Subjectivity Is Truth
SOREN Kl ERKEGAARD

Qur first reading is taken fromthe Concluding Unscientific Postscript by Danish
phi | osopher Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), father of existentialism Kierkegaard
represents a radical version of fideismin which faith not only is higher than
reason but, in a sense, opposes it. Faith, not reason, is the highest virtue a
human can reach; -, faith is necessary for the deepest human ful fil nment.

Ki erkegaard argues that there is sonething fundanentally m sguided in trying to
base one's religious faith on objective evidence or reason. It is both useless
(it won't work) and a bad thing (it detracts one fromthe essential task of
growing in faith). He then goes on to develop a theory of subjectivity wherein
faith finds an authentic honme. Even if we had direct proof for theismor
Christianity, we would not want it, for such objective certainty would take the
venture out of the religious pilgrimge, reducing it to a set of dul

mat hemati cal certainties.

From Concl udi ng Unscientific Postscript to the Phil osophical Fragnments (1844),
transl ated by Louis Pojman. This selection and translation has been nmade for the
first edition of this vol une.

The problemwe are considering is not the truth of Christianity but the
individual s relation to Christianity. Qur discussion is not about the
scholar's systematic zeal to arrange the truths of Christianity in nice tidy
categories but about the individual's personal relationship to this doctrine, a
rel ati onship which is properly one of infinite interest to him Sinply stated,
"I, Johannes dinmacus, born in this city, nowthirty years old, a decent fellow
i ke nost folk, suppose that there awaits ne, as it awaits a nmaid and a

prof essor, a highest good, which is called an eternal happiness. | have heard
that Christianity is the way to that good, and so I ask, how nmay | establish a
proper relationship to Christianity?"

I hear an intellectual's response to this, "What outrageous presunption! What
egregi ous egoistic vanity in this theocentric and phil osophically enlightened
age, which is concerned with global history, to lay such inordinate wei ght on
one's petty self.”

| trenble at such a reproof and had I not already inured nyself to these kinds
of responses, | would slink away like a dog with his tail between his |egs. But

| have no guilt whatsoever about what | amdoing, for it is not | who is
presunptuous, but, rather, it is Christianity itself which conpels ne to ask the
guestion in this way. For Christianity places enornous significance on ny little
sel f, and upon every other self however insignificant it my seem in that it

of fers each self eternal happiness on the condition that a proper relationship
between itself and the individual is established.

Al though | amstill an outsider to faith, | can see that the only unpardonabl e
sin against the mpjesty of Christianity is for an individual to take his
relationship to it for granted. However nodest it nmay seemto relate oneself in
this way, Christianity considers such a casual attitude to be inprudent. So I



must respectfully decline all theocentric hel pers and the hel pers' hel pers who
woul d seek to help ne through a detached relationship to this doctrine. | would
rather remain where I amwith ny infinite concern about ny spiritual existence,
with the problemof how | may beconme a Christian. For while it is not inpossible
for one with an infinite concern for his eternal happi ness to achi eve sal vati on,
it is entirely inpossible for one who has lost all sensitivity to the

rel ati onship to achi eve such a state.

The objective problemis: Is Christianity true? The subjective problemis: Wat
is the individual's relationship to Christianity? Quite sinply, how may I,
Johannes Cinmacus, participate in the happi ness prom sed by Christianity? The
probl em concerns nyself alone; partly because, if it is properly set forth, it
will concern everyone in exactly the sane way; and partly because all the other
points of viewtake faith for granted, as trivial.

In order to make ny problemclear, | shall first describe the objective problem
and show how it should be treated. In this way the historical aspect will be
given its due. After this | shall describe the subjective problem

The (Objective Problemof the Truth of Christianity.

From an objective point of view Christianity is a historical fact whose truth
must be considered4d in a purely objective manner, for the nodest scholar is far
too objective not to | eave hinself outside--though as a matter of fact, he may
count hinself as a believer. "Truth' in this objective sense may nean either (1)
historical truth or (2) philosophical truth. As historical truth, the truth
clainms nust be decided by a critical exam nation of the various sources in the
same way we determ ne other historical clains. Considered philosophically, the
doctrine that has been historically verified nust be related to the eternal
truth.

The i nquiring, philosophical, and | earned researcher raises the question of the
truth, but not the subjective truth, that is, the truth as appropriated. The
inquiring researcher is interested, but he is not infinitely, personally, and
passionately interested in a way that relates his own eternal happiness to this
truth. Far be it for the objective person to be so i mmbdest, so presunptuous as
t hat!

Such an inquirer nust be in one of two states. Either he is already in faith
convinced of the truth of Christianity-and in such a relationship he cannot be
indefinitely interested in the objective inquiry, since faith itself consists in
being infinitely concerned with Christianity and regards every' conpeting
interest as a tenptation; or he is not in faith but objectively considering the
subject matter, and as such is not in a condition of being infinitely interested
in the question.

I mention this in order to draw your attention to what will be devel oped in the
second part of this work, nanely, that the problemof the truth of Christianity
IS never appropriately set forth in this objective manner, that is, it does not
arise at all, since Christianity lies in decision. Let the scholarly researcher
work with indefatigable zeal even to the point of shortening his l[ife in devoted
service to schol arship. Let the specul ative phil osopher spare neither tinme nor



effort. They are neverthel ess not personally and passionately concerned. On the
contrary, they wouldn't want to be but will want to devel op an objective and

di sinterested stance. They are only concerned about objective truth, so that the
guestion of personal appropriation is relatively uninportant, sonething that

will follow their findings as a matter of course. In the [ast anal ysis what
matters to the individual is of mnor significance. Herein precisely lies the
scholar's exalted equanimty as well as the conedy of his parrotlike pedantry.

The Hi storical Point of View

When Christianity is considered through its historical docunents, it becones
vital to get a trustworthy account of what Christian doctrine really is. If the
researcher is infinitely concerned with his relationship to this truth, he wll

i mredi ately despair, because it is patently clear that in historical nmatters the
greatest certainty is still only an approximtion, and an approximtion is too
weak for one to build his eternal happi ness upon, since its incomensurability
wi th eternal happi ness prevents it from obtaining.

So the scholar, having only a historical interest in the truth of Christianity,
begins his work with trenmendous zeal and contributes inportant research until
his seventieth year. Then just fourteen days before his death he conmes upon a
new docunent that casts fresh |light over one whole side of his inquiry. Such an
obj ective personality is the antithesis of the restless concern of the subject
who is infinitely interested in eternal happi ness and who surely deserves to
have a decisive answer to the question concerning that happiness.

When one raises the historical question of the truth of Christianity or of what
is and what is not Christian truth, we cone directly to the Holy Scriptures as
the central docunment. The historical investigation focuses first on the Bible.
So the scholar, having only a historical interest in the truth of Christianity,
begins his work with trenmendous zeal and contributes inportant research until
his seventieth year. Then just fourteen days before his death he conmes upon a
new docunent that casts fresh |light over one whole side of his inquiry. Such an
obj ective personality is the antithesis of the restless concern of the subject
who is infinitely interested in eternal happi ness and who surely deserves to
have a decisive answer to the question concerning that happiness.

When one raises the historical question of the truth of Christianity or of what
is and what is not Christian truth, we cone directly to the Holy Scriptures as
the central docunent. The historical investigation focuses first on the Bible.

The Holy Scriptures. It is very inportant that the scholar secure the

hi ghest possible reliability in his work. In this regard it is inportant for ne
not to pretend that I have | earning or show that | have none, for ny purpose
here is nore inportant. And that is to have it understood and renenbered t hat
even with the nost inpressive scholarly credentials and persistence, even if al
the intelligence of all the critics met in one single head, still one would get
no further than an approxi mati on. W could never show nore than that there is an
i ncomensurability between the infinite personal concern for one's eterna

happi ness and the reliability of the docunents.

When the Scriptures are considered as the ultimte arbiter, which determ nes
what is and what: is not Christian, it becones inperative to secure their



reliability through a critical historical investigation. So we nust deal here

wi th several issues: the canonicity of each book of the Bible, their
authenticity, their integrity, the trustworthiness of the authors, and finally,
we must assunme a dogmati c guarantee: inspiration. Wien one thinks of the
prodi gi ous | abors that the English are devoting to digging the tunnel under the
Thanmes, the incredible expenditure of time and effort, and how a little accident
can upset the whole project for a long tine, one may be able to get sone idea of
what is involved in the undertaking that we are describing. How nuch tine, what
di I i gence, what gl orious acunmen, what remnarkabl e scholarship fromgeneration to
generati on have been requisitioned to acconplish this work of suprene wonder!
And yet a single little dialectical doubt can suddenly touch the foundations and
for along tine disturb the whole project, closing the underground way to
Christianity, which one has tried to establish objectively and scientifically,

i nstead of approaching the problemas it should be approached, above ground--
subj ecti vel y.

But let us assunme first that the critics have established everything that

schol arly theol ogians in their happiest nonents ever dreaned to prove about the
Bi bl e. These books and no others belong to the canon. They are authentic,
conplete, their authors are trustworthy-it is as though every letter were
divinely inspired (one cannot say nore than this, for inspiration is an object
of faith and is qualitatively dialectical. It cannot be reached by a
gquantitative increnment). Furthernore, there is not the slightest contradiction
in these holy witings. For let us be careful in formulating our hypothesis. If
there is even a word that is problematic, the parenthesis of uncertainty begins
again, and the critical philological enterprise will |ead one astray. In
general, all that is needed to cause us to question our findings is a little

ci rcunspection, the renunciation of every learned mddle-term which could in a
tw nkl e of the eye degenerate into a hundred-year parenthesis.

And so it conmes to pass that everything we hoped for with respect to the
Scriptures has been firmy established. Wiat follows fromthis? Has anyone who
didn't previously have faith conme a single step closer to faith? O course not,
not a single step closer. For faith isn't produced through academ c
investigations. It doesn't cone directly at all, but, on the contrary, it is
precisely in objective analysis that one |loses the infinite personal and

passi onate concern that is the requisite condition for faith, its ubiquitous

I ngredient, wherein faith cones into existence.

Has anyone who had faith gained anything in terns of faith's strength and power?
No, not the |east. Rather, his prodigious |earning which Iies |ike a dragon at
faith's door, threatening to devour it, will becone a handicap, forcing himto
put forth an even greater prodigious effort in fear and trenbling in order not
to fall into tenptation and confuse knowl edge with faith. Wereas faith had
uncertainty as a useful teacher, it now finds that certainty is its nost
danger ous eneny. Take passion away and faith di sappears, for certainty and
passi on are inconpatible. Let an analogy throw light on this point. He who
bel i eves that God exists and providentially rules the world finds it easier to
preserve his faith (and not a fantasy) in an. inperfect world where passion is
kept awake, than in an absolutely perfect world; for in such an ideal world
faith is unthinkable. This is the reason that we are taught that in eternity
faith will be annull ed.



Now | et us assune the opposite, that the opponents have succeeded in proving
what they desired to establish regarding the Bible and did so with a certainty
that transcended their w | dest hopes. \Wat then? Has the eneny abolished
Christianity? Not a whit. Has he harned the believer? Not at all. Has he won the
right of being free fromthe responsibility of becom ng a believer? By no neans.
Si nply because these books are not by these authors, are not authentic, |ack
integrity, do not seemto be inspired (though this cannot be denonstrated since
it is amtter of faith), it in no way follows that these authors have not

exi sted, and above all it does not follow that Christ never existed. In so far
as faith perdures, the believer is at liberty to assune it; just aS free (mark
well!); for if he accepted the content of faith on the basis of evidence, he
woul d now be on the verge of giving up faith. |If things ever cane this far,
the;. believer is somewhat to blane, for he invited the procedure and began to
play into the hands of unbelief by attenpting to prove the content of faith.

Here is the heart of the matter, and | conme back to | earned theol ogy. For whose
sake is the proof sought? Faith does not need it. Yes, it nust regard it as an
eneny. But when faith begins to feel ashaned, when |ike a young woman for whom

| ove ceases to suffice, who secretly. feels ashanmed of her |over and nust
therefore have it confirnmed by others that he really is quite remarkable, so

i kewi se when faith falters and begins to |lose its passion, when it begins to
cease to be faith, then proof becones necessary in order to conmand respect from
t he side of unbelief.

So when the subject of faith is treated objectively, it becones inpossible for a
person to relate hinself to the decision of faith with passion, let alone with
infinitely concerned passion. It is a self-contradiction and as such comcal to
be infinitely concerned about what at best can only be an approximation. If in
spite of this, we still preserve passion, we obtain fanaticism For the person
with infinite passionate concern every relevant detail becones sonething of
infinite value. The error lies not in the infinite passion but in the fact that
its object has becone an approxi mati on.

As soon as one takes subjectivity away--and with it subjectivity's passion--and
with passion the infinite concern--it becones inpossible to nake a deci sion--
either with regard to this problemor any other; for every decision, every
genui ne decision, is a subjective action. A contenplator (i.e., an objective
subj ect) experiences no infinite urge to nake a decision and sees no need for a
comm t ment anywhere. This is the falsity of objectivity and this is the problem
with the Hegelian notion of nediation as the node of transition in the

conti nuous process, where nothing endures and where nothing is infinitely

deci ded because the novenent turns back on itself and again turns back; but the
novenent itself is a chinera and phil osophy becones wi se afterwards. Cbjectively
speaki ng, this nethod produces results in great supply, but it does not produce
a single decisive result. This is as is expected, since decisiveness inheres in
subjectivity, essentially in passion and maximally in the personal passion that
is infinitely concerned about one's eternal happiness.

Christianity is spirit, spirit is inwardness, inwardness is subjectivity,
subjectivity is essentially passion and at its nmaxi numinfinite personal and
passi onate concern about one's eternal happiness.



Becom ng Subj ective. jectively we only consider the subject matter,

subj ectively we consider the subject and his subjectivity, and, behold,
subjectivity is precisely our subject matter. It nmust constantly be kept in mnd
that the subjective

probl emis not about sone other subject matter but sinply about subjectivity
itself. Since the problemis about a decision, and all decisions lie in
subjectivity, it follows that not a trace of objectivity remains, for at the
nmonment that subjectivity slinks away fromthe pain and crisis of decision, the

probl em becones to a degree objective. If the Introduction still awaits another
wor k before a judgnent can be made on the subject matter, if the phil osophi cal
systemstill lacks a paragraph, if the speaker still has a final argunent,

the _decision is postponed. W do not raise the question of the truth of
Christianity in the sense that when it has been decided, subjectivity is ready
and willing to accept it. No, the question is about the subject's acceptance of

it, and it nust be regarded as an infernal illusion or a deceitful evasion which
seeks to avoid the decision by taking an objective treatnent of the subject
matter and assunmes that a subjective commitnent will follow fromthe objective

del i beration as a matter of course. On the contrary, the decision lies in
subjectivity and an objective acceptance is either a pagan concept or one devoid
of all meani ng.

Christianity wll give the single individual eternal happi ness, a good that
cannot be divided into parts but can only be given to one person at a tine.

Al t hough we presuppose that subjectivity is available to be appropriated, a
possibility that involves accepting this good, it is not a subjectivity w thout
qual i fication, wthout a genuine understanding of the neaning of this good.
Subj ectivity's devel opnent or transformation, its infinite concentration in
itself with regard to an eternal happi ness-this highest good of Infinity, an
eternal happiness-this is subjectivity's devel oped possibility. As such,

Christianity protests against all objectivity and will infinitely concern itself
only with subjectivity. If there is any Christian truth, it first arises in
subjectivity. Objectively it does not arise at all. If its truthis only in a

single person, then Christianity exists in himalone, and there is greater joy
in heaven over this one than over all world history and phil osophical systens
whi ch, as objective forces, are incommensurable with the Christian idea.

Phi | osophy teaches that the way to truth is to becone objective, but
Christianity teaches that the way is to becone subjective, that is, to becone a
subject in truth. Lest we seemto be trading on anbiguities, let it be said
clearly that Christianity ainms at intensifying passion to its highest pitch; but
passion is subjectivity and does not exist objectively at all

Subj ective Truth, Inwardness; Truth is Subjectivity. For an
objective reflection the truth beconmes an object, sonething objective, and

t hought points away fromthe subject. For subjective reflection the truth
beconmes a matter of appropriation, of inwardness, of subjectivity, and thought
nmust penetrate deeper and still deeper into the subject and his subjectivity.
Just as in objective reflection, when objectivity had cone into being,

subj ectivity di sappeared, so here the subjectivity of the subject becones the
final stage, and objectivity disappears. It is not for an instant forgotten that
the subject is an existing individual, and that existence is a process of

becom ng, and that therefore the idea of truth being an identity of thought and



being is a chinera of abstraction; this is not because the truth is not such an
identity but because the believer is an existing individual for whomthe truth
cannot be such an identity as long as he exists as a tenporal being.

If an existing subject really could transcend hinself, the truth would be

sonmet hing conplete for him but where is this point outside of hinself? The 1 =
1 is a mathematical point that does not exist, and insofar as one woul d take
this standpoint, he will not stand in another's way. It is only nonentarily that
the existential subject experiences the unity of the infinite and the finite,

whi ch transcends existence, and that nonent is the nonent of passion. Wile

scri bbli ng nodern phil osophy is contenptuous of passion, passion renmains the

hi ghest point of existence for the individual who exists in tinme. In passion the
exi stential subject is nmade infinite in imgination's eternity, and at the sane
time he is hinself.

Al'l essential know edge concerns exi stence, or only that know edge that rel ates
to existence is essential, is essential know edge. Al know edge that is not

exi stential, that does not involve inward reflection, is really accidental

know edge, its degree and conpass are essentially a matter of no inportance.
This essential know edge that relates itself essentially to the existing
individual is not to be equated with the above-nenti oned abstract identity

bet ween t hought and being. But it neans that know edge nust relate itself to the
knower, who is essentially an existing individual, and therefore all essenti al
know edge essentially relates itself to existence, to that which exists. But al
ethical and all ethical-religious know edge has this essential relationship to
the existence of the knower.

In order to elucidate the difference between the objective way of reflection and
t he subjective way, | shall now show how subjective reflection makes its way
back into inwardness. The highest point of inwardness in an existing person is
passi on, for passion corresponds to truth as a paradox, and the fact that the
truth beconmes a paradox is grounded in its relation to an existing individual.
The one corresponds to the other. By forgetting that we are existing subjects,
we | ose passion and truth ceases to be a paradox, but the know ng subject begins
to lose his humanity and becones fantastic and the truth |ikew se becones a
fantastic object for this kind of know edge.

When the question of truth is put forward in an objective manner, reflection is
directed objectively to the truth as an object to which the knower is related.
The reflection is not on the relationship but on whether he is related to the
truth. If that which he is related to is the truth, the subject is in the truth
When the question of truth is put forward in a subjective manner, reflection is
directed subjectively to the individual's relationship. If the relation's HOVNis
in truth, the individual is in truth, even if the WHAT to which he is related is
not true.

W may illustrate this by exam ning the know edge of God. bjectively the
reflection is on whether the object is the true God; subjectively reflection is
on whether the individual is related to a what in such a way that his
relationship in truth is a God-relationship. On which side does the truth lie?
Ah, let us not |ean towards nediation and say, it is on neither side but in the
medi ati on of both of them



The exi sting individual who chooses the objective way enters upon the entire
approxi mati on process that is supposed to bring God into the picture. But this
in all eternity cannot be done ~ because God is Subject and therefore exists
only for the subjective individual in inwardness. The existing individual who
chooses the subjective way conprehends instantly the entire dialectica
difficulty involved in having to use sone tinme, perhaps a long tine, in order to
find God objectively. He conprehends this dialectical difficulty in all its pain
because every nonent without God is a nonent |lost--so inportant is the matter of
being related to God. In this way God certainly becomes a postulate but not in
the usel ess sense in which it is often taken. It becones the only way in which
an existing individual cones into a relation wth God--when the dialectical
contradiction brings passion to the point of despair and hel ps himenbrace God
with the category of despair (faith). Now the postulate is far from being
arbitrary or optional. It becones a |life-saving necessity, so that it is no

| onger sinply a postulate, but rather the individual's postulation of the

exi stence of God is a necessity.

Now the problemis to calculate on which side there is the nost truth: either
the side of one who seeks the true God objectively and pursues the approxi nate
truth of the God-idea or the side of one who is driven by infinite concern for
his relationship to God. No one who has not been corrupted by science can have
any doubt in the matter.

If one who lives in a Christian culture goes up to God's house, the house of the
true God, with a true conception of God, with know edge of God and prays--but
prays in a false spirit; and one who lives in an idolatrous |and prays with the
total passion of the infinite, although his eyes rest on the i mage of an idol;
where is there nost truth? The one prays in truth to God, although he worships
an idol. The other prays in untruth to the true. God and therefore really

wor shi ps an i dol .

When a person objectively inquires about the problemof inmmortality and anot her
person enbraces it as an uncertainty with infinite passion, where is there nost
truth, and who really has the greater certainty? The one has entered into an

i nexhausti bl e approxi mation, for certainty of immortality lies precisely in the
subjectivity of the individual. The other is immortal and fights against his
uncertainty.

Let us consider Socrates. Today everyone is playing with sone proof or other.
Sonme have many, sone fewer. But Socrates! He put the question objectively in a

hypot heti cal manner: "if there is imortality." Conpared to the nodern
phi | osopher with three proofs for inmmortality, should we consider Socrates a
doubter? Not at all. On this little if he risks his entire life; he dares to

face death, and he has directed his I[ife with infinite passion so that the if is
confirmed-1F there is inmmortality. |Is there any better proof for life after
deat h? But those who have the three proofs do not at all pattern their lives in
conformty with the idea. If there is an immortality, it nust feel disgust over
their | ackadai sical manner of life. Can any better refutation be given of the
three proofs? These crunbs of uncertainty hel ped Socrates because they hastened
the process along, inciting the passions. The three proofs that that others have
are of no help at all because they are dead to the spirit, and the fact that
they need three proofs proves that they are spiritually dead. The Socratic

i gnorance that Socrates held fast with the entire passion of his i nwardness was
an expression of the idea that eternal truth is related to an existing



i ndividual, and that this will be in the formof a paradox as |long as he exists;
and yet it is just possible that there is nore truth in Socratic ignorance than
is contained in the "objective truth" of the philosophical systens, which flirts
with the spirit of the times and cuddl es up to associ ate professors.

The objective accent falls on what is said; the subjective accent falls on how
it is said. This distinction is valid even for aesthetics and shows itself in
the notion that what nmay be objectively true may in the nouth of certain people
becone fal se. This distinction is illustrated by the saying that the difference
bet ween the ol der days and our day is that in the old days only a few knew t he
truth while in ours all knowit, except that the inwardness towards it is in

i nverse proportion to the scope of its possession. Aesthetically the
contradiction that the truth beconmes error in certain nmouths is best understood
comcally. In the ethical-religious domain the accent is again on the how But
this is not to be understood as referring to decorum nodul ation, delivery, and
so on, but to the individual's relationship to the proposition, the way he
relates hinself to it. Cbjectively it is a question sinply about the content of
the proposition, but subjectively it is a question of inwardness. At its maxi nmum
this inward how is the passion of infinity and the passion of the infinite is
itself the truth. But since the passion of the infinite is exactly subjectivity,
subjectivity is the truth. Qojectively there is no infinite decision or
commtnent, and so it is objectively correct to annul the difference between
good and evil as well as the |aw of noncontradiction and the difference between
truth and untruth. Only in subjectivity is there decision and commtnent, so
that to seek this in objectivity is to be in error. It is the passion of
infinity that brings forth decisiveness, not its content, for its content is
precisely itself. In this manner the subjective how and subjectivity are the
truth.

But the how that is subjectively enphasized because the subject is an existing
individual is also subject to a tenporal dialectic. In passion's decisive
nonment, where the road swings off fromthe way to objective know edge, it
appears that the infinite decision is ready to be made. But in that nonment the
exi sting individual finds hinself in tine, and the subjective how becones
transfornmed into a striving, a striving that is notivated by and is repeatedly
experienced in the decisive passion of the infinite. But this is still a
striving.

When subjectivity is truth, subjectivity's definition nust include an expression
for an opposition to objectivity, a rem nder of the fork in the road, and this
expression nmust al so convey the tension of inwardness. Here is such a definition
of truth: the objective uncertainty, held fast in an appropriation process of

t he nost passionate inward ness is the truth, the highest truth available for an
exi sting person. There where the way swings off (and where that is cannot be

di scovered objectively but only subjectively), at that place objective know edge
is annul l ed. Qbjectively speaking he has only uncertainty, but precisely there
the infinite passion of inwardness is intensified, and truth is precisely the
adventure to choose objective uncertainty with the passion of inwardness.

When | consider nature in order to discover God, | do indeed see his omi potence
and wi sdom but | see nmuch nore that disturbs nme. The result of all this is

obj ective uncertainty, but precisely here is the place for inwardness because

i nwar dness apprehends the objective uncertainty with the entire passion of
infinity. In the case of mathemati cal statenments objectivity is already given
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but because of the nature of mathematics, this truth is existentially
indifferent.

Now t he above definition of truth is an equival ent description of faith. Wthout
risk there is no faith. Faith is precisely the contradiction between the
infinite passion of inwardness and objective uncertainty. If | can grasp God
objectively, I do not believe, but because | cannot know God objectively, | nust
have faith, and if | will preserve nyself in faith, | nust constantly be
determined to hold fast to the objective uncertainty, so as to remain out upon
the ocean's deep, over seventy thousand fathons of water, and still believe.

In the sentence 'subjectivity, inwardness is truth', we see the essence of
Socratic wi sdom whose imortal service is exactly to have recogni zed the
essenti al meani ng of existence, that the knower is an existing subject, and for
this reason in his ignorance Socrates enjoyed the highest relationship to truth
within the paganism This is a truth that specul ative phil osophy unhappily again
and again forgets that the knower is an existing subject. It is difficult enough
to recognize this fact in our objective age, long after the genius of Socrates.

When subjectivity, inwardness, is the truth, the truth becones objectively
determ ned as a paradox, and that it is paradoxical is nmade clear by the fact
that subjectivity is truth, for it repels objectivity, and the expression for
the objective repulsion is the intensity and neasure of inwardness. The paradox
is the objective uncertainty, which is the expression for the passion of

i nwardness, which is precisely the truth. This is the Socratic principle. The
eternal, essential truth, that is, that which relates itself essentially to the
i ndi vi dual because it concerns his existence (all other know edge is,
Socratically speaking, accidental, its degree and scope being indifferent), is a
paradox. Nevertheless, the eternal truth is not essentially in itself

par adoxi cal , but it becones so by relating itself to an existing individual.
Socratic ignorance is the expression of this objective uncertainty, the

i nwardness of the existential subject is the truth. To anticipate what | w |
devel op later, Socratic ignorance is an analogy to the category of the absurd,
only that there is still |ess objective certainty in the absurd, and therefore
infinitely greater tension in its inwardness. The Socratic inwardness that

i nvol ves existence is an analogy to faith, except that this inwardness is

repul sed not by ignorance but by the absurd, which is infinitely deeper.
Socratically the eternal, essential truth is | by no neans paradoxical in
itself, but only by virtue of its relation to an existing individual.

Subj ectivity, inwardness, is the truth. Is there a still nore inward expression
for this? Yes, there is. If subjectivity is seen as the truth, we may posit the
opposite principle: that subjectivity is untruth, error. Socratically speaking,
subjectivity is untruth if it fails to understand that subjectivity is truth and
desires to understand itself objectively. But now we are presupposing that
subjectivity in becomng the truth has a difficulty to overcone in as nuch as it
is inuntruth. So we nust work backwards, back to inwardness. Socratically, the
way back to the truth takes place through recollection, supposing that we have
menories of that truth deep within us.

Let us call this untruth of the individual 'sin.' Seen frometernity the

i ndi vi dual cannot be in sin, nor can he be eternally presupposed as havi ng been
insin. So it nust be that he becones a sinner by comng into existence (for the
begi nning point is that subjectivity is untruth). He is not born as a sinner in
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the sense that he is sinful before he is born, but he is born in sin and as a
sinner. We shall call this state original sin. But if existence has acquired
such power over him he is inpotent to make his way back to eternity through the
use of his nenory (supposing that there is truth in the Platonic idea that we
may di scover truth through recollection). If it was al ready paradoxical that the
eternal truth related itself to an existing individual, nowit is absolutely
paradoxi cal that it relates itself to such an individual. But the nore difficult
it is for himthrough nmenory to transcend exi stence, the nore inwardness nust
increase in intense passion, and when it is made inpossible for him when he is
hel d so fast in existence that the back door of recollection is forever closed
to himthrough sin, then his inwardness wilt be the deepest possible.

Subj ectivity is truth. Through this relationship between the eternal truth and
the existing individual the paradox conmes into existence. Let us now go further
and suppose that the eternal truth is essentially a paradox. How does this
paradox come into existence? By juxtaposing the eternal, essential truth with
tenporal existence. When we set themtogether within the truth itself, the truth
becones paradoxical. The eternal truth has come into tinme. This is the paradox.
If the subject is hindered by sin fromnmaking his way back to eternity by

| ooki ng i nward through recollection, he need not trouble hinself about this, for
now the eternal essential truth is no |Ionger behind him but it is in front of
him through its being in existence or having existed, so that if the individual
does not existentially get hold of the truth, he will never get hold of it.

It is inpossible to accentuate exi stence nore than this. Wen the eternal truth
is related to an existing individual, truth beconmes a paradox. The paradox
repel s the individual because of the objective uncertainty and ignorance towards
i nwar dness. But since this paradox in itself is not paradoxical, it does not
push the spirit far enough. For without risk there is no faith, and the greater
the risk the greater the faith, and the nore objective reliability, the |ess

i nwar dness (for inwardness is precisely subjectivity). Indeed, the |less
objective reliability, the deeper becones the possible inwardness. Wen the
paradox is in itself paradoxical, it repels the individual by the power of the
absurd, and the correspondi ng passion, which is produced in the process, is
faith. But subjectivity, inwardness, is truth, for otherwi se we have forgotten
the Socratic contribution; but there is no nore striking expression for

i nwar dness than when the retreat from exi stence through recollection back to
eternity is made inpossible; and when the truth as paradox encounters the

i ndi vi dual who is caught in the vice-grip of sin's anxiety and suffering, but
who is also aware of the trenendous risk involved in faith-when he neverthel ess
makes the leap of faith-this is subjectivity at its height.

When Socrates believed in the existence of God, he held fast to an objective
uncertainty in passionate i nwardness, and in that contradiction, in that risk
faith cane into being. Nowit is different. Instead of the objective
uncertainty, there is objective certainty about the object-certainty that it is
absurd, and it is, again, faith that holds fast to that object in passionate

i nwar dness. Conpared with the gravity of the absurd, Socratic ignorance is a

j oke, and conpared with the strenuosity of faith in believing the paradox,
Socratic existential inwardness is a Geek |life of |eisure.

What is the absurd? The absurd is that the eternal truth has entered tine, that
God has entered existence, has been born, has grown, and so on, has becone
precisely |like any other human being, quite indistinguishable from other humans.



12

The absurd is precisely by its objective repul sion the neasure of the inwardness
of faith. Suppose there is a man who desires to have faith. Let the conedy
begin. He desires to obtain faith with the help of objective investigation and
what the approximation process of evidential inquiry yields. Wat happens? Wth
the help of the increnment of evidence the absurd is transfornmed to sonethi ng

el se; it beconmes probable, it becones nore probable still, it becones perhaps

hi ghl y and overwhel m ngly probable. Now that there is respectabl e evidence for
the content of his faith, he is ready to believe it, and he prides hinself that
his faith is not like that of the shoemaker, the tailor, and the sinple folk,

but conmes after a long investigation. Now he prepares hinself to believe it. Any
proposition that is al nost probable, reasonably probable, highly and
overwhel m ngly probable, is sonething that is al nost known and as good as known,
hi ghl y and overwhel m ngly known-but it is not believed, not through faith; for
the absurd is precisely faith's object and the only positive attitude possible
inrelation to it is faith and not know edge.

Christianity has declared itself to be the eternal that has entered tine, that
has proclained itself as the paradox and demands faith's i nwardness in rel ation
to that which is a scandal to the Jews and folly to the G eeks-and as absurd to
the understanding. It is inpossible to say this nore strongly than by saying:
subjectivity is truth, and objectivity is repelled by it-by virtue of the
absurd.

Subj ectivity culmnates in passion. Christianity is the paradox; paradox and
passi on bel ong together as a perfect match, and the paradox is perfectly suited
to one whose situation is to be in the extremty of existence. Indeed, there
never has been found in all the world two | overs nore suited

to each other than passion and paradox, and the strife between themis a |lover's
quarrel, when they argue about which one first aroused the other's passion. And
so it is here. The existing individual by nmeans of the paradox has cone to the
extremty of existence. And what is nore wonderful for |overs than to be granted
a long tinme together with each other w thout anything disturbing their relation
except that which nmakes it nore inwardly passionate? And this is what is granted
to the unspecul ati ve understandi ng between the passion and paradox, for they
will dwell harnoniously together in tine and be changed first in eternity.

But the specul ative phil osopher views things altogether differently. He believes
but only to a certain degree. He. puts his hand to the plow but quickly | ooks
about for sonmething to know. Froma Christian perspective it is hard to see how
he coul d reach the hi ghest good in this manner.



