is by Anti-Climacus himself. It may well be done. Nevertheless, perhaps a new pseudonym is better.—JP VI 6462 (Pap. X1 A 594) n.d., 1849


  “Practice in Christianity” will be the last to be published. There I shall end for now.


  [X1 A 615 383]Consequently the year 1848 will be included, since the things by Anti-Climacus54 are all from 1848. The remainder is from 1849. According to decision, writing concerning the authorship will be shelved.


  If “Practice in Christianity” is published, what has been intimated many places elsewhere will be carried out—namely, to set forth the possibility of offense. This is also related essentially to my task, which is continually to jack up the price55 by bringing a dialectic to bear. But for this reason, too, a pseudonym had to be used. That which represents the dialectical element has always been by a pseudonym. To want to make it my own would be both untrue and an all too frightful and violent means of awakening.—JP VI 6464 (Pap. X1 A 615) n.d., 1849


  “Practice in Christianity” certainly should be pseudonymous. It is the dialectical element and would be much too strong if I brought it out personally.


  So The Sickness unto Death, “Practice in Christianity,” “The Point of View for My Work as an Author,” and “Three Notes”56 belong to the year 1848.


  To 1849 “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself,” “Armed Neutrality,”57 and other small things, including the one about Phister.58


  Even if I wanted to publish “From on High” under my name, it is nevertheless definite that the conception of my writings finally gathers itself together in the “Discourses at the Communion on Fridays,” since “The Point of View,” after all, is from 1848.


  N.B. And in order that “From on High,” which is somewhat polemical, not be the last work, some additional discourses for the Communion on Fridays59 could be written, a second series of them. One, and as good as two, are already finished, and some suggestions for a few more are in one of the new folders bookbinder Moller60 has made.—JP VI 6487 (Pap. X1 A 678) n.d., 1849


  On the Year 1848 [X2 A 66 51]


  In one sense 1848 has raised me to another level. In another sense it has shattered me, that is, it has shattered me religiously, or to say it in my own language: God has run me ragged. He has let me take on a task that even trusting in him I cannot raise to its highest form; I must take it in a lower form. For this reason the matter actually has contributed inversely to my religious or further religious development. In one sense I want so much to venture; my imagination beckons and goads me, but I will simply have to agree to venture in a lower form. Without a doubt it is the most perfect and the truest thing I have written;61 but it must not be interpreted as if I am supposed to be the one who almost censoriously bursts in upon everybody else—no, I must first be brought up myself by the same thing; there perhaps is no one who is permitted to humble himself as deeply under it as I do before I am permitted to publish it. I, the author, who myself am nothing (the highest) must not be permitted to publish it under my own name, because the work is itself a judgment. In one way or another I first must have arranged myself in life and have admitted that I am weak like everyone else—then I can publish it. But that which tempts my imagination is to get permission to do it before I, humanly speaking, can pay the price. Quite true, the blow would then be all the more powerful, but I would also gain a false high position. It is poetry—and therefore [X2 A 66 52] my life, to my humiliation, must demonstrably express the opposite, the inferior. Or perhaps I should even be an ascetic who can live on water and bread. —And yet this mortification I would willingly submit to, if only I will be able to undertake an appointment. In a still deeper sense this is my difficulty. And there may be still greater humiliation here before it becomes possible, if it becomes possible.


  Economic concerns62 came suddenly and all too close. I cannot bear two such disparate burdens, the hostility of the world and concern for the future, at the same time. My idea when I rented the apartment on Tornebuskegaden was to live there a half year, quietly reflecting on my life, and then seek an appointment.


  Then suddenly everything was thrown into confusion. In a matter of months I was in the situation where tomorrow, perhaps, I would not own a thing but be literally in financial straits. It was a severe drain on me. My spirit reacted all the more strongly. I wrote more than ever, but more than ever like a dying man. Without question, in the context of Christian truth it certainly is the highest that has been granted to me. But in another sense it is too high for me to appropriate it right off in life and to walk in character.


  This is the deeper significance of the new pseudonym, which is higher than I am myself.


  Oh, I know I have not spared myself; even to the point of overstrain I have wanted to force myself to venture something rash,63 but I cannot do it, I cannot justify it.


  [X2 A 66 53]This is how Governance continually keeps his hand on me—and governs. I had never considered getting a new pseudonym. And yet the new pseudonym—but note well that it is higher than my personal existence—precisely that is the truth of my nature, it is the expression for the limits of my nature. Otherwise I would finally become veritably more than human.—JP VI 6501 (Pap. X2 A 66) n.d., 1849


  [X2 A 157 121]A New View of the Relation Pastor—Poet in the Sphere of Religion


  Christianity has of course known very well what it wanted. It wants to be proclaimed by witnesses—that is, by persons who proclaim the teaching and also existentially express it.


  The modern notion of a pastor as it is now is a complete misunderstanding. Since pastors also presumably should express the essentially Christian, they have quite rightly discovered how to relax the requirement, abolish the ideal.


  What is to be done now? Yes, now we must prepare for another tactical advance.


  First a detachment of poets; almost sinking under the demands of the ideal, with the glow of a certain unhappy love they set forth the ideal. Present-day pastors may now take second rank.


  These religious poets must have the particular ability to do the kind of writing that helps people out into the current.


  When this has happened, when a generation has grown up that from childhood on has received the pathos-filled impression of an existential expression of the ideal, the monastery and genuine witnesses of the truth will both come again.


  This is how far behind the cause of Christianity is in our time.


  The first and foremost task is to create pathos, with the superiority of intelligence, imagination, penetration, and wit [X2 A 157 122] to guarantee pathos for the existential, which “the understanding” has reduced to the ludicrous.


  Here is my task. A young person, an utterly simple person can be used for the highest level of the existential—for that the ethical alone is the sole requirement. But when “the understanding” and the power of the understanding have triumphed in the world and made the genuinely existential almost ludicrous, then neither a young person nor a simple person is able to cut through at once. Then there must first be a maieutic, an old person in a certain sense, eminently possessing all the gifts of mind and spirit—and these he applies to create pathos for the pathos-filled life.


  Any young girl can truly fall in love. But imagine an age that has sunk to such depths of commonsensicality that all the brilliant minds etc. applied their talents to making love ludicrous—then no young girl is able to cut through at once. There must only be an older person who can crush this commonsensicality and create pathos—and then, hail to thee, O youth, whoever you are—then there is a place for youth’s in a sense far inferior powers. And yet in one sense the relation is such, as it always is in the pseudonymous works, that the young person stands higher than the older one.64


  Alas, my own life demonstrates this. Only now do I see where the turn must be made—now after almost overstraining myself for seven years, now when I must begin to carry a new kind of burden, concern for making ends meet. Oh, why was there no older person who related to me as I do to the youth.


  Yet in a certain degree I myself still belong to the old, but I guarantee pathos.


  Mynster’s65 error was not the sagacity etc. he has used. No, the error was that, beguiled by the workings of his sagacity in the world of temporality, beguiled by his power and influence, he actually let the ideal vanish. Were there in Mynster’s preaching but one thing—a constant and deep sorrow over not having been spiritual enough himself to become a martyr, I [X2 A 157 123] would have approved of him; I would then have said of him what I say of myself: He did not become a martyr, but he is able to bring forth martyrs.


  No one can take what has not been given to him—and neither can I. I also am marked by having been born in Christendom, spoiled in my upbringing, etc. If I had not been brought up in Christianity, if I had stood outside Christianity, it might perhaps have the power to swing me a stage higher, if, note well, Christianity itself were represented as in its earliest times, when there was pathos in abundance.


  But no one can take what has not been given to him.


  How true it is to me now that all my recent productivity has actually been my personal upbringing, my humiliation. Youthfully I have dared—then it was granted to me to set forth the requirement of ideality in an eminent sense—and quite rightly I am the one who feels humbled under it and learns in a still deeper sense to resort to grace. Moreover, this which I now again have experienced even more personally has already been called to mind in the works themselves, for Anti-Climacus says in the moral to “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened”:66 The prototype must be presented so ideally that you are humbled by it and learn to flee to the prototype, but in an entirely different sense—namely, as to the merciful one.


  But all must relate themselves to the ideal; and no matter how far below and how far away I am, there must still be in my glance and in my sighing a direction that indicates that I also am related to the ideal—only in that way am I one who strives.


  And then, as Anti-Climacus says: then no overrash impetuosity.


  Yet how different to begin as a youth can begin, and then in the best years of his life still to have belonged to the old.


  One thing, however, remains—we are still all saved by grace.—JP VI 6521 (Pap. X2 A 157) n.d., 1849


  The New Pseudonym Anti-Climacus


  Since all the writing under the title “Practice in Christianity” [X2 A 177 141] was poetic,67 it was understood from the very first that I had to take great pains not to become confused with an analogy to an apostle. Generally my hypochondria has also had a part in all the later works, for even though things undeniably have become more clear, they were not understood this way from the beginning.


  When the book “Come Here, All You Who Labor etc.” was written, “A Poetic Attempt—Without Authority—For Inward Deepening in Christianity” was placed on the title page at the outset. And then came my name. And the same with the others.


  But as time went on it became clear to me (in this connection see journal NB11 or NB12 [Pap. X1 A 295-541; X1 A 542-682 and X2 A 1-68], but more particularly NB11) that if possible there must be an even stronger declaration that it was poetic—and that it was best to have a new pseudonym. This became clear to me. Meanwhile I wanted to wait and see, during which time I suffered very much, constantly undertaking too much with the whole writing project and tormented by the fixed and desperate idea of publishing it all in one single swoop and then leaping aside and vanishing, something I basically understood could not be done but which nevertheless captivated my imagination so that I really did not want to give up the possibility, although it became more and more clear that if I were to get room to move, it would have to be split up.


  Finally, I decided to lay the whole project aside and seek an appointment; and when that had been done, I would publish gradually, in small lots, what was completed.


  I then went to Madvig and Mynster68 and met neither of them, and since in another way I was strongly influenced in the opposite direction, I took it to be a hint from Governance [X2 A 177 142] that I was about to make a mistake, that I simply should venture everything. Now came the reaction. I wrote to the printer and engaged typesetters and said that they “should speed ahead.” I get word from the printer69 that all is clear and could they have the manuscript. At the very same time I learn that Councilor Olsen70 has died. That affected me strongly; if I had known about it before I wrote to the printer, it would have prompted a postponement. But now, after so frequently being on the verge of it, fearfully overtaxed as I was, I was afraid I would be incapacitated if I backed out after taking this step.


  I was under great strain and slept badly, and, strangely enough, a phrase came to my mind, as if I myself were hurling myself into disaster.


  In the morning I pondered the matter again. It seemed to me that I had to act. Then I decided to submit the whole matter to God: to send the first manuscript (“The Sickness unto Death”) to the printer without saying anything about what else there was to be printed. My intention was to allow actuality to test me; it was possible that the sum total could be printed, and it was possible that there could be a turning aside.


  Under that tension I began to see that it should be published under a pseudonym, something I understood earlier but postponed doing because it could be done at any time.


  In the middle of the typesetting there was trouble with Reitzel, which made me extremely impatient. Once again I had the thought of withdrawing the whole manuscript, laying it aside, and waiting once again to see if I should have everything published at the same time, and without the pseudonymity, since the pseudonymity was not established as yet, inasmuch as the title page was not printed, because, contrary to my practice, I had originally ordered it to be printed last. I went to the printer. It was too late. The composition was as good as finished.


  So the pseudonym was established. That is how one is helped and helps oneself when it is so difficult to act.—JP VI 6526 (Pap. X2 A 177) n.d., 1849


  The New Pseudonym (Anti-Climacus,) [X2 A 184 145]


  The fact that there is a pseudonym is the qualitative expression that it is a poet-communication, that it is not I who speaks but another, that it is addressed to me just as much as to others; it is as if a spirit speaks, while I get the inconvenience of being the editor. What he has to say is something we human beings prefer to have cast into oblivion. But it must be [X2 A 184 146] heard nevertheless. Not that everyone should do it, nor that eternal happiness depends upon my doing it—oh, no. I realize, after all, that my life does not express it either, but I humble myself under it; I regard this as an indulgence, and my life has unrest.


  With respect to ethical-religious communication (that is, along the lines of depicting the requirement of ideality—which is different from grace and what is involved in it, different in that rigorousness creates a tension to the point that one feels the need of grace, without, however, being permitted to take it in vain), I am not permitted to communicate more than what I, the speaker, am, that is, in my own factual first person, no more than what my life existentially but fairly well conforms to. If I place the requirement higher, I must express that this presentation is a poetic one. It is altogether appropriate for me to present it, since it may influence another to strive more, and I myself must define myself as one who is striving in relation to it, thereby distinguishing myself from the typical poet, to whom it never occurs to strive personally in relation to the ideality he presents.


  Incidentally, what is so terrible here is that the requirements of ideality are presented by people who never give the remotest thought to whether their lives express it or that their lives do not express it at all. That I have been aware here is indicated by my calling this a poetic communication—even though I am striving.


  That the communication is poetic may be expressed either by the speaker’s saying in his own person: This is poetic communication, that is, what I am saying is not poetic, because what I am saying is the very truth, but the fact that I am saying it constitutes the poetic aspect, or qua author he can do it with the help of pseudonyms, as I have done now for the first time71 in order to make matters clear.


  But the difference between such a speaker-author—and a typical poet—is that the speaker and author himself defines himself as striving in relation to what is being communicated.


  And this whole distinction pertaining to poet-communication [X2 A 148 147] is related again to Christianity’s basic category, that Christianity is an existence-communication [Existents-Meddelelse] and not doctrine, as Christianity has un-Christianly and meaninglessly been made to be, so that the question in relation to a doctrine is simply: Is my interpretation of the doctrine true, the true interpretation, or not, like, for example, an interpretation of Plato’s philosophy. No, the question is: Does or does not my personal life express what is communicated? As long as my life expresses what is communicated, I am a teacher; when this is not the case, I am obliged to add: What I say is certainly true, but my saying it is the poetic aspect; consequently it is a poet-communication which, however, is meaningful both for keeping me awake and keeping me striving, and, if possible, for encouraging others.


  In book No. 1 (“Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened”) the qualitative rigorousness is the in one sense Christianly untrue thesis (because it is almost solely metaphysical)—that Christ came to the world because he was the absolute, not out of human compassion or for any other reason, a thesis to which corresponds the absolute “You shall.” At the same time, however, on the other side it holds true Christianly that Christ came to the world out of love in order to save the world. The fact that he had to break up the world, as it were, the fact that, humanly speaking, enormous, humanly speaking, suffering came from accepting him, certainly is due to his being the absolute, but joy over the fact that he came in order to save must completely surmount all this suffering. These two theses (he came because he was the absolute, and he came out of love in order to save the world) make the difference between Christianity’s being proclaimed in law or in grace.


  In book No. 2 (“Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended”) the qualitative rigorousness is the necessity with which offense is joined together with all that is essentially Christian.


  In book No. 3 (“From on High He Will Draw All to Himself”) the qualitative rigorousness is the necessity with which abasement is added to being Christian, that unconditionally every true Christian is abased in this world.—JP VI 6528 (Pap. X2 A 184) n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets:


  The Two Works

  by

  Anti-Climacus


  written in ’48


  —Pap. X5 B 73 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 73:


  The two books (which are now called “Practice in Christianity” [X5 B 76 279] by Anti-Climacus) were originally in my own name. The same common title was indeed contemplated, but no [X5 B 76 280] more than that. Each book had its own title. The first, “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened,” and on the title page were the words: “Poetic—Without Authority, for Practice in Christianity, for Awakening in Inwardness.” The second book, “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me,” had on the title [page] the same as now: “A Biblical Exposition and Christian Definition,” but then: “For Awakening in Inwardness, Without Authority.”


  If the books should be published under my name (the “Preface” will of course then be the author’s), there is just in book No. 2 (“Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended”) a comment right at the beginning of “The Exposition” where it says that people in our age have substituted doubting for despairing. Now it reads: “some other pseudonymous writers have pointed out” etc. Originally it read: my pseudonyms, to which it will then have to be changed back.


  As for the book “Come Here, All You etc.,” there is comment on that in journal NB10 p. 116 [Pap. X5 B 74; p. 323].—Pap. X5 B 76 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 73:


  The books were pseudonymous instead of under my name, with the following inscription on the title page of the first book: “Poetic—Without Authority”; and on the second: “For Awakening in Inwardness. Practice in Christianity, an Attempt by Anti-Climacus.”


  In the book “Come Here, All You” no change is necessary.


  In the book “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended” just one change was necessary.


  A comment right at the beginning of the exposition, where it says that people in our age have substituted doubting for despairing, now reads “some other pseudonymous writers have pointed out.”


  With regard to the book “Come Here,” there is a comment in Journal NB10 p. 116 [Pap. X5 B 74; p. 323].—Pap. X5 B 77 n.d., 1849-50


  From sketch:


  An Invitation to Subscription

  Christianity

  For the Ideal—Against Illusions


  (1) I think that it is bound to be of interest to everyone, Christian or not, intending to become one or the opposite, for Christianity is the most important thing in all existence. (2) I think that students and clergy etc. are bound to be interested in it.


  I have no wish to speak here about whether I have more than ordinary talent and insight—I merely want to state that I have time and leisure, something most other people may not have, thus one may reasonably dare assume that I am better able to become conversant with the ideal.


  It will be of an upbuilding character. Insofar as a polemical assault will occasionally become necessary, in order to clear the air, a collaborator (a pseudonym) will be called in.


  It will also have a rubric with little comments, aphorisms, etc.—Pap. X5 B 34 n.d., 1849


  From sketch:


  An Invitation to Subscription


  “Denmark is a little country.” As an author I have experienced this on a very large scale.


  Why does an author make his writings publici juris [public property]? If someone answers that it is for monetary reasons, I must respond that I have never published any book for that reason, and even if I had, I certainly would soon have learned from experience that my books are not money-makers.


  So why does an author make his books publici juris? My answer is that he does it with the idea of thereby making contact with others, with the idea that his books will in part be read by ordinary readers and in part will become the object of critical judgment and evaluation by more penetrating minds. But also in that regard experience has taught me that this is not the case with my books. I have now been an author for seven years, have practically written a library, but with the exception [X5 B 35 255] of Either/Or none of my books has been made the object of any critical evaluation whatever, least of all of the kind that would in any way be instructive for me.


  Consequently it is entirely out of the question that there should be any advantage for me in making a book publici juris in Denmark. [*] However, rabble-barbarism alone availed itself of the circumstance that I make a book publici juris to overwhelm me with insults; and while Denmark does not have one single literary journal, the literature of rabble-barbarism has subscribers by the thousands. I spend my time and my energy, I am an author at my own expense—I publish a book, make it publici juris—why? Indeed, it actually seems as if it were in order to expose myself to being assaulted by rabble-barbarism and in order to give scribblers of that kind an opportunity to earn some drinking money—this seems to be my motive, for the fact is that this is the one and only result of my making a book publici juris in Denmark.


  For this reason I do not want this to continue. I could now either stop being an author entirely or I could go on writing unnoticed and put my manuscripts aside to be published after my death. Or there is still one thing I can do, and that is what I intend to do.


  From the very beginning of my being an author in Denmark I have noticed that I have some few purchasers who definitely buy every book I publish. The number is not very great, and I will not have any particular pecuniary advantage from being an author for them. Yet if it is agreeable to them I will continue being an author, but only for them. In other words, I am hereby inviting subscription to a series of books to be published, some of which are ready. If I receive just enough subscribers to cover the costs, I will begin publishing them. But the books will not become publici juris; they will be printed for private circulation, and absolutely not one single copy will go into the bookshops.—Pap. X5 B 35 n.d., 1849


  From sketch:


  If one makes one’s books publici juris in a country where it is the rule and custom, a mutual obligation, for the more penetrating minds in the land to express an opinion about them, then one puts up with—indeed, it is not worth mentioning at all—then by making one’s book publici juris one puts up also with exposing oneself to being judged by fools and boys. But when it is in fact the situation in a land that not a single one of the more penetrating minds expresses an opinion, and it is in fact the situation in Denmark, for where should these people express an opinion—after all, there is not even a literary journal in Denmark—then it is asking too much of an author to make his books publici juris—in order to be judged by fools and boys,* and in order to give these writers something to earn money on.


  *by the literature of rabble-barbarism, a literature that in Denmark deals with subscribers by the thousands.72


  —Pap. X5 B 36 n.d., 1849


  From sketch:


  The idea of a subscription of that sort is right. But in the [X5 B 38 256] invitation there must not be one single polemical word; then I will get stuck in nonsense. No, as briefly and tersely as possible, just the statement that from the beginning I have noticed that I have a stable block of purchasers who unconditionally buy every one of my books. That for this reason I have decided [X5 B 38 257] to open such a subscription to the publication of some books, some of which are ready. That the books will be printed for private circulation, and that absolutely not one copy will get into the bookshops.


  It is a superb idea; but, to repeat, there must not be one single polemical word.—Pap. X5 B 38 n.d., 1849


  From sketch:


  An Invitation to Subscription


  Having perceived from the beginning (and later consistently) that I as author have, if I dare say so, a stable stock of individuals who buy unconditionally everything I write, I have decided, in recognition of this loyalty,* in the interest of my cause as well as personally for my own sake, to invite subscription to the publication of a series of ethical-religious writings, some of which are already finished. The books will be printed for private circulation, and absolutely not one single copy will get into the bookshops.** The title will be very simple: “S. Kierkegaard’s Later Writings.” Every three months an installment will be published and priced at one rix-dollar. If the work is rather large and does not lend itself to being divided, I am to skip a quarter and supply two installments at the same time. Should any subscriber have anything to say about this arrangement, I ask him to refrain from using newspapers or newspaper articles but to communicate with me personally or in writing.***


  My friend, Mr. Giødvad, B.LL. (chief editor of Fcedrelandet, with whom I as such am in full agreement) has on the basis of personal friendship for me promised to take care of the necessary details and thereby has placed me even deeper in the debt of devotion to him in which I already am.


  *although this number of purchasers is certainly not particularly great, yet


  **When the number of subscribers is sufficient to cover the printing costs, the printing will commence.


  [X5 B 39 258] ***I am already convinced that my subscribers will not cause me any trouble whatever should they once receive too little; the next time they will surely receive that much more and financially they will certainly have nothing about which to complain.


  In margin: In some of the separate installments I may in a little article also comment on the contemporary situation.—Pap. X5 B 39 n.d., 1849


  From draft:


  
    
      
        	
          [X5 B 40 258]This was changed to a preface! and then since the books will be pseudonymous, it must become the editor’s preface.

        

        	
          N.B. When the time comes, this program is to be printed at the beginning of the works.

        
      

    
  


  Program

  for

  A Subscription Invitation


  Having become convinced by considerable experience, observation, and much deliberation that (and no doubt many have honestly admitted this to themselves in secrecy) what “established Christendom” especially suffers from is being as if under the spell of illusions, and what it especially lacks is inwardness, I have thought that I ought at least to make an attempt to breathe into it, if possible, a little more inwardness, and, if possible, arousingly to prod the illusions. As I understood it, the poetic and the dialectical should be used for this—the freedom of the poetic that dares to say anything, and the intrepidity of the dialectical that fears nothing or no consequence, yet in such a way that the earnestness of the religious is not lost. I have attempted to do this in several as popular as possible writings that I have already finished, to which I herewith invite subscription, motivated also by my unwillingness to have them in the bookshops.


  Before going further, I will merely say this. When the reader receives the first of these books, begins to read it and gets into it somewhat, he will probably become anxious and afraid, perhaps impatient and angry with me as well, and will say: It causes a terrible confusion; according to this criterion, [X5 B 40 259] in the strictest sense of the word there is hardly one single true Christian. Well, yes; but it is not so confusing, and in any case it is no more confusing than or, probably more correctly, not nearly as confusing as the old conception that we are all Christians by the millions. No, this conception, the new one, is not what is confusing; the confusion, or whether confusion is created, will depend upon how the single individual uses it. If the single individual closes his door and in solitude before God considers this, far from creating confusion it will be extremely beneficial to him.


  The confusion can arise only if this dubious result is in any way vainly externalized by proposing external changes in the established order or externally judging and condemning this one and that one—instead of rightly confining oneself to personal inwardness and to judging simply and solely oneself. I believe that I dare to attest before God that this confusion will not come about through me; my responsibility in that case would be dreadful. But that is not all; I also urgently implore everyone for God in heaven’s sake not to misunderstand the matter in this way. I ask this of him; and if anyone does it just the same, I pray to God that he will give me the polemic strength to annihilate that person’s attempt so that the harmful effect may be prevented.


  I have—yes, it will be called a delusion—well, in God’s name so be it—I have the delusion that I surely am almost the only person with enough qualifications in the various orientations (am poet enough, dialectician enough, scholarly enough educated) and am also religiously committed enough to be able to take this action: therefore—truly not from pride or vanity, but for the sake of the cause—I request reviewers and critics etc. not to review the books. However, for the single individual who reads the books and thus uses the remedy, I recommend extreme caution—on his own responsibility, as with a dangerous medicine.


  [X5 B 40 260] But that it is so, that “established Christendom” lacks inwardness and on the other hand is in many ways snared in illusion, this I know as surely as it is possible to know it. And yet, how do I know it? Well, since I of course cannot know it without in one way or another coming to judge, let this supposed knowledge be a caprice of mine. The cause remains the same, or rather it becomes something else to the extent that it becomes a downright dangerous cause. If it actually is the case, if these thousands upon thousands actually are living in the strictest sense an utterly Christian existence: well, then the books could never become dangerous, they will in that case become a kind of eulogy of these thousands of Christians—but, alas, not of me; for I admit that my existence is by no means in the strictest sense a Christian existence, although I do believe that I know, and with uncommon clarity, what is required to be one.


  But enough of this. In my opinion the difficulty of the cause is essentially this: how is one to make people aware of or communicate to them something such as the content of these books. I am far from being so pure and perfect that I dare to do it with the severity of a “judge,” nor do I, not being called to this, have the energy and strength as well as courage to be such a person—I who in great personal weakness have only the courage of a poet and dialectician—to think. For this reason I have considered doing it in another way, as I am doing now: ask people to come to my assistance or to their own by accepting and using the medicine I have prepared but which is still so dialectical that the way it is used is the medicine, or the medicine is the way it is used; thus if it truly benefits someone it is to his own credit because he used it properly, and if for someone else it becomes his ruin, he is personally responsible for having used it improperly. As for me, the author, I am, to repeat, a poet and dialectician who thinks that he has the right of truth in what he says but, to repeat, by no means thinks that he has a judge’s right to say it [X5 B 40 261] censoriously to a single person, which I therefore do not do.


  This is my statement; I do not believe that I can be said to have enticed anyone to subscribe; on the contrary, I have done everything in advance to prevent anyone from subsequently regretting having subscribed.*


  The subscription covers the whole work, which consists of three minor writings that will be published either one each quarter or all three at one time.


  *But do not misunderstand this; in view of the responsibility I feel that I have to my contemporaries it is my fervent wish that many individuals will read these books so that they in truth might benefit from them, and therefore I also request each one not to let himself be put off or to resign himself to reading them only reluctantly if anything in the presentation happens to offend him.—Pap. X5 B 40 n.d., 1849


  From draft:


  [X5 B 40 262] Can be printed in front, even before the first title page, of the book “Practice in Christianity,” to which it belongs.


  A Friendly Address

  to My Contemporaries

  by

  S. Kierkegaard


  In presenting Christianity or in letting it be presented, I have now arrived at the point where I, before jacking up the price of being a Christian even higher, regard an address such as this necessary; would that it might find a friendly ingress and a good permanent home.


  Humble before God, I say of myself that I know to an extraordinary degree what Christianity is and know how to present it. Please forgive me for saying this so directly; I regard it as my duty and false modesty here to be highly inappropriate.


  But when I compare my own life, my personal existence, with ideality’s requirement contained in the presentation of ideality announced here, I humbly admit before God and also humbly before men how unlike my own life is, how infinitely far removed it is from resembling this picture or being this [X5 B 42 263] requirement—I, alas, who as a person am a penitent (let alone and apart from how imperfect I am as a person), and as an author, although a religious author, am practically only a poet. Please forgive this plain talk; I regard it as my duty, and at this point false modesty, which does not dare let the emphasis fall upon oneself, not even on one’s own imperfection, is highly inappropriate.


  But then could I let the whole thing go and give up communicating this presentation? Answer: for me it is impossible; a force drives me on. Please forgive me for not saying more; what I have said is sufficient and sufficiently said; moreover, any further explanation would say no more and no less than what has been said—namely, that for me it is impossible to do otherwise.


  What, then, do I want? Yes, now it comes. Just as at every point the presentation will be characterized by the leniency that in presenting ideality’s requirement refrains from judging one single other person or demanding that he be the ideal, so it is my plea to my contemporaries that they will show the same leniency to me and bear in mind that I am, after all, but a poor, imperfect human being, wounded—if in no other way, already sufficiently wounded by having to communicate a presentation of this kind, which is impossible to do without incessantly wounding oneself.


  Should my contemporaries, instead of obligingly wanting to benefit from this presentation, turn on me in judgment and demand that I be something totally different from what I give myself out to be and what I, precisely with the aid of the presentation of ideality, am seen to be: a poor, imperfect human being, as an author practically nothing but a poet; should my contemporaries want to coerce me to be the ideal, force me, if possible, beyond my powers and my calling, it is impossible for me to predict what the results of this can be for me and the many who, if the worst happens, will unavoidably become involved in this more dreadful episode. But in any case I have no responsibility; it was not I who shammed my powers, made myself better and pretended to be stronger than I am; [X5 B 40 264] on the contrary, it is I who modestly confess my weakness, pleading for myself, certainly out of solicitude for others as well.


  The presentation of which I speak will be contained in some minor, partially pseudonymous books, all essentially dating from the year 1848.


  (With the publication of these books, my authorship will in all likelihood basically come to an end—an authorship that even a superficial observation will be able to perceive must have been without comfort had it not had its comfort in a relationship to God; an authorship the pursuit of which Paul’s words fit perfectly: My reward is that I do it free of charge.73 Wonderful reward! Yet I willingly acknowledge it is the highest reward, in the strictest sense [changed from: truth] an honorarium, the reward of not being paid or—honored—with money, honor, reputation; and it is the highest reward a person can have, the reward that he has received no payment.)


  And now, just as there was a beginning there is an end: would that this friendly address to my contemporaries might find a friendly ingress and a good permanent home. And just as every beginning is to be referred to God, and every ending, so here at the end may the beginning and the end be referred to God.—Pap. X5 B 42 n.d., 1849


  In margin:


  Concerning the publication of the already


  completed writings.


  For a long time I believed that I had not long to live; I was convinced, according to what I could understand, that if I died now my life would have great influence because what Denmark needed was a dead man.


  I have now delayed and also given R. Nielsen74 room to get under way.


  But if I am to go on living, there is not a moment to waste—and therefore I have sent a manuscript75 to the printer.


  There is no doubt in my mind at all that it probably will turn out this time as it always does, that the thoughts of Governance are far superior to my thoughts, and that it was right for me not to publish the writings previously.


  Infinite love, which I can never sufficiently thank for what is being done for me.—JP VI 6664 (Pap. X3 A 381) n.d., 1850


  From final copy; see title page:


  Practice in Christianity

  An Attempt, [changed from:

  A Contribution to the Introduction of

  Christianity into Christendom.]

  by

  Anti-Climacus


  Edited

  by

  S. Kierkegaard.

  Invocation [changed from: Prayer].


  —Pap. IX B 45:1 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see title page:


  [Deleted: An Attempt]

  by

  Anti-Climacus

  [Deleted: Edited

  by

  S. Kierkegaard.]


  —Pap. X5 B 32:2 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see title page:


  [Deleted: An Attempt.]

  by

  Anti-Climacus

  Copenhagen


  —Pap. X5 B 33a:1-2 n.d., 1850


  See title page:


  The title:

  A Contribution to the Introduction

  of Christianity into Christendom


  is categorically correct; nothing is said about Denmark or Germany or Sweden etc., nor about whether it is the present or the past—no, it is a purely dialectical definition: the relation between the two concepts: Christianity—and Christendom, with the purpose of introducing Christianity.


  It is spiritual fencing.


  —JP VI 6571 (Pap. X2 A 345) n.d., 1850


  In margin of Pap. X2 A 345:


  This observation was found on an old scrap of paper lying with the folder of writings.


  But this title was not used; if it were used, it would, after all, be merely poetic, and that is too much. The original title was used, “Practice in Christianity, an Attempt.”—JP VI6572 (Pap. X2 A 346) n.d., 1850


  From folder of loose sheets; see title page:


  “Practice in Christianity”


  is to be printed in the same format as Philosophical Fragments but with the same type as The Sickness unto Death.


  And on the reverse side of the title page of No. 2 (“Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me”) will be the date: written in 1848.


  —Pap. X5 B60 n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets:


  For

  “Practice in

  Christianity”


  Contents.


  (1) a new preface by the editor instead of the one that is with the book “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened.”


  (2) a piece about the publication of “Practice in Christianity.”


  (3) arrangement of the prefaces in “Practice in Christianity.”


  —Pap. X5 B 59 n.d., 1849


  From sketch; see 5:


  “Come Here to Me, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened.”


  [Deleted: Seven Discourses] N.B.


  [In margin: A Contribution


  An Attempt at the Dissemination of Christianity


  (in Denmark) in Christendom]


  by


  S. Kierkegaard.


  procul o procul


  este profani


  [away, away, O

  unhallowed ones]76


  —Pap. IX B 29 n.d., 1848


  Addition to Pap. IX B 29:


  N.B. It will not be 7 discourses, but two sections


  1. The Invitation


  2. The Halt


  The alternating that was contemplated (see Journal NB5 [Pap. IX A 33; pp. 271-72]) became artificial. In order, then, not to end with the halt, it perhaps could be concluded with a little lyrical outburst in the nature of an invitation or with a prayer.—Pap. IX B 30 n.d., 1848


  See 5:


  As a motto for the three books (For awakening in inwardness: [X1 A 251 165] “Come Here, All You”; “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended”; “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself”) is to stand:


  I still do not feel strong enough to die for Christianity; I am [X1 A 251 166] satisfied with the lesser, with what I just as fully would need, to thank God that Christ has died for me.—Pap. X1 A 251 n.d., 1849


  See 5:


  [In margin: A motto that relates to the three books: “Practice [X1 A 425 272] in Christianity.”]


  The motto that appears in one of the latest journals [Pap. X1 A 251; p. 309] and that is supposed to appear in the edition of [X1 A 425 273] the three books (“Practice in Christianity”) is an authentic motto for my endeavor—I do not feel strong enough to imitate you to the point where I die for you or your cause; I am content to do something less, in adoration to thank you that you would die for me.—JP VI 6419 (Pap. X1 A 425) n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 6, 72:


  N.B. For “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me”


  on the reverse of the title page, bottom, the date is to be placed: written in 1848.


  For “Come Here, All You etc.” the date is in the editor’s preface; if that is omitted, then the date is likewise to be placed on the reverse of the title page: written in 1848.—Pap. X5 B 75 n.d., 1849-50


  From final copy; see 5:


  For Awakening and Inward Deepening


  [first placed in parenthesis, parentheses later deleted, then the contents of the parenthesis also deleted and finally restored].


  —Pap. X5 B 32:3 n.d., 1850


  From folder of loose sheets; see 7:


  [X5 B 61 270] [Deleted: this preface will perhaps be


  by me but as editor if

  the author is a pseudonym.]

  [Deleted: For the book: “Come Here,

  All You Who Labor and Are Burdened”]


  Editor’s Preface


  [Deleted: Preface. mine]


  For the typesetter. With

  the smallest possible brevier. . . .


  [Same as Pap. X5 B 40; pp. 300-03, with minor changes.] [X5 B 61 274]


  Copenhagen, 1849


  S. K.


  —Pap. X5 B 61 n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 7:


  Instead of the whole preface to the book “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened,” there perhaps could simply stand:


  Preface.


  To present the requirement of ideality for being a Christian is difficult also with regard to the presenter, lest he confuse himself or be confused with the presentation, as if he himself were the ideal.


  In this book the requirements of ideality are placed so high that they include a judgment of my own existence, that it is very far from being Christian in the strictest sense of the word, even though I am a striver.


  For this reason it is a pseudonym who speaks, and with the freedom of the poetic, which dares to say everything and everything as it is, and with the intrepidness of the dialectical, which [X5 B 62 275] hates every illusion and shuns no consequences, without thereby diminishing but rather precisely thereby increasing the godly earnestness of the upbuilding; his voice is like a spirit-voice and there is no possibility of confusion with respect to his actually passing himself off to be the ideal or with respect to being regarded as the ideal.


  But this must be said, and truthfully, uncompromisingly; if possible, it must be stopped [corrected from: must have an end], this confounded and un-Christian haggling that scales down the requirement instead of Christianly making the admission with respect to oneself, thus upholding the requirement and keeping me in the striving, not dropping the requirement and letting me fall into the sleep of self-satisfaction.—Pap. X5 B 62 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 62:


  The original preface is perhaps better after all because it mitigates the cause even more. It is the right thing if the cause does not become so mitigated that I, poetically, detach myself from it but remain a striver. On the whole the pseudonymity is a decision oriented to the God-relationship, indicating that in fear of God I do not dare to speak personally, as interpreted in “Armed Neutrality,” where it is shown that martyrdom ought to be placed a stage further back.—Pap. X5 B 63 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 63:


  [X5 B 64 275] Yes, it is right to use the original preface. And perhaps “Preface, see the preface to No. 1” can be added before book No. 2 and book No. 3. Or this editor’s preface could be placed immediately after the fly title page: “Practice in Christianity, a Contribution to the Introduction of Christianity into Christendom,” so that it precedes the title page for book No. 1. The first idea has already been considered once before but was abandoned because the poetical does not appear in book No. 2 and book No. 3 as it does in No. 1. The final idea, to have it [X5 B 64 276] printed immediately after the fly title page, so that it is connected to all three parts of the work, is perhaps the best; but in that case the preface must be revised since as it is now it is adapted only to No. 1.—Pap. X5 B 64 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 63:


  Absolutely right! The original preface is to be used; on this, see the original in journal NB14, p. 50 [Pap. X2 A 199-200; pp. 314-15]—Pap. X5 B 65 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. Xs B 59; see 7, 73, 149:


  The Order of the Prefaces in “Practice in Christianity.”


  Book No. 1 retains the original preface. The following preface to be printed before each of books No. 2 and 3.


  Preface


  In this book the requirement for what it is to be Christian is forced so high that it judges my life not to be such, even though I am striving.


  This is why it is a pseudonym who speaks. Yet it ought to be said, be presented, be heard; there must be no scaling down of the requirement in place of making an admission and confession concerning oneself. It has to be said; and I understand it as being said only to me—so that I might be kept in the striving.


  S. K.


  —Pap. X5 B 66 n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 7:


  For “Come Here, All You”


  If the original preface is used, the first passage will not say: I have not hesitated to take upon myself the responsibility for publishing, but merely: I have not hesitated to publish this book. Or perhaps the few lines could be entirely deleted so that it merely reads: I have thought it beneficial that an attempt be made to prod the illusions and to breathe in some inwardness.—Pap. X5 B 68 n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 7, 73, 149:


  For “Practice in Christianity,” No. 1.


  However, it may be best that the present “Editor’s Preface” not be used but that the preface to No. 2 be used for No. 1 as well, thus for all three; thus it is to be printed with No. 1, and at the beginning of No. 2 and 3 just this: See preface to No. 1.


  Thus it may be added to the preface of No. 1 that the book dates from 1848, No. 2 likewise from 1848; No. 3 from 1848 and the beginning of ’49.


  The line will be deleted from the preface (the one from No. 2 and 3, which now becomes the preface to No. 1 as well) that reads: “that I must be kept in the striving,” which in turn is to be altered in the draft lying in the desk so that it merely says that I must not only learn to resort to grace but also to resort to it with regard to making use of grace.—Pap. X5 B 71 n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 7, 73, 149:


  [X5 B 72 278] When the books became the pseudonymous “Practice in Christianity,” an attempt by Anti-Climacus, 1, 2, 3, the preface to the first, “Come Here,” was made the editor’s preface. [X5 B 72 279] The draft of this preface is in the red box in the packet where there is a subscription invitation to these books that make up “Practice in Christianity.” But this preface is not to be used. The preface to No. 2 (“Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended” etc.) is in the draft lying loose in the desk. This preface is to be used for all three; to be printed with No. 1, and with No. 2 and 3 merely “See No. 1,” and it is the “Editor’s Preface.”—Pap. X5 B 72 n.d., 1849


  See 7:


  [X2 A 199 155] [In margin: Concerning the Preface to “Practice in Christianity”]


  It was also part of my task to present the essentially Christian so high that I judge myself—and then, quite consistently, also do it myself.


  [X2 A 199 156] That is what happened in the original preface to “Practice in Christianity.” This original preface is in fact the right one; an outline of another on a scrap of paper together with “Practice in Christianity” is not to be used.


  So it happened in that preface. It is also lenient. The pseudonym is rigorousness; he judges—whom? Me, the editor. But I acknowledge this myself in the preface.


  Right! Here I acknowledge my nature again. There is a far-off chord of the melancholy of irony. Ironically, the converse is also commonly characteristic of the awakened, who judge everybody but themselves, while here no one is judged but myself. It is a spiritual skirmish.


  See 55, middle, in this journal [Pap. X2 A 204].—JP VI 6534 (Pap. X2 A 199) n.d., 1849


  Addition in final copy; see 7:2:


  Addition: dating from the year 1848


  —Pap. X5 B 32:4 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 7:10:


  be kept in the striving and also


  —Pap. X5 B 32:5 n.d., 1850


  From draft; see 1:1:


  Prayer


  —Pap. IX B 31:1 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from final copy; see 11:15:


  So it has indeed become true here, and strangely enough completely the reverse, indicating as the purest and the holiest that which usually indicates the false and deceitful [crossed out: which must not happen], since usually what is true is that it is not the physician who needs the sick but the sick who need the physician.—Pap. IX B 45:2 n.d., 1848


  From sketch; see 17:36-37:


  Sorrowing ones, whose hope, whose love was buried, and whose longing and whose love is to the grave . . . . . to be developed


  —Pap. IX B 33:1 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from draft, replaced by 17:37-18:10:


  It is to have arrived at the goal, the goal about which it is said: Up to here and no further. But to arrive at the goal in this way day after day, and then once a week, and then once a month, and then perhaps only once a year, but yet continually, year after year for a great many years, to arrive at the goal and yet no further, consequently to make no headway: just this is to labor and be burdened.—Pap. IX B 34 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from final copy; see 18:16:


  In margin: They were separated in bed and board. . . . . a separation indeed took place between them.


  —Pap. IX B 45:3 n.d., 1848


  From sketch; see 18:19-26:


  And you, [deleted: who although living,] who do not, like the living, sorrow for the dead [in margin: And all you, who are not visiting the graves to sorrow over the dead], all you who as living dead were assigned your abode among the graves, regarded as dead, dead to human society, unmissed, unmourned, buried—and yet living (the demonic).—Pap. IX B 33:2 n.d., 1848


  From sketch; see 18:27-29:


  . . . . . from innocence—oh, come here; never tread that way


  In margin: Here a passage in one of my oldest journals [Pap. II A 420, May 12, 1839] (from the time I was reading Hamann77) could be used: Young man, you who still stand at the beginning of the way, oh, turn back in time—Pap. IX B33:3 n.d., 1848


  From sketch; see 18:37-19:1:


  It is standing at the crossroad, there where the way of sin turns off deeper into sin. Come here. . . . . to be developed.


  In margin: Oh, turn around and come here.—Pap. IX B 33:4 n.d., 1848


  From sketch; see 19:10-20:


  It is standing at the crossroad, there where the way of sin turns off for the last time and disappears from view—alas, into perdition


  Come here . . . . . to be developed.


  —Pap. IX B 33:5 n.d., 1848


  Seven discourses78 could be written on these words: [VIII1 A 637 288]


  Come here to me, all you who labor and are burdened, and I [VIII1 A 637 288] will give you rest.79


  In margin: See journal NB5, p. 26 [Pap. IX A 33; pp. 271-72] etc.


  Come here, for he assumes that those who labor and are burdened really feel the burden and the labor and now stand perplexed and moaning. One person stands and looks all around for a way out, another sits in his bereavement and sees [VIII1 A 637 289] no consolation in sight, etc., but all are seeking; therefore he [VIII1 A 637 289] says: Come here. He does not invite one who has stopped seeking.80


  Come here. For he assumes that those who labor and are burdened are so overstrained and exhausted that, as if in a stupor, they have almost forgotten that there is consolation, however much they wanted to be helped—it is a kind of swooning of the spirit. That is why he must call to them and recall to them that there is consolation.81—JP V 6130 (Pap. VIII1 A 637) n.d., 1848


  In margin of Pap. VIII1 A 637; see 21:35-22:6:


  Come here! For every society has a symbol or something that identifies one as belonging to it. When a girl is all dressed up for a ball, we can see by her clothes that she is going to a ball. In the same way, to labor and be burdened is the distinguishing mark.—Pap. VIII1 A 638 n.d., 1848


  In margin of Pap. VIII1 A 637; see 22:3-6:


  Come here! Even if you do not carry the distinguishing mark externally—if you only carry it secretly. Just come with anointed head and washed face—if only you inwardly labor and are burdened, you are invited.—Pap. VIII1 A 639 n.d., 1848


  From folder of loose sheets; see 38:7-8:


  [X5 B 84 281] In “Practice in Christianity, No. 1, Come Here, All You,” to the passage that reads:


  ah, my friend, when a man dressed in silk says with a melodious voice Come here etc.


  there perhaps could be added:


  or when a half-breed poet enticingly in upbuilding poetic discourse,


  [X5 B 84 282] indeed, for the sake of the cause my own name could perhaps be there in order to mitigate


  when Magister Kierkegaard enticingly in upbuilding poetic discourse No!


  No, it would be false and would tilt too much toward the comic.


  The whole thing is not at all necessary, the passage is good as it is. The “Preface” says enough. However, I will just let this he with the rest.—Pap. X5 B 84 n.d., 1849-50


  Deleted from final copy; see 40:24:


  History ventilates. When all these actual people who, exploiting their advantage (especially their coolness about what history will judge of them), have perhaps been altogether brazen and cheeky in the contemporary situation—when all these actual people have gotten their due and are no longer impudent but dead and buried and forgotten as if they had never lived—then he still stands there, he whom history designated, he who humbly had to endure the tortures of contemporaneity.—JP II1643 (Pap. IX B 45:4) n.d., 1848


  See 42:9-52:17:


  [In margin: About the lines inserted: [X3 A 568 372]

  in Practice in Christianity, No. 1.]


  About the lines inserted in

  Practice in Christianity, No. I.82


  There inevitably will be someone who will get the idea of reading them simply for a lark, comically[*]


  Paulli83 said this to me—and looked exceedingly grave. [X3 A 568 373] Paulli with the whole gang is a gossip who unctuously spreads stuff like this if it is true at all and not something they themselves have concocted.


  Well, even if it were true—what then? Anything really new or beneficial can give rise to such misuse.


  But in other respects I have this to say about the use made of the comic and the humorous in these lines.


  Take an esthetic situation. The one who first began to use comic passages in tragedy, believe me, he had to take criticism; people found it objectionable, still did not understand that using the comic in tragedy intensifies the tragedy.


  But forget the esthetic.


  But why is it extremely important to use the comic in religious discourse?


  Quite simple. Our age is very far from any childlike naϊveté about wanting to strive toward likeness to the ideal. Christianity has halted in worldly sagacity, which says goodbye to ideals and regards striving after them as fanaticism.


  What we are living in is this worldly sagacity. But this worldly sagacity finds it very advantageous to have the religious represented solely by the Sunday ceremoniousness.


  This Sunday ceremoniousness has become the category of preaching—and worldly sagacity fills up the rest of life and tolerates the Sunday ceremoniousness because it has the least likelihood of becoming actuality.


  That is why the comic has to be used to show the incongruity between this Sunday ceremoniousness and daily life, and that is why worldly sagacity, which arranges the Sunday ceremoniousness, becomes angry at this use of the comic, but if this worldly sagacity circumspectly takes on the form of religiousness, [X3 A 568 374] well, that is what it is, it is neither more nor less than Sunday ceremoniousness.—JP VI 6694 (Pap. X3 A 568) n.d., 1850


  In margin of Pap. X3 A 568:


  [*]Peter84 thought that these lines were too extended, that it would have been sufficient to indicate them. Ye gods, and that is supposed to be so wise! No, to indicate is not sufficient; I saw that in Works of Love, where I did it. The point is that people prefer to get away from such things as fast as possible—and instead of admitting it, there comes this wise critique about their being too extended. But Peter always fraternizes with triviality, in which he also has frittered away his life. And so it always goes, that writing substantial books such as I write is no art; we can all do that—and much more: with one single hint and clue teach the author how it ought to have been done. It is really fun and games for mediocrity that there is no criterion at all in Denmark.


  All of No. I of Practice in Christianity is actually a tremendous break-out from Sunday ceremoniousness (a break-out in the sense used in speaking of a prisoner breaking out) and then along comes Sunday ceremoniousness, and says with great self-importance: “Yes, a little of it might have been good”—that is, Sunday ceremoniousness is really the good. We want to have the old and then four cents’ worth of the new.—JP VI 6695 (Pap. X3 A 569) n.d., 1850


  See 42:9-52:17:


  Curiosum


  The other day Sibbern85 told me that someone had read the inserted lines in No. 1 of Practice in Christianity as purely comic—and thought that the clergy ought to intervene, so grave was the matter.


  Sibbern burst out laughing when he told me this. It would in fact be a splendid satire on the present-day clergy, however little my desire for such troubles.—JP VI 6696 (Pap. X3 A 577) n.d., 1850


  See 46:11-15:


  A retort that crazily turns one’s wrong side out [X1 A 681 431]


  Imagine that someone contemporary with Christ also says (the first part of this retort is used in “Practice in Christianity,” No. 1): I can have no opinion about him; I must first see how his life turns out, and so literally that he has to be dead. And that may scarcely be enough. But if I were to live eighteen [X1 A 681 432] hundred years after his death and I saw that he had triumphed, then I would accept the teaching (now comes the new part, the veritably crazy part that is not found in that book) and profess that I would give my whole life to have lived contemporary with him, that it is my most fervent longing to have lived contemporary with him.—Pap. X1 A 681 n.d., 1849


  Addition in page proofs; see 47:25:


  . . . . . and then if in balloting he gets the majority . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:1 n.d., 1850


  See 55:5:


  A Comment on the Book [X1 A 163 118]


  “Come Here, All You” etc.


  There is no specific reference to Christ’s entry into Jerusalem, but then on the whole there is no reference to the historical, nor is everything historical included.


  The poetic character of the book (and therein is the stimulus to an awakening) is in the stamp of modernity it has, without, however, missing the points. Yes, it even became a matter of not holding too scrupulously to the historical facts, which have become trivialized in the presentation because people have heard them since childhood.


  As far as the entry is concerned, it is a fairly isolated circumstance, nor can it be regarded entirely as a triumphal procession. A man who is so despised (that allowing oneself to be helped by him is punished by exclusion from the synagogue [in margin: for this reason the parents of the man blind from birth do not dare say anything about the one who helped their son86]; so despised that it says, “I wonder if any of the teachers of the people listen to him, but the mob”;87 so despised that he must seek or seeks the company of sinners and tax collectors etc.)—any entry he makes must be understood more as a disturbance than a prestigious affair. [In margin: Luke 19:37 says the whole multitude of the disciples praised God etc., but how many, in fact, were the whole multitude of the disciples; and furthermore they were disciples, after all, and this proves nothing about how the people regarded Christ.]


  With poetic propriety I have construed his life as having two phases. The first phase in which his reputation is a problem and there is a controversy about him. The second in which the crowds are influenced by the judgment made on him by those of position and reputation.


  But, to repeat, the center of interest in my book is not in a scrupulous correctness about the facts (although, please note, there is nothing that directly controverts anything factual) but in a modernity, that it happens right before our eyes in the dress of our day.


  [X1 A 163 119] What is presented is the absolute existing in the medium of actuality and in a form of a single human being who is like one of us. This is the paradox. The particular factual details and words are utilized as cues and therefore have an effect opposite of what they usually have. As a rule people cling to the purely historical; here the book ventures to interpret this poetically in such a manner that the way the particular sacred words are used provides the commentary on them.


  It was just the right thing to do. It would have disturbed the effect if I had stuck too scrupulously to the historical.—JP VI 6368 (Pap. X1 A 163) n.d., 1849


  See 55:5:


  The whole difficulty can be avoided by not using the word “entry” (which could suggest that definite fact) but the word “procession” so that it is understood quite ordinarily as relating to his behavior. Incidentally, the same thing happened to me here that so often happens with my hypochondriacal worry—the word “procession” is surely already in the original manuscript.—Ah, the whole difficulty was avoided long ago, because everything is correct in the original manuscript, although I definitely had the same misgiving earlier (see journal NB10, p. 116 [Pap. X1 A 163; pp. 321-23]) and merely jotted it down because I so reluctantly reopen my manuscripts. —Pap. X3 A 65 June 24, 1850


  From folder of loose sheets; see 55:5, 323:5-15:


  Re a passage in No. 1, “Come Here, All You Who Labor” etc., see journal NB18, p. 21 [Pap. X3 A 64-65]. All those scruples, which definitely flashed into my mind once earlier (see journal NB10 p. 116 [Pap. X1 A 163; pp. 321-23], ni fallor [if I am not mistaken] without, however, having checked over the manuscript at that time), are of course my hypochondria again: everything is expressed in the original manuscript just as my scruples insist upon.—Pap. X5 B 74 n.d., 1850


  From folder of loose sheets; see 55:5:


  Re “Come Here, All You Who Labor etc.”


  The passage that contains a reference to Christ’s entry perhaps could best be deleted.


  True, it does not state directly that this means the entry on Palm Sunday; true, when all is said and done the entry cannot have been an absolute triumphal procession since all the powers able to do something were against him; thus it is only the crowd that jubilates, whereas the disciples do not understand the whole thing until later (John 12:16). Nevertheless it must have been triumphant for Christ, since the Pharisees themselves say (John 12:19): You are accomplishing nothing at all; look, the whole world is running after him and since Lazarus’s resurrection goes right ahead. This is the final flash, the prelude to the disaster; it is really to get momentum to topple down.


  This is why it is perhaps best to delete it.—Pap. X5 B 85 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 85:


  The difficulty is quite simply avoided by not using the word “entry” (which suggests the definite historical event) but the word “procession” (which I think is already there), so that the discourse is only about his conduct in general, and thus the passage can remain.


  Yes, entirely correct: it is in the original manuscript.—Pap. X5 B 86 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 55:17:


  . . . . . better.


  Changed from: That king whose daughter’s callousness robbed him of his sanity, that king’s procession, as the poet describes it,88 is no more mad, or rather, is less mad, for here it is something more.—Pap. X5 B 33b:2 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 56:22:


  If someone could start a fund to help him emigrate to America, I would promptly pledge ten rix-dollars.—Pap. IX B 45:10 n.d., 1848


  Addition in page proofs; see 59:28:


  . . . . . it must be at a distance for them to be able to bear it.


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:3 n.d., 1850


  Addition in page proofs; see 59:35:


  . . . . . that is, depicts it at the poetic distance from actuality . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:4 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 62:8:


  Changed from: . . . . . the preachers shabbily and . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:5 n.d., 1850


  From draft; see 67:1-68:35:


  [Deleted: For


  “Practice in Christianity”


  N.B. “The Moral” is to be placed on a page by itself right after the work “Come Here, All You,” with a blank page in between and then in each of the following works on a page by itself: The Moral. See the book “Come Here, All You.”


  To the typesetter: here


  place a blank page between


  it and the last page of the book.


  Moral]


  “But [deleted: if all this is so,]” [text, with minor variations, same as 67:26-68:35:].


  —Pap. X5 B 53 n.d., 1849-50


  From final copy; see 69:


  Practice in Christianity


  [Deleted: An Attempt]


  by


  Anti-Climacus


  [Deleted: Edited


  by


  S. Kierkegaard.]


  —Pap. IX B 51:1 n.d., 1848


  From draft; see 71:


  “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me.”


  A Biblical Exposition


  and Christian Definition


  by


  S. Kierkegaard


  —Pap. IX B 48 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see 71:


  “Blessed Is He Who Is Not Offended at Me.”

  A Biblical Exposition

  and Christian Definition

  by

  S. Kierkegaard


  In margin: An Attempt at the Introduction of Christianity into Christendom.


  —Pap. IX B 46 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see 71:2:


  Changed from: For Awakening and Inward Deepening


  —Pap. IX B 51:2 n.d., 1848


  From draft; see 73:


  Editor’s Preface to “Practice in Christianity”


  No. II and III


  —Pap. X5 B 46 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 46; see 73:


  For “Practice in Christianity” [X5 B 47 266]


  No. II and III


  No. II


  Editor’s Preface


  In this book, dating from the year 1848 [same, with minor variations, as 7:2-12] [deleted in l. 10: be kept in the striving and also]


  S. K.

  No. III [X5 B 47 267]

  Editor’s Preface

  see No. II.


  —Pap. X5 B 47 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 47:


  N.B. Later it was planned to use the same preface also for No.


  I and that the line “that I might be kept in striving and also” be deleted so that it reads “that I might learn” etc.


  and perhaps also the following passage is to be added:


  —Pap. X5 B 48 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 48:


  The identical editor’s preface is to be used for all three numbers of “Practice in Christianity,” and this passage could perhaps be added.


  For the Editor’s Preface [changed from: Preface] to “Practice in Christianity.”


  Personally to accomplish the requirement of ideality—no, that I am unable to do—no, oh no; just look at my own personal existence under this light in order to see clearly what a mediocre tinkerer I am. Mock me, then, you shrewdness that I mock in this my action; mock me, shrewd world, for being at least this much of a Christian, for being a fool who, hating himself, could think of loving the ideal so much that he, hating himself, squandered everything in order if possible—with God’s help—to get the ideal more or less presented in its heavenly gloriousness, all the more strongly illuminating one’s own [changed from: his own] imperfection, instead of—something that does not require God’s help, while on the contrary it is rewarded with the world’s friendship—prudently reducing the requirement so much that it could seem as if he himself were almost the ideal.—Pap. X5 B 49 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 49:


  N.B. Cannot be used, since the book, after all, is by a pseudonym [changed from: anonymous], and here it is as if I myself were the author.—Pap. X5 B 50 n.d., 1849


  Deleted from draft; see 77:19:


  Thus every time in life when he approaches one of the sides of the synthesis, he at once adds: Blessed is he who is not offended at me. In this way he, the Savior of the world, bears the infinite responsibility, and this is why these words have so much concern. We do, of course, know from experience that the person who bears the responsibility is concerned to the same degree that he understands that he bears the responsibility. And this is why he, the Savior, is the earnestness of life. [Deleted in margin: And this is why his concern is the earnestness of human life, of human existence.] For the earnestness of life is that there is salvation, and that salvation can become perdition.


  If for a moment I dared to speak thus, and I certainly do dare to do so, I would say: Even if it were not for your own sake that you feared to be offended at him: you could at least have so much respect for the mystery that for its sake you could resolve to be silent (even if you could not do it out of respect for the concern and sadness that was in him).—Pap. IX B 47:2 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see 81:19:


  In other writings I have pointed out or by way of the pseudonymous writers have pointed out . . . . .—Pap. IX B 51:3 n.d., 1848


  From draft; see 82:37:


  . . . . . to another book, “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened.” The Halt A.—Pap. IX B 50:2 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from page proofs; see 82:37:


  . . . . . another book . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:6 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 87:25:


  . . . . . and yet it is by no means so that it is the witness to the truth who claims to be more than human; it is an acoustic illusion; the flaw is in the establishment’s imagining itself to be the divine.—Pap. IX B 51:4 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from addition in page proofs; see 102:19:


  . . . . . (especially [concerning this matter], for in the lofty regions of speculation he perhaps is not so well informed), but concerning this matter he surely is . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 33b:8a n.d., 1850


  Deleted from draft; see 107:24-28:


  . . . . . and then Christendom triumphs. Just as when [changed from: if] a respected thrifty man dies and leaves his relatives a fortune, of which they then take possession, and, instead of benefiting from having the dead one as their model of respectable thriftiness—they let him be dead—this is how Christendom behaves with Christ.


  In margin: [same as 107:24-28:].


  —Pap. IX B 50:6 n.d., 1848


  From page proofs; see 113:19-23:


  Changed from: the emphasis, of course, is not here (among other things, on the fact that being a pastor is a living, thus it does not seem expedient to emphasize suffering for the sake of the Word too much, but rather to pass over it lightly and, on the contrary, strongly to emphasize earning money for the sake of the Word).—Pap. X5 B 33b:9 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from margin of draft; see 116:10:


  They did not merely shout “Crucify, crucify”—but “Long live Barabbas,89 three cheers for Barabbas”—that is, Christ is not merely a criminal, but he is so much a criminal that Barabbas is the saint.—Pap. IX B 50:10 n.d., 1848


  In margin of draft; see 117:31-32:


  . . . . . the one who is to serve Christianity in the stricter sense [changed from: the servant of Christianity], lest he [changed from: the one] who is to go to war comes to want too much to please his wife.—Pap. IX B 50:11 n.d., 1848


  From page proofs; see 118:35:


  . . . . . suprahuman [changed from: divine] . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:10 n.d., 1850


  From draft; see 123:


  For page 133 [p. 123] in Practice in Christianity


  Note. If the scene were in eternity and not in the confusion of established Christendom, then Prof. Martensen would unconditionally be dismissed simply and solely for the little comment (in his Dogmatiske Oplysninger) that he drops with almost unbelievable assurance: Fortunately Christianity is direct communication.90 That is, unfortunately this remark proves beyond a doubt that Prof. M. has absolutely missed the point in Christianity. But then one cannot do two things at once: if one has one’s eye and sight on making a career in the world (something I willingly concede to Prof. M.), no wonder one has no eye or sight for what Christianity is.


  Editor [changed from: S. Kierkegaard]


  —Pap. X5 B 54 n.d., 1849-50


  Deleted from draft; see 125:25:


  I can speak about this from experience; for even if I were denied everything else, this I do thoroughly understand, and for several years I have developed my natural qualification (the dialectical) to virtuosity in this respect. At any second I can perform the feat.—Pap. IX B 50:12 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see 133:14:


  . . . . . pseudonymous writers are [changed from: I am] . . . . .


  —Pap. IX B 51:8 n.d., 1848


  See 138:5:


  [In margin: Anti-Climacus] [X3 A 526 347]


  A Passage in Anti-Climacus (Practice in Christianity, No. 2) in Relation to the Angels’ Song of Praise at the Time of Christ’s Birth


  Anti-Climacus says that when Christ resolves to become the Savior of the world, a sigh goes through all humanity: Why are you doing this, you are making us all unhappy—[X3 A 526 348] simply because to become a Christian in truth is the greatest human suffering, because Christ as the absolute explodes all the relativity in which we human beings live—in order to make us spirit. But in order to become spirit one must go through crises about which it holds true that they make us, from a human point of view, as unhappy as possible.


  But an objection could be made here that, on the contrary, the angels sang a song of joy at the birth of Christ. To this must be replied: It is the angels who are singing. Furthermore, if the word “Savior” is taken summarily and people are permitted to decide for themselves what it means—well, no wonder that humankind also jubilates spontaneously.


  But this is taking Christianity in vain. When the meaning of the word “Savior” is defined more explicitly, God’s conception of it emerges, and Christ fulfills it absolutely. Here it is again—humanly speaking, it is the greatest suffering for a person to become a Christian, to be saved in this sense.


  Luther is right in saying in his sermon on the Gospel for Christmas Day that there is nothing else to say about Christ than that he is “a great joy”——but for “crushed consciences”91—otherwise not, otherwise he is taken in vain. The part about joy is promptly seized upon—the part about “a crushed conscience” meets with extreme resistance.


  But it is all taken in vain. We take the word “Savior,” take it with us, and understand something else by it than Christianity does. We take the words “a great joy”—and then, off and away, we want nothing to do with a more explicit understanding of it.


  It is this shameful, frivolous use of the essentially Christian that has abolished Christianity under the guise of preserving it, because, as it goes, “After all, we are saying the same thing; we call Christ a Savior, say his birth is a great joy”—rubbish, [X3 A 526 349] what good does that do if you understand something different and exclude the more specific understanding by which the words first become Christianly true.—Pap. X3 A 526 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 144:35:


  The Moral


  See the book: “Come Here, All You Who Labor and Are Burdened, I Will Give You Rest.”—Pap. IX B 51:9 n.d., 1848


  From final copy; see 145:4:


  [Deleted: A Contribution to the Introduction


  of Christianity into Christendom.]


  By


  —Pap. X5 B 31:1 n.d., 1849


  See 145:4, 233:17-234:33:


  Two slips of paper that lay with “From on High He Will [X2 A 393 278] Draw All to Himself.”


  This book cannot be made pseudonymous because it remonstrates against the transformation of preaching into observations, that is, the impersonal—and a pseudonym, after all, is also something impersonal.


  N.B. This objection is answered on an accompanying sheet, and the book is made pseudonymous.


  That paper has the following contents:


  Oct. 9, 1849


  In one way there is a dialectical heresy somewhere in this book—namely, where it is pointed out that preaching has become impersonal, that it is communicated by someone who is [X2 A 393 279] no one. The inconsistency is that this is done by a pseudonym, who is himself, after all, no one. But here is my boundary: I can make people aware—no more. And on the other hand, I still am part of it as editor and will, in fact, take the responsibility, and everything will be understood as if I myself said it. Consequently there is nevertheless a very essential step forward, both in getting it said and in the actual attribution to me. The plus here is really this: that while the one who is speaking is indeed no one, a pseudonym, the editor is an actual person and one who acknowledges that he is judged by what this pseudonym is saying.—JP VI 6578 (Pap. X2 A 393) n.d., 1850


  From final copy; see 145:4:


  No. III [changed from: 3]


  written at the beginning of ’49


  —Pap. X5 B 31:2 n.d., 1849


  See 147


  [IX A 255 14] From on High He Will Draw All to Himself


  Seven Discourses at the Communion on Fridays


  No. 1 lies finished in the tall cupboard.92


  No. 2 To draw is a compound concept (two factors), especially when it involves drawing a free being (who himself shall choose).


  Thus here it is lowliness and loftiness, not lowliness alone or loftiness alone.


  No. 3 That you must first of all feel yourself drawn to him in his lowliness—otherwise the loftiness is a delusion.


  No. 4 Use this as a criterion for the Christianity that is in you: Do you feel drawn to him more by lowliness or by loftiness.


  —


  —


  [IX A 255 144] No. 7 The prayer: Draw me to yourself;93 the different ways in which it can be said by various people.


  Parents on behalf of the baby


  The young man at the beginning of life


  The sinner entering the way of conversion


  The sufferer in his last hours


  (“Of the many times

  Filled with tears and woe,

  I now the last can see” etc.94)


  The elderly person—as an elderly person who,


  happy in God, is separated from the world.


  And we would wish the same for everybody.


  —JP VI 6245 (Pap. IX A 255) n.d., 1848


  In margin of Pap. IX A 255:


  On the whole, these discourses develop the relation between his lowliness and his loftiness. Christendom’s heresies of wanting to have only the loftiness—yet as mitigated as possible, always in the appealing, touching tones; for example, when you see Christ suffering in this way, do you feel no desire whatever to suffer also but only want to gain the victory? Do not misunderstand this, this is not what is asked of you—oh no, far, far from it, it is a matter of honor.—Pap. IX A 256 n.d., 1848


  From folder of loose sheets; see 147:1:


  From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.


  —Pap. X5 B 91 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 91:


  Written in ’49.


  —Pap. X5 B 92 n.d., 1849


  Deleted addition to Pap. X5 B 91:


  Concerning publication, see journal NB11, p. 126 [Pap. X5 B 81] etc., is to be published pseudonymously.—Pap. X5 B 93 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 91:


  Cannot be pseudonymous; to be set aside.


  —Pap. X5 B 94 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 91:


  N.B. The book will be under my name or with my name. It can then be perused and certain points and certain expressions can be toned down somewhat so that the tone is essentially mine.—Pap. X5 B 95 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 91; see 147:4, 233:17-236:38:


  See Journal NB15 p. 84 [Pap. X2 A 393; p. 333], where can be found what is written on the accompanying piece of gray paper and the slip of paper inside it.—Pap. X5 B 96 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 91:


  But the book cannot be pseudonymous precisely because it remonstrates against turning the sermon into observations95—that is, making it impersonal—and a pseudonym, of course, is also something impersonal.—Pap. X5 B 97 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 97:


  N.B. This objection is answered on an accompanying piece of gray paper, and the book is now made pseudonymous.


  Oct. 9, 1849


  —Pap. X5 B 98 October 9, 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 147:4:


  N.B. “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself” must be pseudonymous and consequently will be No. 3 in “Practice in Christianity.”


  Oct. 5, ’49


  —Pap. X5 B 57 October 5, 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 57:


  Has been done.


  Oct. 9, ’49


  —Pap. X5 B 58 October 9, 1849


  From draft; see 147:3:


  Christian Expositions


  [changed from: Christian Discourses; changed from: 7 Discourses]


  by

  S. Kierkegaard.


  —Pap. X5 B 29:2 n.d., 1849


  From final copy; see 147:4:


  Anti-Climacus

  [deleted: Edited

  by


  S. Kierkegaard.]


  —Pap. X5 B 31:3 n.d., 1849


  From draft; see 151-56:


  Draft


  Friday discourse: “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.”


  Used as No. 1 in the book “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.”—Pap. IX B 52 n.d., 1848


  From draft; see 151-56:


  No. I

  (Opening)


  [In margin: This corresponds to No. VII


  (Ending)]


  No. 1 is in the new chest.


  —Pap. X5 B 29:3 n.d., 1849


  See 151-156:


  The Friday sermon I gave today was one I had previously worked out in its essential features. I find this better than to do it at the last minute under the stimulus of creativity. It is so easy then for something too esthetic to creep in.


  It originally was scheduled to be given January 14, 1848, but there was no communion either in Frue or in Helliggeistes Church.—JP VI 6249 (Pap. IX A 271) n.d., 1848


  See 151-56:


  For journal NB11, p. 127 (Pap. X1 A 422; pp. 276-78).


  If “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself” is to be pseudonymous, then the first discourse will have to be omitted, since it actually was preached by me in Frue Church. Or with a note that reads: just as well admit the truth promptly and candidly. This discourse is a kind of plagiarism. It is a discourse delivered in Frue Church by Magister Kierkegaard. I believe it is reproduced fairly accurately, and I beg the Magister’s forgiveness for having published it, but this discourse has substantially determined the whole book—thus in a way belongs with it. The author, who so frequently has had to tolerate being used, no doubt will easily put up with this. —Then I could answer that I really have no objection except that by appearing in this connection the discourse really has become something different.


  But perhaps it is better to omit it; such jesting could easily be misunderstood.—JP VI 6417 (Pap. X1 A 423) n.d., 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 151 n., 162:27, 229:5-12:


  N.B. The three places that were changed so that the book could become pseudonymous have been marked (a note in the first exposition, a passage in the third section, a passage in the seventh [fifth] section).


  Oct. 9, 1849

  —Pap. X5 B 100 October 9, 1849


  From folder of loose sheets; see 151 n., 162:27, 229:5-12:


  For [X5 B 102 285]


  From on High He Will Draw All to Himself


  —which on the title page had: Without Authority

  —For Inward Deepening in Christianity.


  If it is to be made [changed to: It was made] pseudonymous, [X5 B 102 286] it has to be [changed to: has been] changed as follows: a note added to the first discourse:


  (1) This discourse was delivered by Magister K.; but since it has given me the idea for the title to the whole book, I have with his permission let it be printed. And in order to round out the whole I have kept No. 7 in the same tone and to that extent given up my character.


  (2) In the third section there is a passage: He who here speaks “without authority.” This must be deleted, because this is my category and far from Anti-Climacus’s, who, after all, sets himself up to be Christian to a stricter, indeed, to an extraordinary degree.


  (3) The passage in one of the last sections that speaks of my not wanting to use rigorousness until I have made myself someone from whom everyone can easily free himself etc. must be changed to: I am someone who is no one and consequently can use rigorousness only in a weak, purely spiritual sense.


  —Pap. X5 B 102 n.d., 1849-50


  Addition to Pap. X5 A 102:


  With regard to this section as pseudonymous, there is a note in journal NB15 p. 84 [Pap. X5 B 96; p. 336].—Pap. X5 B 103 n.d., 1849-50


  From folder of loose sheets; see 151 n., 162:27, 229:5-12, 147:


  About [X5 B 104 286]


  “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.” when it was made pseudonymous, these passages were changed.


  (1) The note to the first exposition, where something more is added to the purely historical fact that this discourse was delivered by me in Frue Church together with the date and year.


  [X5 B 104 287] (2) In the third section unquestionably these words were deleted


  He who here speaks without authority


  These words preceded the passage: Look at him once again, the crucified one; can this sight not move you etc.


  These words consequently are to be inserted again.


  (3) In one of the last sections, which as it now stands speaks of me, the pseudonym, as being a someone who is a nobody without power etc. The original text still stands and is merely crossed out with a pencil.


  (4) On the title page originally stood: Without Authority—For Inward Deepening in Christianity.


  —Pap. X5 B 104 n.d., 1849-50


  See 153:33-154:28:


  You are situated between his suffering and his loftiness; thus he draws upon you from loftiness while the suffering pushes. And you could not wish him back again, as you could perhaps wish one who is dead—back to suffering and crucifixion, for then it would have to be repeated if he came here again in temporality.—Pap. VIII1 A 373 n.d., 1847


  From draft; see 156:35:


  The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all.


  Happiness, success, and blessing in living our lives well, and that there then—even if at the end of our lives it should appear that we had forgotten or missed something, as it were, that belongs beautifully to being a human being and gladdens a person—that there still might be one thing we had not forgotten: to sorrow over our sins, to weep over those committed


  and never more to commit what is wept over.—Pap. IX B 53:3-4 n.d., 1848


  Deleted from margin of draft; see 170:26:


  This woman was one of the few, and then the high priest, [X5 B 29 5 243] who still did not rightly understand himself, either, when he predicted his death, for he certainly understood himself in predicting his death, but he did not understand himself in his predicting that Jesus would die for the people; he certainly understood that Christ had to become, that he was, the sacrifice, [X5 B 29 5 244] but he did not understand the meaning of “the sacrifice.”—Pap. X5 B 29:5 n.d., 1849


  Addition in page proofs; see 172:10-11:


  . . . . . in not having shared the sufferings with him . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 33b:12 n.d., 1850


  From final copy; see 173:27:


  Changed from: Yet the person who is speaking here without authority is not speaking in that way. No, [look at him] . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 31:5 n.d., 1849


  In margin of page proofs; see 178:7:


  It pains me that I am causing the typesetter totally undeserved trouble by changing “H” to “h” throughout the whole manuscript. It pains me all the more so since the page proofs are otherwise altogether excellent.


  S. K.

  —Pap. X5 B 33b:13 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from draft, see 181:2-4:


  You who walked here on earth in abasement, leaving a footprint for us to follow you, you who will come again to judge every individual, whether he followed you—your life is indeed the judgment whereby we shall be judged.—Pap. X5 B 29:6 n.d., 1849


  Addition in page proofs; see 195:20:


  . . . . . or can ever be.


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:14 n.d., 1850


  Addition in page proofs; see 197:29-30:


  . . . ., or at the same time as one is made anxious in self-concern, . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 33b:15 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 199:5:


  On the other hand, the supposed Christian who here on earth is in a state of loftiness by no means resembles him who from on high will draw all to himself.—Pap. X5 B 31:6 n.d., 1849


  See 209:32-33:


  The Established Church—My Position


  From the highest Christian point of view, there is no established Church, only a Church militant.


  This is the first point.


  The second, then, is that factually there is such a one. We must in no way want to overthrow it, no, but above it the higher ideality must hover as a possibility of awakening—in the strictest sense there actually is no established Church.


  This has now taken place through me, with the aid of a pseudonym, in order that it all might be a purely spiritual movement. There is not a shred of a proposal pertaining to the external.


  And while the pseudonym lifts his hand for this big blow, I stand in between parrying; the whole thing recoils on me for being such a poor Christian, I who still remain in the established Church. In this way the whole thing is a spiritual movement.


  O my God, I am almost tempted to admire myself for what I am managing to do—but, God be praised, you help me to trace everything back to you in adoration, I who never can thank you sufficiently for the good that has been done for me, far more than I ever expected, could have expected, dared to expect.—JP VI 6671 (Pap. X3 A 415) n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 213:38:


  . . . . ., where the true Christian is not a cross bearer who carries his cross when the world mocks and reviles him but is a knight, a knight of the Dannebrog, entitled to a military salute. For it is not for the knighthood that the salute is given—no, he is a knight because he is an extraordinary Christian and therefore the salute is given for the true Christian; if he were the true Christian to a still higher degree, it would be recognizable by the guards’ being called out for him.—Pap. X5 B 31:7 n.d., 1849


  Addition in page proofs; see 214:33:


  . . . . . (in the sense of the Church triumphant) . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 33b:17 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from page proofs; see 216:9:


  . . . . . with cheap goods, as well as fair and proper treatment, . . . . . —Pap. X5 B 33b:18 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 219:18-20:


  Changed from: In “established Christendom” no one confesses Christ.—Pap. X5 B 33b:19 n.d., 1850


  From draft; see 219:18-27:


  In “established Christendom” no one confesses Christ. On the other hand, it is acknowledged of everyone, if you please, that he as such is Christian. Everyone (the public authorities order the parents to take care of that, or they take care of it themselves, since it is important for statistics and furthermore subtly reminds of Christ’s birth, which expressly took place exactly in the year that Emperor Augustus organized the great census) is baptized as an infant and later—indeed, while still pretty much an infant (presumably so that everything may be orderly and proper as early as possible with regard to a passage-permit that is necessary nowadays if one is to go through the world without being censured by the authorities) is confirmed. . . . —Pap. X5 B 29:9 n.d., 1849


  From draft; see 219:26:


  From on High He Will Draw All to Himself N.B. The passage about confirmation in one of the last sections is totally deleted from the final copy.


  Draft.

  —Pap. X5 B 29:1 n.d., 1849


  Deleted from final copy; see 219:27:


  A bit of humankind who at home is considered a boy and at school is called a boy—if it were a matter of independently having, on his own responsibility, control of merely one hundred rix-dollars, he would hear from both father and mother, from guardian and superiors, teachers and counselors, family and friends, that such a thing cannot be allowed at his age, after all, he is only a boy—such a boy, or as he is solemnly called by the pastor between eleven and one o’clock in the church, a young Christian (perhaps to cover the dubiousness of it, but no doubt just as successfully as if it became the custom for the confirmand, in order for him to look like a man on that solemn day, to wear a false beard), is permitted to do this, but there can be no objection to his being permitted to do this if the true decision is postponed until a later age and finds its expression in a solemn action.* Therefore he is permitted by father, mother, guardians, superiors, teachers, counselors, family, friends, ecclesiastical and secular authorities to bind himself for time and eternity by a sacred, final vow, which as the final decision confirms the earlier vow.


  [Deleted: *that he is permitted to do this can even be beautiful and upbuilding, since in relation to a devout vow a person is in one sense, alas, the better qualified the younger he is] —Pap. X5 B 31:9 n.d., 1849


  From page proofs; see 222:19:


  Magister Kierkegaard has [changed from: I have somewhere else . . . . . ]—Pap. X5 B 33b:20 n.d., 1850


  See 223:3-8:


  Concerning a Remark by Anti-Climacus

  Somewhere in “Practice in Christianity,” No. 3.


  It is an intensification of awakening that he establishes that in the Church militant there are only individuals, consequently does not recognize the congregation.—Pap. X2 A 366 n.d., 1850


  See 223:5-28:


  In I Corinthians 9:14, Paul declares that the Lord himself has ordained that the proclaimer of the Gospel is to have his living from the Gospel. And that is indeed how it worked out, excellently and decently, for a long time right from the start of the first proclamation of the Gospel without pay; people had such respect for the Gospel and what they received from its proclamation that they joyfully and gratefully contributed money, in addition thanking both God and the teacher. But, alas, since those times a dreadful secularization has entered from both sides; the “living from the Gospel” became the greatest luxury and opulence; and the congregation lost the conception of the Gospel and acquired all the more money sense. Just imagine the situation now when it is said (on the basis of experience): If a father has a son who otherwise is no good at studies, let him study theology; it is the most secure way to a living.


  The error here is on both sides, both with the clergy and with the congregation—yet I feel that this issue has to be maintained as I in fact have let Anti-Climacus maintain it, directing the attack at the congregation for having no concept of the Gospel, secularized as they are, but knowing only about money.—Pap. X2 A 543 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from page proofs; see 225:27:


  . . . . . with money as well as with the prospect of promotion —Pap. X5 B 33b:21 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from page proofs; see 226:36-38:


  . . . . . I also believe that I have shown it, . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 33b:22 n.d., 1850


  See 228:5-9:


  [In margin: Anti-Climacus]


  A Remark by Anti-Climacus (in Practice in Christianity, No. III) and my preface to the book.


  He says: Even if I should sink under the weight of the criterion etc.


  My situation expresses that I have sunk, that the idea should primarily be used for humiliation, in order to introduce grace, and not to hurry one into impatient striving.—Pap. X3 A 528 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 228:14:


  . . . . . never [changed from: literally never]


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:23 n.d., 1850


  From draft; see 229:5-12:


  I have no connection with a single other person; I am, that is, this I have made myself, the most solitary of persons, the most forsaken, the (understood in a worldly sense) most powerless. I have used rigorousness in such a way that I have been most rigorous with myself. To use rigorousness can easily stir people; usually, therefore, the person who wants to use rigorousness first secures power for himself. I have done the opposite, I have systematically deprived myself of power; and since no one dared to attack me, presumably because I was regarded as a power, I have myself ordered the attack on me with the aim of giving the attacker the courage to do it: not until it had happened did I use rigorousness. More I cannot do; it is through my effort, and precisely in order to alarm no one, that it was made possible for everyone to free himself from me by regarding me as odd or, as it says in the same place, as someone “who has a devil”; that is, through my own effort it has made it easy for every momentary puny power to surpass me, a poor powerless wretch: only on that condition have I wanted to use rigorousness, for I do not wish to rule; I wish only to serve the truth, or what amounts to the same thing, Christianity.


  See the attached [Pap. X5 B 30; pp. 347-48].


  —Pap. X5 B 29:10 n.d., 1849


  Addition to Pap. X5 B 29:10:


  If someone were to say, “But the pseudonym has, after all, actually written a satire on all Christendom,” I would answer: Yes, and then add, but he has not mentioned one actual person by name; the only one who is so close to the pseudonym that it recoils upon him is myself. Seen in the light of ideality, every human being as a rule is a worm. For that reason, for that very reason, one human being has no right (first of all presumptuously pretending as if he himself were the ideal) to place another human being in that light. The pseudonym has the right and has my consent to do it to me; I am calmly resigned to my fate, for I want but one thing, to have room for the ideals. When it comes to my own imperfection, I am willing to make the greatest possible admission to any and everyone. Were a passerby, no matter who, a drunk peddler woman, to say to me in passing: I am better than you—I would, perhaps not without tears in my eyes, answer: I believe it. But woe to the person who wants to instruct me about presenting the demands of infinity. Would to God that no one I love makes the sad mistake of crossing me in this way.—Pap. X5 B 30 n.d., 1849


  From final copy; see 229:5-12:


  I have no connection with a single other person: I am [deleted: this I have made myself] the most solitary of persons, [deleted: the most forsaken] the (understood in a worldly sense) most powerless. [Deleted: I have used rigorousness in such a way that I have been most rigorous with myself.]—Pap. X5 B 31:11 n.d., 1849


  Deleted from page proofs; see 229:5:


  . . . . . I have no connection with a single other person: . . . . . —Pap. X5 B 33b:24 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from final copy; see 229:11:


  I have done the opposite; I have systematically deprived myself of power, and then, because I was regarded as a power, no one dared to attack me. So I have myself ordered the attack against me, in order to give the attacker courage for it. Only after that had happened did I use rigorousness. More I cannot do. It is through my effort, simply not to alarm anyone, that everyone was placed in the best possible position to free himself from me by regarding me as eccentric or, as it is called in the same place, as someone who “has a devil”; that is, through my own effort, it has been made easy for every momentary fragment of power to surpass me, a poor powerless wretch—only on that condition have I wanted to use rigorousness . . . . .—Pap. X5 B 31:12 n.d., 1849


  From page proofs; see 231:27:


  . . . . . proud [changed from: brazen] . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:25 n.d., 1850


  From folder of loose papers; see 233:11-236:38:


  Oct. ’49 [X5 B 99 284]


  For


  “From on High He Will Draw All to Himself.”


  In a way there is a dialectical heresy somewhere in this book. That is, where it shows that preaching has become impersonal, that is, it is communicated by someone who is nobody. The inconsistency is that this is stated by a pseudonym, who of course himself is no one. But here is my limit: I can make aware—no more. On the other hand, I still am part of it as editor and will, of course, bear the entire responsibility, and everything will still be understood as if I myself said it. In this way there is nevertheless a very essential step forward, both in getting it said and in the actual attribution to me. The more here is really this: that while it is true that the speaker is a nobody, a pseudonym, the editor is an actual person, and one [X5 B 99 285] who acknowledges that he is judged by this discourse by the pseudonymous writer.—Pap. X5 B 99 October 1849


  See 233:11-236:38:


  On a scrap of gray paper enclosed with this manuscript96 there is a note to the effect that in a way this book contains a dialectical heresy; to be specific, one of the Expositions (No. 5 or 6) develops the point that preaching in our day has become impersonal, and this is stated by a pseudonym! But for one thing this is my limit, I can only make aware, and for another, I am, after all, the responsible editor, and as a matter of fact people will regard it as being said by me. The more that is there is really this: that while it is true the speaker is a nobody, a pseudonym, the editor is an actual person and acknowledges that he is judged by this discourse by the pseudonymous writer.—JP VI 6506 (Pap. X2 A 90) n.d., 1849


  Deleted from page proofs; see 235-29:


  . . . . ., the displeasure of that holy place if he is a hypocrite, its scorn if he still is only a thoughtless fool!—Pap. X5 B 33b:27 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 240:34-35:


  In that sense to admire Christ is [changed from: Nor did it occur to any person at all who lived contemporary with Christ to admire him; that is] . . . . . —Pap. X5 B 33b:28 n.d., 1850


  From page proofs; see 240:35:


  . . . . . untrue [changed from: mendacious] . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:29 n.d., 1850


  Addition in page proofs; see 240:36:


  Understood in this way . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:30 n.d., 1850


  Addition in page proofs; see 242:26-27:


  . . . . . simply and solely to think about myself . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:31 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from page proofs; see 249:33:


  . . . . ., yes, like that between a lie and the truth,. . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:34 n.d., 1850


  Deleted from page proofs; see 254:25:


  . . . . ., for, as I frequently have said, I have a rare advantage, having been well brought up in Christianity from childhood . . . . . —Pap. X5 B 33b:35 n.d., 1850


  From final copy; see 255:32-33:


  In margin: Is this not having an association with the holy contrary to its nature?


  Deleted from text: One speaks of a desire that is contrary to nature and shudders as one says it: To me it is inconceivable. But may one not also say that this artist’s relation to the holy is an association with it against its nature! In addition, even more inconceivable, for there is no one who thinks of admiring unnatural desire any more than the guilty person thinks of admiring himself for his guilt.—Pap. X5 B 31:14 n.d., 1849


  Addition in page proofs; see 256:31:


  . . . . . in the strictest sense . . . . .


  —Pap. X5 B 33b:36 n.d., 1850


  From final copy; see 260:1-4:


  Here we shall end these expositions, which in a [changed [X5 B 31 16 249] from: one] certain sense may truthfully be called contentious but yet are not aware of [deleted: having infringed on a single person or of being able to cause any external strife whatsoever, since they leave it up to each whether he will read and [x5 B 31 16 250] leave to the reader what application to himself, with regard to inward deepening, he will make of what has been read.]


  In margin: . . . . . having in truth infringed upon a single person, leaving it to each whether he will read, leaving it to the reader how, with regard to inward deepening, he will apply to himself what has been read, unconditionally, however, abstaining from every proposal along the line of change in externals.—Pap. X5 B 31:16 n.d., 1849


  Jottings


  This year, August 9 (the date of Father’s death97) happened to fall on a Friday. I went to Communion that day.


  And, strangely enough, the sermon in Luther98 I read according to plan that day was on the verse “All good and perfect gifts etc.” from the Epistle of James.99


  The day I sent the manuscript100 to the printer, the Luther sermon101 I read according to plan was on Paul’s verse on the tribulations of the day etc.102


  This strikes me as very curious; I myself am also oddly moved, since I do not remember beforehand which sermon is to be read according to the schedule.


  September 8 (which I really call my engagement day103) is on a Sunday this year, and the Gospel is: No one can serve two masters.104—JP VI 6666 (Pap. X3 A 391) n.d., 1850


  The Judgment of My Contemporaries upon Me


  Now there will again be an uproar claiming that I proclaim only the law, urge imitation too strongly, and the like (although in the preface to the new book, Practice in Christianity, I presented grace). And they will say: We cannot stop with this; we must go further—to grace, where there is peace and rest.


  You babble nonsense. For the average person, Christianity has shriveled to sheer meaninglessness, a burlesque edition of the doctrine of grace, that if one is a Christian one lets things go their way and counts on God’s grace.


  But because everything that is essentially Christian has shriveled to meaninglessness this way, they are unable to recognize it again when pathos-filled aspects are delineated. They have the whole thing in an infinitely empty, abstract summary—and thus think they have gone further than the successive unfolding of the pathos-filled aspects.


  Nothing can be taken in vain as easily as grace; as soon as imitation is completely omitted, grace is taken in vain. But that is the kind of preaching people like.—JP II 1878 (Pap. X3 A 411) n.d., 1850


  [In margin: Anti-Climacus.]


  Concerning the Impression Anti-Climacus’s Latest Book

  (Practice in Christianity) Will Make


  Today I talked with Tryde.105 He told me that it was too strong to say that Christianity had been abolished through “observation.”106 He himself had stressed the subjective, and that was true also of all the more competent preachers.


  O my God, how I have had to put up with this, that I was purely subjective, not objective, etc.—and now the same people claim that they also emphasize the subjective.


  Moreover, the point is that in defining the concept “preaching,” the sermon, one never gets further than a speech, talking about something; consequently one does not pay attention to existence at all. An officeholder—shackled in seventeen ways to finitude and objectivity—achieves nothing, no matter how subjective he makes his talk. A nobody who preaches gratis on the street—even if he makes observations that are ever so objective—remains a subjective and vivifying person; and one who is ever so subjective but is trapped by his position and the like in all possible secular considerations, his preaching remains essentially nothing but observation, for it is easy to see that he has made it impossible for himself to actualize even moderately that which he preaches about.


  But I have to say one thing about Tryde, something splendid about him: that he said, that he did not deny, that he had been predisposed to be objective.—JP VI 6687 (Pap. X3 A 530) n.d., 1850


  [In margin: Anti-Climacus and my preface.] [X3 A 535 354]


  Anti-Climacus’s Attack and My Preface to the Book


  In my opinion it is easy to see that if not by talent then existentially I have the advantage of a few points over those who proclaim Christianity hereabouts.


  I could have exploited this, made myself the standard, and then tilted them.


  I did not do that; I used a pseudonym and let him take the matter so high that the judgment comes upon me as well.


  Which, then, is more considerate? But, on the other hand, the pseudonym cannot make a single exception; for example, Bishop Mynster.107 For one thing, a pseudonym cannot suddenly mention a particular name such as Mynster right in the middle of an inquiry that is carried on so ideally that the scene [X3 A 535 355] could just as well be in Germany as here; for another, it is also false to make an exception of him when the criterion is supposed to be so ideal that I myself bow to it. If I spoke in my own name, I would not say what Anti-Climacus says: that strictly speaking he has neither read nor heard an essentially Christian sermon;108 speaking in my own name I would have made an exception of Mynster. But when I let the pseudonym judge me as well (as I say in the preface), then no one is to be exempted.—Pap. X3 A 535 n.d., 1850


  [In margin: Anti-Climacus]

  A passage in Anti-Climacus’s Practice

  in Christianity, No. III


  He says that Christianity cannot become the object of “observation.”109


  To this it could be objected that in former days Meditationes was a more common title.


  This may be answered as follows: It all depends on the one who meditates—whether, for example, he is a witness to the truth who suffers for Christianity, or at least someone who existentially expresses Christianity’s heterogeneity with the world—well, why not?


  But the danger comes when the author, the meditator, is an official, and the proclamation of Christianity becomes more and more downright secularized, an officially appointed job.


  Anti-Climacus should therefore have been more thorough and said: Christianity cannot become the object of observation, particularly not the observation of officials whose entire existence is otherwise totally heterogeneous to the essentially Christian; whereas, to repeat, it is entirely another matter when one who meditates, the author, is someone whose life expresses that he understands very well that Christianity actually cannot become the object of observation.


  Observation on the part of one whose life expresses that he translates the observation into existence is one thing; observation on the part of one who lets his existence remain entirely on the outside, yes, even has it in completely opposite categories, is something else again.—JP III 3685 (Pap. X3 A 545) n.d., 1850


  Johannes Climacus—Anti-Climacus


  Just as Johannes Climacus dialectically formulated the issue so sharply that no one could directly see whether it was an attack on Christianity or a defense, but it depended on the state of the reader and what he got out of the book, so also Anti-Climacus has carried the issue to such an extreme that no one can see directly whether it is primarily radical or primarily conservative, whether it is an attack on the established order or in fact a defense.—JP VI 6690 (Pap. X3 A 555) n.d., 1850


  Sagacity [X3 A 558 365]


  Sagacity is actually the only thing that is respected and esteemed in the world.


  Now that I for some time have suspended publishing books and in the meantime let Nielsen110 and Stilling111 do it—and now that the opinion has gradually been forming (God knows how unfair it was to me, who understood the matter altogether differently) that I was being sagacious, I was allowing [X3 A 558 366] the others to pull the chestnuts out of the fire (I who certainly have exposed myself to totally different dangers by throwing myself against the rabble)—now my reputation has climbed higher.


  Since publishing Practice in Christianity, I have once again acted decisively, the contemporary sagacity becomes dubious, looks a bit uneasily at me—probably until a few years have passed and it dares, with the help of results, to begin to believe in the rightness of this as well.—Pap. X3 A 558 n.d., 1850


  [X3 A 563 368] My Conversation with Bishop Mynster112

  October 22, 1850, after he had read

  Practice in Christianity


  The day before I had spoken with Paulli,113 who told me the following: The bishop is very angry; the minute he came into the living room that first day he said, “The book has made me very indignant; it is playing a profane game with holy things.” And when Paulli obligingly asked him if he should report that to me since he probably would be talking with me, Mynster answered: “Yes, and he no doubt will come to see me sometime and I will say it to him myself.” [*]


  Perhaps, who knows, those last words were fabricated by Paulli to keep me, if possible, from going to the bishop.


  But in any case I interpreted the matter another way. When Mynster talks like that: “The next time he visits me I shall tell him so myself,” he has essentially given the book a permit and me along with it.


  My decision was made at once.


  The following morning I went to him. Acquainted as I am with his virtuosity in stateliness (recalling the time I once visited him and as I made my entrance he asked most formally and ceremoniously: Is there something in particular?—To which I answered: No, I see you have no time today, so I would just as soon go. And then when he said he did have time, I stuck to what I had said and parted from him in bona caritate [as good friendship] etc.), I began at once: “Today I do [X3 A 563 369] have an errand of sorts. Pastor Paulli told me yesterday that you intend as soon as you see me to reprimand me for my latest book. I beg you to regard it as a new expression of the respect I always have shown you that, immediately upon hearing of it, I come at once.”


  In my opinion this was a happy notion. The situation was all in order; there could be no vehemence or stiff sarcasm, which I deemed unworthy of us both in this case. No, his role was delineated for him as one of venerableness and mine of piety.


  He answered: “No, I have no right to reprimand. That is, as I have said to you before, I do not mind at all that each bird must sing with its own beak.” Then he added: “Indeed, people may also say what they want to about me.” This he said mildly and with a smile. But his added remark led me to fear a little sarcasm, and I tried at once to save the situation. I answered that such was not my intention and I would beseech him to tell me if I had distressed him in any way by publishing such a book. Then he replied: Well, I certainly do not believe that it will prove beneficial. I was pleased with this answer; it was friendly and personal.


  Then we went on talking just as we are accustomed to doing. He pointed out that however much one twisted and turned, there had to be observation.114 I did not pursue this further, fearing to get into the existential, but I explained what I meant with a few ordinary examples.


  The rest of the conversation was not noteworthy. Except that in the very beginning he said: Yes, half of the book is an attack on Martensen,115 the other half on me. And later we discussed the passage on “observations,” which he thought was directed at him.


  Otherwise the conversation was just as usual.


  I explained this and that about my method, also informed him that now we were over the worst, at least this was the way it looked to me at the moment—but I was a young man and [X3 A 563 370] therefore dared to say no more than that this was the way it seemed to me at the moment: that now we were over the worst.


  As stated, the rest of the conversation was just as usual.


  God be praised. Oh, what have I not suffered. I considered it my duty to maintain the cause in such a manner that I might let the established order determine to what extent it would force me to go further by taking steps against me.


  Nothing has happened yet, all are silent—and Mynster talked this way.


  Perhaps what Paulli said is true—but that, after all, was the first day. Maybe Mynster, having given up the intention of doing something officially, actually thought of doing something privately but later gave that up.


  Still, a little nip may well come out in a sermon.—JP VI 6691 (Pap. X3 A 563) n.d., 1850


  In margin of Pap. X3 A 563:


  [*]It must be remembered that before my conversation with Paulli116 the book117 had already been out for, I think, three weeks; from the establishment side not the slightest thing had been done or the slightest move made toward any government measure; there was not the slightest mention in any newspaper about government disapproval. Finally, Mynster118 preached a Sunday sermon after the book had been published and far from arguing against it he even put up a strong argument against something I also take issue with—naturalism! “Unfortunately we know far too well what people in our day think of miracles.” All this, plus Mynster’s words, “the next time I visit him,” made me feel it my duty to take the hint, made me feel fortunate that the opportunity presented itself in that way, for I was obliged to go and see Mynster and it might otherwise have proved difficult for me to find an occasion.—JP VI 6692 (Pap. X3 A 564) n.d., 1850


  [X3 A 586 384] Regarding Practice in Christianity and Its Relation to an

  Established Order


  It is altogether conservative, wants only or is able only to preserve the established order.


  [X3 A 586 385] But the point is that its author is not an appointed official or a person who as a matter of course attaches himself to the established order so as to make a professional career.


  My whole view, which I have always avowed, is that the evil is not the government but the crowd; therefore the true extraordinaries would have to aim against the crowd in favor of the government.


  But on the other hand an extraordinary is something else and different from an appointed official. Thus he first of all has to take his position by means of a dialectical crossing so that he does not conceal the irregularities of the established order—and then he finds out whether the established order perhaps wants to reject him and if possible identify him with a movement in the sense of opinion.


  In former days the extraordinaries aimed against the government and sought support from the people. This is no longer the case. The new way will be for the extraordinary to take the opposite position but not allow the confusion such as when an appointed official identifies himself with serving the established order and getting ahead etc.


  The question is whether an established order is true enough to recognize such an extraordinary.


  For the person concerned, operating in this manner is extremely taxing, sheer fear and trembling. It is especially so for me—I who have so much of the poet in me and therefore am not an extraordinary in the strictest sense, something I have always emphasized, but yet I am so kindred to it and so full of presentiment about it that I can at least make aware.—Pap. X3 A 586 n.d., 1850


  Practice in Christianity—the Established Order [X3 A 599 392]


  It is tragic that the established order (the majority of those in it, at least) knows so little about governing that they promptly mistake Practice in Christianity for the opposition, although it is as different as possible from that, indeed, is diametrically opposed to that.


  “The opposition” wants to do away with government—what does Anti-Climacus want? He is a single individual (in no way a party man, indeed, hates parties, yes, even takes a polemic aim at the crowd, the public, etc., indeed, is stamped by the kind of danger with which every authentic government official ought to be stamped). He addresses the established order somewhat like this: “For God’s sake, what kind of government are you; as a matter of fact you do not know what it is to govern. Go ahead and govern!” Is this opposition to the government? But those who govern have lost the high conception of what it is to govern and on the other hand have hung on to the idea of having a little power—therefore Anti-Climacus can be confused with the opposition.


  The matter is quite simple. In the area of Church affairs, the established order, with its fear of people, has compromised, bargained, and dickered to such an extent that it veritably has lost the reins. In order that it may be able to govern again, admissions must be made. “A new admission,” I hear the establishment say—and then it considers that it is to the opposition [X3 A 599 393] to whom a new admission has to be made, as if it had not been conceded enough. Oh no, no! You who govern must make an admission to God and Christianity—a kind of penance—and then see to it that you grasp the reins again.


  Only this way can the established order be guided through.


  Yet in God-fearing artfulness the whole matter must also be maintained in such a way that the established order would also be investigated, whether it now officially wanted to transform Anti-Climacus into the opposition and thereby force me out into more rigorous forms.


  God knows that I anticipated it in fear and trembling, for my own sake as well, whether the task might become too hard for me. But, just the same, I have ventured.


  As is always the case, here too I did not understand things in the beginning as clearly as I do now.—JP VI 6699 (Pap. X3 A 599) n.d., 1850


  Nonsense


  Stilling119 told me that someone—it probably was a clergyman—had stated to him that Practice in Christianity was an arrogant usurpation, “an arrogant usurpation for an individual to talk that way.”


  Fine! Ultimately they are going to want an association, a committee, to present ideals.


  Oh, what abysmal nonsense! Either there has to be an individual who presents ideals—or they cannot be presented at all. When there are many—there is relativity.


  The tragedy of the age is precisely that sociality has completely strangled ideals. Finally there is an individual who in the most modest manner makes the attempt—but an individual, as stated, it must be—and then it is called: an arrogant usurpation by an individual.


  Basically there is an instinctive craftiness in this remark. For the very last thing they want is ideals; people want to remain in the sphere of social haggling. But ideals can be set forth only by an individual—ergo, they try to intimidate the individual not to dare and thus they escape from the ideals. Perhaps they may still find there is something to the question—and appoint a committee, or drive around in a spacious fourseater Holstein carriage—looking for ideals.—JP IV 4190 (Pap. X3 A 607) n.d., 1850


  Practice in Christianity


  I have heard that some pastors object: “This can’t be preached to congregations.” “Well, it is indeed for pastors.”


  But the confusion of our age is so profound that it seems plain as day to everyone that the pastors presumably must be Christians. It is accepted as an axiom. Nobody demurs if someone asserts that a large share of the congregation are not Christians. But the pastors—should not absolutely every single pastor be a Christian, he who is a teacher in Christianity, has his bread and butter as a teacher—and should he not know what Christianity is? Well, that would certainly be precarious—especially for them who commission him as such as a matter of course.—JP III 3159 (Pap. X3 A 610) n.d., 1850


  Practice in Christianity


  It will be called unfair to introduce something like this at the very moment when the clergy are sufficiently hard-pressed. But the intention in fact is to get them to work more intensively at their task so that they do not mistakenly yield: so it is that the coachman lays on the whip just when things are most difficult.


  It will be said: After all, the clergy are up and moving at this very time. Well, thanks, and how? In a purely secular struggle for positions and livings. For that reason it would be important that right now the requirement be heard from an entirely different quarter, that it not be the secular mentality pure and simple; a secular struggle for secular goods—by the clergy, to be sure, but does that make it a spiritual struggle.—JP VI 6707 (Pap. X3 A 661) n.d., 1850


  [X3 A 704 452] Practice in Christianity—and Myself.


  Everyone, therefore also everyone who wants to be a teacher, is in the situation of having at his disposal, with the help of his imagination and intellect, a far higher conception of the existential truth than his actual life expresses or comes to express. To grasp what is true in this way demands much less than being it.


  [X3 A 704 453] Here, then, is the collision for the single individual. If he is egotistically enamored with the things of this world, he is silent about this higher conception and makes into a sort of maximum the maximum that his life expresses. Thereby he secures self-satisfaction for himself and becomes loved by others as someone who does not make the matter too difficult.


  I myself have earnestly pondered this matter. For a time I thought that one ought not to communicate what is existentially beyond one’s powers. Moreover, there is also something painful about it, and one exposes oneself to much unpleasantness from people who cannot endure having the matter driven so high and therefore do not forget to point out to someone what one incidentally has admitted oneself—that one is not expressing it existentially oneself.


  But I believe that one owes it to both God and the truth to do it. It certainly is very free and easy and very pleasant not to have the criterion greater than one is able to meet amply, especially if one is also one of the most precocious, perhaps the most precocious person on the scene. On the other hand, all this is thrown away if one resolves to note the ideality and make oneself unpopular with the people.


  Yet, to repeat, I believe it to be a duty to the truth and to the idea. It is precisely the selfishness, the lack of courage to dare to hate oneself in order to create a place for the ideal, that has caused the truth to go more and more backward from generation to generation.


  It is also “the guilt” in the Mynsterian mode.


  With Practice in Christianity, I for my part have made an attempt.—Pap. X3 A 704 n.d., 1850


  My Task [X4 A 6 6]


  Precisely in order to be able to fall repressively like a lead weight on this whole political and profane reforming of the religious, I must be led so far out that when it comes to representing movement I can outbid any of its representatives.


  And then the turn, such as was made in the preface to Practice in Christianity, a kind of symbolic act—that I was the only [X4 A 6 7] one judged to be a mediocre Christian.


  The trouble with the times, especially now after 1848, is precisely this misconceived movement of wanting to reform en masse.


  But if I had not released Practice in Christianity, if I had withheld it until later in order not to bother myself with possible conflicts, arising from misunderstandings, with the established order, I would have been preyed upon continually by the question of whether or not I had spared myself. [In margin: And perhaps it could have consumed my whole life, since it was indeed possible that I would never have been able to decide to publish these writings.] Furthermore, if I had released the three treatises in Practice in Christianity separately, one after the other, I would have done it with the idea that it was my task to incite a movement—instead of its being my task to dispatch the reformers.


  When everything in Copenhagen became ironical, I, the master of irony, converted the relation and became the object of irony. When chaos won in 1848,120 then it became very clearly my task—I who had been a stimulus toward movement—to oppose the reformers. I have always understood this, but I simply had to understand it even more fully.


  Thus everything was guided for the best. And the blessed consolation in which I have always found rest is this: either I am going about this the right way—and I thank God, or I am going at it the wrong way, and then his infinite love makes it not only right but far more right than it would otherwise have been, O infinite love!—JP VI 6721 (Pap. X4 A 6) n.d., 1851


  [X4 A 9 8] My Later Conversations with Bishop Mynster121

  after the One about Practice in Christianity


  The various times I have spoken with him I have also taken the opportunity to touch upon these points. That the mistake from above has been that there has actually been no governing. That above all it was a matter of properly grasping the reins. That one ought to make a little admission to God about the past—in order to take up the reins properly. That eloquence had one of the most fortuitous situations imaginable [X4 A 9 9] when the shout went up from below for freedom, freedom, and more freedom—and then the one at the head stepped forward, drew himself up in all his dignity and said: We also have felt called to self-examination by the revolutions of the day and have acknowledged before God that until now we perhaps have unduly reduced the price—it now is our intention to govern. I said to him: You are gifted, eloquent, a man of character, dignity, years, and tradition. You are the only one in sight who can do it.


  Mynster then listens to me. He then usually answers that it is futile to want to tyrannize.—JP VI 6723 (Pap. X4 A 9) n.d., 1851


  [X4 A 365 214] The Established Order—and I


  When the sea is as rough as it is now, it is impossible for the established order, especially one as secularized as ours, to make headway just as it is.


  I have frequently talked to Mynster122 somewhat as follows and told him what he in part is able to see very well himself. The danger is the numerical, that everything disintegrates into parties and sects. Furthermore, the danger is the coalition between political and religious movement. The danger is so great that we run the risk of eventually coming to vote on [X4 A 365 215] Christianity.


  So this was my proposal: let us above all bring Christianity out of gunshot range so that we and not it are the targets. Therefore make haste: let us humble ourselves and admit that, strictly speaking, an established order such as this is not Christianity—then we can apply the ideal and can cope with the movement and safeguard Christianity. Therefore raise the price. A wishy-washy sovereign can be served in such a manner that in times of danger the price is reduced—the absolute sovereign, Christianity, can be served only in such a way that in times of danger the price is raised.


  But the Mynsterian wisdom is to maintain an appearance and for this reason he believes that to do such a thing, especially at this time, would be utterly wrong, that now more than ever before it is a matter of maintaining an appearance. Mynster has no more faith in the power of truth than my boots have; he self-complacently believes in his sagacity—and thus in appearances.


  I have also told him again and again, and this was the first thing I said to Paulli123 (at the time he told me what Mynster had said about Practice in Christianity), and I have said it to Martensen,124 not least to Nielsen:125 In two years the established order will thank me for the book. Indeed, it will happen—that is, not that people will thank me—no, they will surely forget to do that, but the book will still be what turned the established order on the right course. But of course it will be forgotten that it was I who had to do it on my own responsibility, that I had to put up with it that these officials, who parade in high positions and have themselves paid high salaries for botching up Christianity, became angry and said that it was I who created all the trouble and railed against me in the strongest terms. As you see, this is always my lot, and Mynster has always been honest about seeing to his own advantage. In this respect I have never wanted to raise a fuss, for I believed it was part and parcel of self-denial not to protest one’s right and because I have too much reverence for Mynster.—Pap. X4 A 365 n.d., 1851


  [X4 A 511 330] The Possible Collision with Mynster126


  From the very beginning what Mynster has fought for in opposition to me—often in rather ordinary ways—has been to maintain this view: My proclamation, the Mynsterian approach, is earnestness and wisdom; the Kierkegaardian an odd, perhaps remarkable, but an odd exaggeration.


  My position is: I represent a more authentic conception of Christianity than does Mynster.


  [X4 A 511 331] But I desire nothing less than to attack Mynster, to weaken him. No, just the opposite. A little admission from his side, and everything will be as advantageous as possible for him; no one will see how it all hangs together, something I always have concealed by bowing so deeply to him.


  From the very beginning I actually have been an alien figure to Mynster (in fact, I myself said to him the first day: We are completely at variance, something he no doubt instinctively perceived even better than I). I have a kind of passion for the truth and ideas that is utterly foreign to him. In this way I am opposed to him. —Things were still all right with Concluding Unscientific Postscript, partly because in the conclusion I personally emphasized him so strongly,127 partly because Johannes Climacus is a humorist,128 and thus it was easier for Mynster to maintain that this was only poetic exaggeration, humor, but that his own approach was authentic earnestness and wisdom.


  The first part of Upbuilding Discourses in Various Spirits irritated him more; but perhaps in appreciation of the postscript to Concluding Postscript129 he let the judgment be: This is an excellent book—especially the last two parts. Works of Love offended him. —Christian Discourses even more. —And so it mounts. Practice in Christianity distressed him very painfully. . . . —JP VI 6795 (Pap. X4 A 511) n.d., 1852


  Remarks by Bishop Mynster130 [X4 A 566 384]


  In one of his “observations” (probably the one on God’s Word or on hearing the Word or one similar, anyway it is in his Betragtninger), he has some moving words to say about the futility of tears.131 He says that he will collect all those hypocritical tears wept by people listening to his sermons; afterward, however, it has become evident that they have not acted accordingly at all. He will step forward on judgment day with [A 566 385] these tears and say, “I have done my part.”—Strange to say, I have just been thinking of collecting the tears Mynster himself has shed in the pulpit; afterward, however, it has become evident that he does not act accordingly at all. This hangs together with something Mynster said to me the first time we talked together—“We are complements”—I complete his collection of hypocritical tears with the collection of his tears.—JP VI 6806 (Pap. X4 A 566) n.d., 1852


  Mynster132 [X4 A 604 420]


  When I spoke with Mynster the first time after the publication of Practice in Christianity, he said among other things that it was plain to see that I was out after him, that two-thirds of the book was against him and one-third against Marten-sen;133 he referred specifically to what was said in Part III about “observations.”134


  But this is a misunderstanding. When I brought the book to [X4 A 604 421] him I expressly told him that I wished that one of us two would be dead before it was published. But if one is out after a man, one certainly does not desire him to be dead beforehand.


  Moreover, when I read proof there was a point in the part on observations that offended me also. But I was under such a strain that I was afraid that if I made the slightest change then it could end with my not publishing the book at all. I told Bishop Mynster this, too, the day we talked about it. What offended me was the point: Observations! One sees it on him, the eyes recede, etc. N.B.


  But my relationship to Mynster is a curious thing; after all, it is he himself who goads me further out.


  There is nothing to which Mynster is so opposed as genuine altruistic enthusiasm. Like that sophist (in Wieland’s Agathon135), he will risk everything to prevent it.


  The reason it takes so long is that Mynster cannot make out whether I actually represent an especially subtle sagacity and by an ingenious turn will end up grasping earthly advantages. In that case he would not be so at odds with me. . . .—JP VI 6813 (Pap. X4 A 604) n.d., 1852


  In margin of Pap. X4 A 604:


  [X4 A 605 422] N.B. Incidentally, I remember very well that when the manuscript of The Sickness unto Death was sent to the printer I was impatient with Bishop Mynster136 and the amicable way he actually had worked against me. I remember my remark on the occasion of the publication of the book: Now let him (namely, Mynster) have it. But between The Sickness unto Death and Practice in Christianity a great change had taken place in me. I had suffered much. On the other hand, I essentially had forgotten the particulars in that manuscript (“Practice in Christianity”), which was almost two years old. My main and infinite concern was whether or not to publish the book at all. As I said before, I did not become aware of that passage137 until I read the proofs. Anyone who knows how loath I am to make changes in the proofs, because I am so flexible that I could easily come to rewrite the whole thing, understands that I did not dare to decide to make changes no matter how much I wanted to do so, and I did not dare to do it even for my own sake lest I dodge the responsibility of having exposed myself to Mynster’s indignation. That passage might never have been written (and yet it is a question whether just such a passage did not belong in the book, a passage that would be noticed and actually was noticed only by Bishop Mynster, a passage that, although in one sense it amounts to nothing, nevertheless may have disturbed Mynster inexplicably), but for fear of [X4 A 605 423] getting into trouble with myself I did not dare delete it in the proof, that is, after it was written.—JP VI 6814 (Pap. X4 A 605) n.d.


  . . . Here lies one of my books, called Practice in Christianity. [XI3 B 15 40] This is from a time of catastrophe such as 1848138 and later, with an official proclamation of Christianity resembling the Mynsterian proclamation, the only possible defense for the established order. It defends it by making a confession to Christianity, not by concealing or veiling.


  Before sending the book into the world, I had tried out of Christian concern to influence the old gentleman in various ways, somewhat like this: “You are an old man now, Bishop M.139 You have enjoyed life as very, very few people have done; in all human probability you have only a few years to live—then dedicate these last ones solely to the service of [XI3 B 15 41] Christianity—put on all your dignity, use all the oratorical power you have, come before the people, but do not address your words to the listeners, no, address them to God in heaven, (dare to use yourself [changed from: dare to accuse yourself]) and then say: The confusion of these times has taught me that I have been too mild in proclaiming Christianity; I have scaled it down. I do not owe it to you listeners to say this, but I owe it to you, O God! Do that, do it, and you will see the enormous effect it will have. Do it; you cannot ever rule as long as you have not made this confession to God. But do it—and then take up the reins.”


  So I sent the book out. It is a defense of the established order, not by concealing and covering up, note well, but by making a confession to Christianity. Properly understood, Christianly understood, this was the only possible defense for the established order as well as the most fatal blow to the opposition. However much I wanted to, I did not dare directly advise or ask Bishop M. to declare himself in favor of the book, for then I would have fallen out of my character, because, although it is true that I have provided the complement, it is also true that if there is falsehood in the Mynsterian proclamation, I must become the judge or the very work I am doing must make it manifest. . . . —JP VI 6854 (Pap. XI3 B 15) March 1854


  [XI3 B 97 153] With Regard to Dagbladet


  S. K.


  On this matter, Dagbladet now seems to have come around to the opinion that I essentially am right.


  On the other hand Dagbladet is of the opinion that the simple explanation for my behavior is that I have changed my view after Bishop Mynster’s death140 and that no one will believe anything I say to the contrary.


  Just one question. Has the editor of Dagbladet even read Practice in Christianity, for example? If not, he could read it (provided the affair interests him—or at least if he wants to [XI3 B 97 154] put in a word). The book was designed in such a way that if Bishop Mynster did not have sufficient spiritual freedom to declare himself for it unconditionally (for in that case, aided by the thrice-repeated preface, it is a defense of the established order), it is then as deadly an attack as possible on Bishop Mynster’s whole proclamation of Christianity; only Bishop Mynster himself could make a more deadly attack upon himself. Compared with this book, the words I am now using are sweet.


  And because the one departed did not have the spiritual freedom for that, his judgment of this book was couched in the most passionate words, as fortunately a living person, Pastor Paulli,141 will be able to verify, and fortunately without betraying any confidential communication, for that it was not; on the contrary, Pastor Paulli specifically asked Bishop Mynster when he expressed this judgment if he might tell it to me, to which Bishop Mynster answered: Yes. And now I have nothing against it that this judgment, so unfavorable and so (powerlessly) devastating to me, comes out. As long as Bishop Mynster was living, I suppressed it [changed from: wished it suppressed] (naturally leaving it up to the others to decide to what extent they wanted to publicize that judgment). For one thing, this quite passionate judgment of Practice in Christianity by Bishop Mynster is far more dangerous for him than the book, and for another it was, of course, a sign of impotence when the bishop of Sjælland, the mighty Bishop Mynster, diminishes himself to thundering in the parlor and through Paulli instead of taking an official step to ward off the dreadful situation that an author with the dissemination I have is playing “a profane game with holy things.” For this is the judgment, about which he also told Pastor Paulli, “I will certainly say it to Kierkegaard myself when he comes to me”—which did not happen—yes, one can believe me or not, be that as it may, I will have to put up with it. For when I spoke with Bishop Mynster the morning after my conversation with Pastor Paulli, despite my most earnest entreaty that he speak candidly and, if he believed that I deserved it, would [XI3 97 155] “reprimand me,” I could not get him to say more than: I do not really believe that you have done good with this book.—Pap. XI3 B 97 n.d., 1855


  


  [*]In margin: Actually there is not the slightest point in my making a book publici juris—it is not I but the situation that is responsible.
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  47. See John 9:22.


  48. With reference to the following clause, see Supplement, p. 318 (Pap. X5 B 84).


  49. See Matthew 8:20, Luke 9:58.


  50. See John 19:5. See also JP I 82 (Pap. XI1 A 236).


  51. See Matthew 9:3; John 10:36.


  52. See Luke 18:32.


  53. See Supplement, p. 318 (Pap. IX B 45:4).


  54. See, for example, Isaiah 53.


  55. John the Baptizer. See Matthew 3:1-12; Mark 1:2-8; Luke 3:2-14; John 1:6-8,15-18.


  56. See note 49 above.
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  61. With reference to the following sentence, see Supplement, p. 321 (Pap. X1 A 681).
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  75. For continuation of the paragraph, see Supplement, p. 324 (Pap. X5 B 33b:2).
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  77. See Plutarch, “On Envy and Hate,” 6; Plutarch’s moralische Abhandlungen, I-V, tr. Johann Friedrich S. Kaltwasser (Frankfurt: 1783; ASKB 1192-96), IV, p. 595; Plutarch’s Moralia, I-XVI, tr. Frank Cole Babbitt et al. (Loeb, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967-84), VII, pp. 104-05: “So too with misfortunes: they put a stop to envy but not to hate, for men hate even their humbled enemies, whereas no one envies the unfortunate. Rather it is a true remark of a certain sophist of our day that those who envy take the greatest delight in pitying.”
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  89. On this uncommon terminology, see Fragments, p. 278, note 13, KW VII.
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  37. See Supplement, p. 330 (Pap. IX B 50:10).
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  42. Gnosticism (from the Greek word for “knowledge”) was a complex religious movement led by various teachers, such as Valentinus, Basilides, and Marcion. Central to Gnosticism was the claim to revealed knowledge of God and human destiny, whereby the spiritual element in human beings can be redeemed. Christ as the divine emissary only temporarily entered into Jesus or assumed merely a semblance of human form.
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  The intellectual love of the mind towards God is that very love of God whereby God loves himself, not in so far as he is infinite, but in so far as he can be explained through the essence of the human mind regarded under the form of eternity; in other words, the intellectual love of the mind towards God is part of the infinite love wherewith God loves himself.


  44. See Supplement, pp. 330-31 (Pap. X5 B 54).
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