7, - r)"’
'./ o l» ,r,)}/(

A - T e

438 Faith and Reason :

two different language games. “Neither stands
. in need of justification, the one no more than
" the other.”

Finally, Michael Martin argues that fideism
is fundamentally flawed. We do have a com-
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mon conceptual framework and criteria of ra-

~ tional assessment so that analysis and evalua-

tion of all worldviews, including religious ones,
is possible. Fideism fails to acqult itself before
the bar of reason.
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Our first reading is taken from the Concluding -

Unscientific Postscript by, Danish  philosopher
Spren Kierkegaard (1813-1655), father of ex-
istentialism. Kierkegaard represents a Eqdi__cal ver-
sion of fideism in 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 deepe& human fulfilment.

Aterkegaam argues that there s ‘something fun-
damentally misguided in trying to base one’s
religious faith on objective evidence or reason. It
is both useless (it won't work) and a Qﬁd thing (it

.o)‘

‘.“.Aafr‘:r'fc one from fnp ‘ssential fncl/ of growing in
faith). He t?;;;mjo_dmmp a theory of
subjectivity wherein faith fifds an authentic home.

Even if we hagdlrect proof for theisim or Chfistian-

ity, we would T not want it, for such objective cer-
tainty would take the venture out of the religious

pilgr' mage, reducing 10 2 set of dull mathemati- wwlcf shnfaway like a dog with his tail between

“his Iegs But | have no gull* whatsoever about what

" cal certainties. R

The problem we are considering is not the truth of
Christianity but the individual's relatnon to Chris-
tianity. Our discussion is not about the scholar's

o systematlc zeal to arrange the truths of Christianity

“in nice tldY Categones but about the individual's

s //

From Concluding Unscientific Postscript to the Philosophical
Fragments (1844), translated by Louis Pojman. This selection

and wanslation has been made for the first edition of this - »

volume, -

qo

72/ rj)/
> ~
Y a
personal relationship to this doctrine, a relation-
ship which i s, properly one of infinite inter ergst 0
him. Sim le Sfated, “, johannes Climgcus, bom
in this city, now thirty years old, a decent fellow
like most folk, suppose that there await{ me, as it
awaits & maid and a professor, a highest good,
which is called an eternal h Fggmess | have heard
that Christianity is the way to that good, and 50 |
ask, how may | establish a Proper relationship to
Christianity?"’ . /"/'L, -
| hear an intellectual’s response o this, “What
outrageous presumptlon' What eoreglous egoistic

f» vanity i this thewentnc and ph;.csoph:ca!!‘, en-

~ lightened age, which s concerned with global his-
tory, to.lay such mordmate W€I5ht on one’s petty
self.” " T

I tremK le at such a reproof and had | not al-
reagy mured myself to these kinds of responses, |

| am doing, for it is ot | who i IS, presumptuous, - L»*
but, rather, it is Christianity itself which compels
me to ask the question in this way. For Christianity
places enormous significance on my little self, and
upon every other self however ms:gmflcant it may
seem, in that it offers each self eternal happiness
n the condition that a proper relationship be-

’t ween itself and the individual is established.

Although | am still an outsider to faith, | can
see that the only unpardonage sin against the
majesty of Chnstiamty i¢ for an individual to take
his relationship to it for granted. However modest
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it may seem to relate oneself in this way, Chris-
tianity considers such,a casual attitude to be im-

| / - prudent. So | must respe‘é’(;ully declme all theo-
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centric gﬁgﬂs and the” é’lpers, helpers who
would seek to help me through a detached rela-

tronshrp to this doctrine. | would rather 1 remain
where | am .with my i rnfrnrte congern about my
spiritual existence, wrth the pr?)ﬂ em of how | may
become a Christian, For while it is not impossible
for one with an infinite concer for his eternal
happiness to achieve salvation, it is entirely im-
possible for one who has lost al l jensmvrty to the
relationship to achieve such a Sate”

The objective problem i rs <15 Christiani ity true?

Wi s
is not infinitely, personally, and p;sgtonately inter-
ested in 2 way that relates his own eternal happi-
ness to thls truth. Far be it for the objective person,
to be so rmrnodest, 0 presumptuous as that!

Such a | | inquirer must be in one of two states.
Either he is already in faith convinced of the truth
of Christianity—and in such a relationship he can-
not be infinitely interested in the objective i inquiry,

7since faith itself consists in being infinitely con-
_gemed with Christianity and re’gg!d ~every com-
' peting interest as a temptatton or he is not in faith - .
but objectrvely’consrdermg the subject matter, |
and as such not in a condmon of beisig infinitely
interested in the question.

v'\/_m

The subjective problem is: What is the individual s)f;) »'¢ | mention this in order to draw yt your attention

relationship to Christianity? Quite simply, how
may |, Johannes Climacus, participate in the hap-
piness promised by Chrﬁranrw? The problem
concerns myself alcne; part'" because, if it is
properry set torth it will concern everyone in
exactﬁf the & e same way; and partfy because all
the other paints of view take faith for granted, as
trivial,

In order to make my problem clear, | shaH first

describe the objective problem and show how it -

should be treated. In this way the historical aspect

- 7 will be given'its s due. After this | shall descrrbe the

subjectivz problem. [
The Objective Problem of the Truth of Christian-
ity. From an objective point of view Christianity is
a historical fact whose truth must be considered in
a purely objective manner, for the modest scholar
is far too objective not to leave himself outside—
though as a matter of fact, he may count himself as
a bel jever. ‘Truth’ in this objective sense may
redn either (1) historical truth or (2) philosophical
wuth. As historical truth, the Lut_h_dmms must be
decrd /_i)y a critical examrnatron | of the various
“s60rces in the samé way we determine other his-
torical claims. Considered philosophically, the
doctrine that has been historically verified must be
related to the eternal truth
The inquiring, phrlosophrcaf and learned re-
. searcher raises the question of the truth, but not
the subjectrve truth, that is, the truth as appropri-

tf;),\ .~ ated. The inquiring researcher is interested, but he

,w»)>

to what will be develo veloped in the second part of
this work nameﬁ/, that the problem of the truth of
Christianity is never appropriately set forth in this

~ objective manner, that is, it does notyrrse at all,
;- since Christianity [ies in degision, Let tihes scholarly
researcher werk with rndefatrgable zeal even to
the point of shortemnghrs ife in d’evoted service
to scholarshrp Let the speculative philosopher
spare e neither time nor effort They are nevertheless, .
“iot personally- and passronately concerned. On
the contrary, they wouldn’t want to be but will
want to develop an objective and drsrnterested
stance. They are only concerned about ob;ectrve

truth, so that the question of personal appropria- ~

tion is relatively unimportant, something that will
follow their findings as a Matter of course. In the
last analysis what matters to the individual is of
minor  significance.” Herern precisely lies the
scholar’s exalted equammrty as well as the com-
edy of his parrothke pedantry

b «yJU
The Historical Point of View. When Christianity
is considered through its historical documents, it
becomes vital to ) geta trustworthy account of what
Christian doctrine real Iy s. Tthe researcher is infi-
nitely concerned with his relationship to this truth,
he will rmmedlately despair, because it is patently
clear that Tnhistorical matters the greatest cer-
tainty is still only an ap oxrmatron 7 ahd an ap-
proximation is too wea for one to build his eter-
nal happiness upon, since its incommensurability =
with eternal happiness prevents it from obtaining.
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So the scholar, having only a historical interest in
the truth of Christianity, begins his work with tre-
mendous zeal and contributes important research
until his seventletﬁ year. Then just fourteen days
that casts fresh hgbt over one whole side of his
[OATEATZN

inquiry. 77 Such an objective personality is the an-
tithesis of therestless concern of the subject who is
infinitely interesied in eternal happiness and who
surely deserves to have a dec:suve answer to the
question concerning that happmess

v When one raises the historical question of the
truth of Christianity or of what is and what is not
Christian truth, we come g}rectly to the Holy
Scriptures as the central document. The historical
investigation focuses first on the Bible.

5(/),5

The Holy Scriptures. It is very important that the
scholar secure the highest possible rehablhty in his
work In thlS regard it is mportantfor me not to
pretend that | have learning or show that | have
none, for my purpose here is more lmportant And
that is to have it understood and remembered that
even with the most impressive scholarly creden-
tials and persistence, even if all the intelligence of

—\” &kn f-rlhhr mof an nno clnn'n haad etill Ann
al iy \'(.«“\'“u' JUN Ve

would get o further than an approximation. We

could never show more than that there is an in-
..commensurability between the infinite personal
concern for one’s eternal happiness and the relia-
bility of the documents.

When the Scriptures are considered as the ulti-
mate arbiter, which determines what is and what

is not Chrlstlan it becomes |mperat|ve to secure

their reliability through a critical historical investi-
gation. 50 we must deal here with several | issues:
the cahomcny of each book of the Bible, “their
authentl(lty, their integrity, the trustworthmess of
“the authors, and finally, we must assume a dog-
matic BUarantee: inspiration. When one thinks of
the prodigious abors that the English are devoting
to digging the tunnel under the Thames, the in-
. cedible expenditure of time and effort, and how a
itle acciden gén n upset the whole project for 2
long time, one may / be able to get some idea of
what i involved | in the undertakLg that we are
describing. How much txme whatdlngence what

e ﬁ& T
glorious acumen, what remarkable scholarship

from generation to generation have been requisi- .-
tioned to accog}nphsh this work of supreme won- ..

der! And yet a single little dialectical doubt can
@suddenly touch the foundation€’and for a long

time disturb the whole project, closing the under- !

ground way to Christianity, whl(c“ﬁ one has tried to
establish objectlvely and sc:e’mflcally, instead of

approaching the problem as it should be ap- .

proached, above ground—subjectively. ot
But let us assume first that the critics have es-

tablished everything that scholarly theologians in

their happiest moments ever dreamed to prove

“about the Bibl”. These books and no others belong

to the canon. They are authentic, complete, their
authors are trustworthy—it is as though e\hlgry’l)et__-
ter were divinely inspired (one cannot say more
than this, for inspiration is an object of faith and is
qualitatively dialectical. It cannot be reached by a
quantitative increment). f}rlhermore, there is not
the slightest contradiction in these holy writings.
For léfﬁs be careful in formulating our hypothesis.
If there is even a word that is nrobl=mat|c the
pargnthesrs of uncertainty begiris agair, and the

crmcal phllologlcal enterprise will lead one

u Ora’ (!)n gene:"s' '}” fkaf 1c nnorlnrl ff\ f‘ anco e tﬂ

questlon our findings is a littie arcpmspectmn the
renuncnatlon of every learned middle-term, which
could in a twmkle of the eye éegenerat(' into a
hundred-year parenthesxs e

And 50 it comes to pass that everything we
hoped for with respect to the Scriptures has been

- firmly estabiished. What follows from this? Has

NG
anyone who didn't prevnously have faith come 3
single step closer to “faith? Of course not, not 4
single step closer. For faith isn't produced through
academic investigatians. It doesn't come directly

~atall, but, on the contrary, it is precrsely in objec-

tive analysis that one loses the infinite personal
and passionate concern that is the requisite condi-
tion for faith, its ublqunpus ingredient, wherein
faith comes into existence;

Has anyone who had faith gained anything in
terms of faith's strength and power? No, not the
least. Rather, his prodigious learing which lies
like a dr%gfon atfa faith’s door, threatening to dﬁy)qur
it, will bécome a ﬁarlgic)ap, forcmg him to put

Nl .
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~_certainty is its most dangerous enemy. Take pas-

annulled.

VILC.T Subjectivity [5 Tryth

_ Jorth an even greater prodigious effort in Tear and
trembling in order not to fall into temptation and

L

7 confuse knowledge with faith. Wbeféﬁéyfaith had

. gl e
uncertainty as a useful teacher, it now finds that

sion away and faith disappears, for certainty and
g}asg@,ﬂe_inﬁﬁdmﬁble. Let an dnalogy throw

sl fight on this point. He who believes that God ex-

ists and providentially rules the world finds it eas-
ier to presérve his faith (and not a fantasy) in an
imperfect world where passion is i@pt awake,
than in an absolutely perfect world; for in such an
ideal world faith is unthinkable. This is the reason
that we are taught fat in eternity faith will be

L

Now let us assume the opposite, that the op-
ponents have succeeded in proving what they de-
sired to establish regarding the Bible and did so
with a certainty that transcended their wildest

~ hopes. What then? Has the enemy abgﬁgf}egw
 Cheistianity? Not 2 whit, Has he harmed Yhe be’~
o f

liever? Not at alfl. Has he won the right of being
free from the responsibility of becoming a be-

oy} liever? By no means. Simply because these books

are not by these authors, are not authentic, lack
integrity, do not seem to be inspired (though this
cannot be demonstrated since it is a matter of
faith), it in no way follows that these authors have

w7 ot existed, and above all it does not follow that

v,

) oo G
Christ never existed. tn sg far as faith perdures, the
believer is at liberty to assume it, just as free (mark

e welll); for if he acceptecﬁfg content of faith on the
basis QL gylti/gnce, he would now be on the verge;- -
- of giving up faith. If things evey came btj]p far, the

believer is somewhat to blﬁ}"@‘e, or he invited the

ro L a5, e
,procedure and ?t;gap, ﬁtofgléx_/;@gyh?ﬁn,di of
"unbelief by attempting to prove the content of
7 faith.

Here is the heart of the matter, and | come
back to learned theology. For whose sake is the
proof sougﬁr{ﬁaith does not need it. Y/;s, it must
regard it as an enemy. But when faith. begins to
feel ashamed, when like a young woman for
whom love ceases to suffice, who secretly feels

Sl S i e 3 (&5 .
~ ashamed of her lover and must therefore have it

confirmed by others that he really is quite rer%é?f—li;’

able, so likewise when faith falters and begins to
’ 37"‘ ) o e ‘Q(‘_f;, <
¥ Fo

lose its passion, when it begins} to cease to be
faith, then proof becomes necessary in order t0
command respect from the side of ynbelie:

So when the subject of faith s treated objec-
tively, it becomes impossibléfr2 areon to relate

vely, mpossibfeé fof 4 person t0 /€3

himself to the decision of faith with passion, €5 -
alone with infinitely concemed passion. Itis a self-
contradiction and as such comical to be infinitely

. [V % Y
concerned about v‘ﬂjﬁt at bestCan only be an ap-
proximation. If in spife”of this, we still preserve
passion, we obtain fanaticism, For the person with
infinite paSsionate concern every relevant detai
becomes something of nfinite value. The error lies
not in the infinite passion but in the fact that its
object has become an approximation.

3" As soon as one Takes subjectivity awdy—and

with it ﬁﬁfectiviwﬁﬁsion—and with passion
the infinite concern—it becomes impossible to
make a decision—either with regard to this prob-

[V

lem or any other; for every decision, every genu-

L “ . N . R e e n b s | o 9
ine decision, is a subjeciive action. A contempla-~ /!

tor {i.e., an objective subject) exp/giences no
o A )

infinite urge to make a decision and sees no need
for & commitment anywhere, This is the falsity of
objectivity and this is the problem with the Hege-
lian notion of mediation as the mode of transition
in the continuots process, where nothing endures

1)

% S &
and whefé nothing is inﬁnitsly decided bécause
'{//J,Jfo,d .
the movement turns back onitsélf and again turns

back; but the movement itself is,a chimera and

 philosophy becomes wise_a_ftem(/’érd*s(.r/(')bjectively

speaking, this method produces results in great
supply, but it does not produce a single decisive
result. This is as is expected, since decisiveness
_ing%(es in subjectivity, essentially in passion ard
maximally in the personal passion that is infinitely
concerned about one’s eternal happiness.

~ Christianity is spirit, spirit is inwardness, in-
wardness is subjectivity, subjectivity(f;é?szntial ly
passion and at its maximum infinite personal and
passionate concern about one’s eternal happiness.

Becoming Subjective. Objectively we only con-
sider the subject mater, subjectively we consider
the subject and his subjectivity, and, behold, sub-
jectivity is precisely our subject mafter. It must

constantly be kept in mind that the subjective.
o \E S .




n

442 Fa_ith and Reason

problem is not about some other subject matter
but simply about subjectivity itself. Since the prob-
lem is about a decision, and all decisions lie in
subjectivity, it follows that not a trace of objectiv-

ity remains, for at the moment that subjectivity 4

. (L2, - -
slinks away from the pain and crisis of decision,

Introduction still awaits another work before a
judgment can be made on the subject matter, if
the philosophical system still lacks a paragraph, if
the speaker still has a final argument, the decision
i3 postponed. We do not raise the question of the
truth of Christianity in the sense that when it has

the problem becomes to a degree objective. If the

become objective, but Christianity teaches that
the way is to become subjective, that is, to be-
come a subject in truth. Lest we seem to be trading -
on ambiguities, let it be said clearly that Christian-
ity aims at intensifying passiori to its highest pitch;
butcf)'égﬁgﬁ'ig subjectivity and does not exist ob-
jectively atall. - '

Subjective Truth, Inwardness; Truth is Subjectiv-
ity. For an objective reflection the truth becomes
an object, something objective, and thought

) points away from the subject. For subjective re-
“Hectiof the truth becomes a matter of appropria-

been decided, subjectivity is ready and willing to J{:vtion, of inwardness, of subjectivity, and thought

accept it. No, the question is about the subject’s

, to avoid the decision ’By‘ﬁtﬁyking an objective treat-
ment of the subject matter and assumes that a sub-
jective commitment will fol low frém the objective

//deliberation as a matter of course. On the con-

trary, the decision lies in subjectivity and an ob-
jective acceptance is either a pagan concept or
one devoid of all meaning. <~

hristianity will give the single individual eter-
nai happiness, a good that cannot be divided into

- parts but can only be given to one person at a

time. Although we presuppose that subjectivity is

available to be appropriated, a possibility that in-
volves accepting this good, it is not a subjectivity
without (Luaiﬂcation, without a genuine under-
standing of the meaning of this good. Subjectivi-
ty's development or transformation, its “Infinite
concentration in itself with regard to an eternal

Wappiness—this highest good of Infinity, an eter-
nal happiness—this is subjectivity's develdped
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 truth is only in a single
person, then Christianity exists in him alone, and
there is greater joy in heaven over this one than
over all world history and philosophical systems
which, as objective forces, are incommensurable

with the Christian idea. '

Philosophy teaches that the way to truth is to
. ‘ d Py ,'.’;)a

infernal illusion or a deg;it_ful %sion which seeks

mist penetate deeper and stil deeper into the

acceptance of it, and it must be regarded as an "“‘%ﬁﬁj@éﬁﬁfﬁ%?ﬁb}'ecﬁviw. Just as in objective

reflection, when objectivity had come into being,
subjectivity disappeared, so here the subjectivity
of the subject becomes the final stage, and objec-
tivity disappears. It is not for an instant forgotten
that the subject is an existing individual, and that
existence is a process of becoming, and that there-
or'the idea of truth being an identity of thought
and being is a chimera of abstractior; this is not
because the truth'is not such an identity but be-
cause the beiiever is an exisiing individuai iof |
whom the truth cannot be such an identity as long
as he exists as a temporal being. o
If an existing subject really could transcend
himself, the truth would be something complete
for him, but where is this point outside of himself?
The | = I is a mathematical point that does not
exist, and insofar as one would take this stand-
point, he will ot stand in another's way. It is only

e . . . . .
’ m())ﬂ)eutgnly that the existential .subject expert-

ences the unity of the infinité and the finite, which
transcends existence, and that moment is the mo-
ment of passion. While scribbling modem philos-
ophy is contemptuous of f)ajs‘smn, passion remains
the highest _poif;t/T of existence for the individual
who exists in time. In passion the existential sub-
ject is made infinite in imagination’s eternity, and
at the same time he is himself, .
0t Fe

All essential knowledge concerns existence, 0f
only that knowledge that relates to existence is
essential, is essential knowledge. All knowledge
that is not existential, that does not involve irl(t'gfd
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reflection, is really accidental knowledge its de-
-.gree and compass are essentlally a matter of no
importance. ce. This essential knowledge that relates
itself essentially to the existing individual is not to
be equatgdf with the above-mentioned abstract
identity between thought and being. But it means
that knowledge must relate itself to the knower,
who is essentially an existing individual, and
therefore all essential knowledge essentially re-
lates itself to existence, to that which exists. But all
ethical and all ethical-religious knowledge has this
essential relationship to the existence of the
knower.
In order to eluadate the difference between
- the objective way of reflection and the subjective
way, | shall now show how subjective reflection
makes its way back into inwardness. The highest
' point of inwardness in an existing person is pas-
sion, for passnon corresponds to truth as a para-
dox, and the facL that the truth becomes a paradox
Is grounded in itsrelation to an existing individual.
The one corresponds to the other. By forgetting
that we are existing subjects, we lose passion and
truth, th ceases to be a paradox, but the knowing sub-
ject begms to lose his humanity and becomes fan-

v Jlastic and the truth hkewuse becomes a fantastic

object for this kind of knowledge _

When the question of truth is put forward in an
objective manner, reflection is directed objec-
tively to the truth as an object to which the knower
is refated. 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 5 subjective manner, reflection is directed sub-
jectively to the individual’s relationship. If the re-
:ation’s HOW is in truth, the individual is in truth,
even if the WHAT to which he is related is not
~true.

We may lllustrate th|s by exammmg the
knowledge of God. Objectively the reflection is
on whether the object is the true God; subjectively
reflection is on whether the individual is refated to
- awhat in such a way that his relationship in truth
~is a God-relationship. On which side does the

| truth lie? Ah, let us not lean towards medlatlon
" WUV

(..)V;

‘ c"

s

and say, it is on neither side but i in the mediation
of both of them.

The existing individual who chooses the ob-
jective Way enters upon the entILg approximation
process S that is supposed to bn_ng God _into the
picture. But this in_all eterity 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 comprehends mstantly the entire dialectical
difficulty involved in ﬁavmg to use some time,
perhaps a long time, in order to find God objec-
tively. He comprehends this dialactical difficulty
in all its pain because every moment without God
is a moment lost—so important is the matter of
being related to God. In this way God certainly
becomes a postulate but not in the useless sense in
which it is often taken. It becomes the only way in
which an existing individual comes into a relation
with God—when the dialectical contradiction
brings passion to the point of despair andhelps
him embrace God with the category of despair
(faith). Now the postulate is far from being arbi-

i trary or optlonal It becomes a life-saving neces-

sity, so that’it is no longer simply a postulate, but
rather_ﬁ?_ndlwdual’s postulation of the existence
of God is a necessity.

Now the problem is to calculate on which side
there is the most truth: either the side of one who
seeks the true God objectively and pursues the
approximate truth of the God-idea ar the side of
one who i is dnvgn by irfinite concern for his rela-
tionship to God. No one who has not been

S corrupted by science can have any doubt in the

atter. .

If one who | iVés in a Christian culture goes up
to God's house, the house of the true God, with a
true conception of God, with knowledge of God
and prays—but prays in a false spirit; and one
who lives in an idolatrous land prays with the total
passion of the mfrlte aﬁmugh his eyes rest on
the image of an idol; where is there most truth?
The one prays m truth to God, although he wor-
ships an idol. The other prays in untruth to the true
God and therefore really worsﬁps an idol.

When a person objectively inquires about the

Al
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problem of immortality and another person em-
braces it as an uncertainty with infinite passion,
where is there most truth, and who really has the
greater certainty? The one has entered into an in-

~ that in the old days only a few knew the truth

while in ours all know it, except that the inward-

ness towards it is in inverse proportion to the
scope of its possession. Aesthetically the contra-

gxhaustlble approximation, for certainty of im:, >diction that the truth becomes error in certain

mortallty lies precisely in the subjectivity of the
individual. The other is immortal and fights
against his uncertainty. e

Let us cons:der Socrates. Today everyone is
playing with ‘some proof or other. Some have

many, some fewer. But Socrates! He p:t the ques-
tion obijectively in a hypothetical manner: “if
there is immortality.” Compared to the modern
philosopher with three proofs for immortality,
should we consider Socrates a doubter? Not at all.

a{s Jlttle if he risks his entire fife, he dares to
face ath and he has dlrected his life with infi- -

nite passion so that the ifis (;onflrmed—n‘ there is
immortality. Is there any better proof for life after
death? But those who have the three proofs do not
at all pattern their lives in conformity with the
idea. If there is an immortality, it must feel dlsgust
over thelr Iackada:sncal manner of life. Can any
better refgta iohbe given of the three proofs?
These crumbs of uncertainty helped Socrates be-

...... thort hack A +h
Cause uicy IIOSLCnCu e procels 3"‘"3, 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

eignorance that Socrates held fast with the entire

passion of his inwardness was an expression of the
idea that eternal truth is related to an existing indi-
vidual, and that this will be in the form of a para-
dox as long as he exists; and yet it is just possible
that there is more truth in Socratic ignorance than
is contained in the “objective truth” of the philo-
sophical systems, Wthh fllrts with the spirit of the
times and cuddles up to associate professors.

The objec%‘é accent falls on what is said; the
. Subjective accent fafls on how it is said. This dis-
© tinction is valid even for aesthetics and shows it-
self in the notion that what may be ob;ectlvefy true
may in the mouth of certain people become false.
This distinction is illustrated by the saying that the
difference between the older days and our day is

mouths is best understood comically. In the ethi-

cal-religious domain the accent s again on the

how. But this is ot to be understood as referrmg to

decorum, modulation, deliyery, and so o, butto
b I,/o/

the individua sreﬁmoﬁlpto the proposition, the

way he relates himself to it Objectively it is a

question simply about the cqntent of the proposi- -

tion, but subjectively it is & question of inward-
ness. At its m,axmum this inward how is the pas-
sion of infinity anmhe passion of the infinite is
itself the truth. But since the passion of the infinite
is exactly subjectivity, subjectivity is the truth. Ob-
jectively there is no infinite decusuogy or ﬁ:dommlt-
ment, and so it is objectively correct tg,annul the
difference between good and evil as Swell 3 the
law of noncontradiction and the difference be-
tween truth and untruth. Only in subjectivity is
there decision and commitment, so that to seek
this in objectivity is to be in error. It is the passion
of infinity that brings forth decisiyeness, not its

content for its content is precisely itself. In this

Lfln‘“anner the subjective how and subjectivity are
%ﬂe truth.

But the how that is subjectively emphasned
because the subject is an existing individual is also
subject to a temporal dialectic. In passion’s deci-
sive moment, where the road swmgg off from the
way to objective knowledge, fa}ppears that the
infinite decision is ready to be “made. But in that
moment the gflstmg individual finds himself in
time, and the subjective how becomes trans-
formed into a strlvmg, a striving that is motlvated
by and is repeatedly experienced in the decnssve
passion of the infinite. But this is still a striving.

When subjectivity is truth, subjectivity's defi-
nition must include an expression for an opposi-
tion to objectivity, a ré?nbnlder 0 the fork in the
road, and this expressuon must also convey the

o tension of inwardness. Here is such a defmmon of

* truth: the objective uncertainty, held fast in an ap-
propriation process of the most passionate inward-
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ness is the truth, the highest truth available for an
existing person. There where the way swings off
(and where that is cannot be discovered objec-
tively but only subjectively), at that place objec-
tive knowledge is annulled. Objectively speaking
he has only uncertainty, but precisely there the
infinite passion of inwardness is intensified, and
truth is precisely the adventure to choose objec-
tive uncertainty with the passion of inwardness.

When l;:gqs,ider nature in order to discover
God, | do indeed see his omnipotence and wis-
dom, but | see much more that disturbs me. The
result of all this is objective ﬁ)ﬁ'csepr?él{r{ty, but pre-
cisely here is the place for inwardness because
inwardness apprehends the objective uncertainty
with the entireassion of infinity. In the case of
mathematical statements objectivity is already
given, but because of the nature of mathematics,
this truth is existentially, indifferent. . 45

Now the above definition of truth is an equiva-

_ lent description of faith. Without risk there is no
faith. Faith is precisely the contradiction between
the infinite passion of inwardness and objective
uncertainty. If | can grasp God objectively, | do
not believe, but beciuse | cannot know Cod ob-
jectively, | must have faith, and if | will preserve
myself in faith, | must constantly be determined to
hold fast to the objective uncertainty, so as to re-
main out upon the ocean’s deep, over seventy
thousand fathoms of water, and still believe.

In the sentence ‘subjectivity, inwardness is
truth’, we see the essence of Socratic wisdom,
whose _irpﬂmgrtal service is exactly to have recog-
nized fﬁe essential meaning of existence, that the
knower s an existing subject, and for this reason
in his ignorance Socrates enjoyed the highest rela-
tionship to truth within the aganjsm. This is a
truth that speculative philosophy ﬁnhappily again
and again forgets: that the .knowrgri?an existing
subject. Itis difficult enough to recognize this fact
in our objective age, long after the genius of
Socrates. - v

When subjectivity, inwardness, is the truth,

the truth becomes objectively determined as a par-
adox, and that it is paradoxical is made clear by
the fact that subjectivity is truth, for it ;eyls objec-

- . S1s
tivity, and the expression for the ogf ive rep)ul-
' : 2

sion is the intensity and measure of inwardness.
The paradox is the objective uncertainty, which is
the expression - for the passion of inwardness,
which is precisely the truth. This is the Socratic
principle. The eternal, essential truth, that is, that
which relates itself essentially to the individual be-
cause it concerns his existence (all other knowl-
edge is, Socratically speaking, accidental, its de-
gree and scope being indifferent), is a paradox.
Nevertheless, the eternal truth is not essentially in
itself paradoxical, but it becomes so by relating
itself to an existing individual. Socratic ignorance
is the expression of this objective uncertainty, the
inwardness of the existential subject is the truth.
To anticipate what | will develop later, Socratic
ignorance is an analogy to the category of the ab-
surd, only that there is still less objective certainty
in the absurd, and therefore infinitely greater ten-
sion in its inwardness. The Socratic inwardness
that involves existence is an analogy to faith, ex-
cept that this inwardness is repuised noi vy igno-
rance but by the absurd, which is infinitely
deeper. Socratically the eternal, essential truth is
by no means paradoxical in itself, but only by
virtue of its relation to-an existing individual.
Subjectivity, inwardness, is the truth. Is there a
still more inward expression for this? Yes, there is.
If subjectivity is seen as the truth, we may posit the
opposite principle: that subjectivity is untruth, er-
ror. 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 becoming
the truth has a difficulty to overcome in as much as
itis in untruth. So we must work backwards, back
to inwardness. Socratically, the way back to the

 truth takes place through recollection, supposing

that we have memories of that truth deep within
us. : '

Let us call this untruth of the individual ‘sin.’
Seen from ?}grniw the individual cannot be in sin,
nor can he be eternally presupposed as having
been in sin. So it must be that he becomes a sinner
by coming into existence (for the beginning point
is that subjectivity is untruth). He is not born as a
sinner in the sense that he is sinful before he is
born, but he is born in sin and as a sinner. We
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shall call this state original sin. But if existence has
acquired such power over him, he is impotent-to
make his way back to eternity through the use of
his memory (supposing that there is truth in the
Platonic idea that we may discover truth through
recollection). If it was already paradoxical that the
eternal truth related itself to an existing individual,
now it is absolutely paradoxical that it relates itself

to such an individual. But the more difficult it is for

him through memory to transcend existence, the
more inwardness must increase in intense passion,

* and when it is made impossible for him, when he

is held so fast in existence that the back door of

recollection is forever closed to him through sin, -

then his inwardness will be the deepest possible.

Subjectivity is truth. Through this relationship
between the eternal truth and the existing individ-
ual the paradox comes into existence. Let us now
go further and suppose ‘that the eteral truth is
essentially a paradox. How does this paradox
come into existence? By juxtapg;ing the eternal,
essential truth with temporal Existence. When we
set them together within the truth itself, the truth
becosnes paradoxical. The eternal truth has come
into time. This is the paradox. If the subject is
hindered Dy sin {rom maxiig his way bacx i &iei-
nity by looking inward through recollection, he
need not trouble himself about this, for now the
eternd| essential truth is no longer tgghirld 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 impossible to accentuate existence more
than this. When the eternal truth is related to an
existing individual, truth becomes a paradox. The
paradox repels the individual because of the ob-
jective uncertainty and ignorance towards inward-
ness. But since this paradox in itself is not para-
doxical, 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 more objective
reliability, the less inwardness (for inwardness is
precisely subjectivity). indeed, the less objective
reliability, the deeper becomes the possible in-
wardness. When the paradox is in itself paradoxi-
cal, it repels the individual by the power of the

absurd, and the corresponding passion, which is
produced in the process, is faith. But subjectivity,

inwardness, is truth, for otherwise we have forgot-

ten the Socratic contribution; but there is no more
striking expression for inwardness than when the
retreat from existence through recollection back to
eternity is made impossible; and when the truth as
paradox encounters the individual who is caught
in the vige-grip of sin’s.anxjety and suffering, but
who is als6 aware of the‘t"rleymgndous risk involved
in faith—when he nevertheléss 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 inwardness, and in that contradiction,

in that risk faith came into being. Now it is differ-

ent. 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 inwardness. Com-
pared with the gravity of the absurd, Socratic igno-
rance is a joke, and compared with the strenuosity
of faith in believing the paradox, Socratic existen-
tial inwardness is a Greek life of leisure.

What is the absurd? The absurd is that the eter- |

nal truth has entered time, that Cod has entered

existence, has been born, has grown, and 50 01
has become precisely like any other human eing,
quite indistinguishable from other humans, The
absurd is precisely by.its objective repulsion the
measure of the inwardness of faith. Suppose there
/3 man who desires to have faith. Let the comedy
begin. He desires to obtain faith with the help of
objective investigation and what the approxima-
tion process of evidential inquiry yields. What
happens? With the help of the increment of evi-
dence the absurd is transformed to s%ﬁvgthing else;
it becomes probable, it acomes more probable
still, it becomes perhaps highly and overwhelm-
ingly probable. Now that there is respectable evi-
dence for the content of his faith, he i€ ready t0
believe it, and he prides himself that his faith is not
like that of the shgen)aker, the tailor, and the sim-

o\%le folk, but comes aftera Ioﬁé‘fﬁvesngatson. Now

e°f>?€pares himself to believe it. Any proposition
that is almost probable, reasonably probable;
highly -and overwhelmingly probable, is some-
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thing that is almost known and as good as known,
highly and overwhelmingly known—but it is not
believed, not through faith; for the absurd is pre-
cisely faith's object and the only positive attitude
possible in relation to it is faith and not knowl-
edge. '

to each other than passion and paradox, and the

0/0 Istrife between them is a lover's quarrel, when they
f argue about which one first qroﬁsfed the other’s

passigg’.}.ﬁngﬂg it s here. Thé’%f;(;/s'ting individual
by Méans of tHe paradox has come to the extrem-

ity of existence. And what is more wonderful for

Christianity has decla(ng itself to be the eternaf.u;fﬂovers than to be granted a long time together with

that has entered time, that has proclaimed itself 25~
the paradox and demands faith's Thardness in
relation to that which fia?gcandal to the Jews and
_agfolly to the Greeks—and as absurd to the under-
standing. It is impossible to say this more strongly
than by saying: subjectivity is truth, and objectiv-

ity is repelled by it—by virtue of the absurd.
Subjectivity culrr(pjir)atgs_iq passion. Christianity
is the paradox; ﬁgradox and passion belong to-
gether as a perfect match, and the paradox is per-
fectly suited to one whose situation is to be in the
extremity of existence. Indeed, there never has
been found in all the world two lovers more syited
: v / A
7 J‘y"‘ o v
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ROBERT MERRIHEW ADAMS

each other without anything disturbing their rela-
tion except that which makes it more inwardly
passionate? And this is what is granted to the un-
speculative understanding between the passion
and paradox, for they, will dwell harmoniously to-
gether in time ammgﬁf;@a first in eternity.
But the speculative philosopher views things
altogether differently. He believes but only to a
certain degree. He puts his hand to the plow but
quickly fooks about for something to know. From
a Christian perspective it is hard to see how he
could reach the highest good in this manner.

Arguments Against

In our second reading, Robert Merrihew Adams
(1937~ ), professor of philosophy at the Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles, examines
three of Kierkegaard's arguments against objective
gunreason in religion (found in our first reading).
" Although he appreciates the depth of Kierke-
gaard's insight, he argues that the sort of fideism
embjic‘gdr by Kierkegaard has several problems.
The three arguments that Adams identifies are -
- called the approximation argument, the postpone-,
ment argument, and the passion argument, ~

et S )
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' Reprinted from The Monist, vol. 60, no. 2 (1977), by permis-
sion of the author and The Hegeler Institute, La Salle, Ii. Foot-
* notes edited, :
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It sometimes held that there is something in the
nature of religious faith itself that renders it useless
or undesirable to reason objectively in support of
such faith, even if the reasoning should happen to
have considerable _plausibility. Seren Kierke-
gaard's Concluding Unscientific Postscript is prob-
ably the document most commonly cited as repre-
sentative of this view. In theuplfeseﬁ? éésay | shall
cdi‘?fc;u's§ three arguments for the view. I call them
the Approximation Argument, the Postponement
Argument, and the Passion Argument; and | sug-

gest they can all be found in the Postscript. | shall |

try to show that the Approximation Argument is a

,bad argument. The other two will not be so easily

«disposed of, however. | believe they show that

. b ' . . . [
Kierkegaard's conclusion, or something like it,
does indeed follow from a certain conception of
religiousness—a conception which has some ap-




P S,
G o

el

448

Faith and Reason

. peal, although for reasons which | shall briefly
7 suggest, | am nlgtygiepared to accept it.

2 Kierkegaa(rd Uses the word “objective” and its
., cognates in several senses, most of which need
" not concern us here. We are interested in the

sense in which he uses it when he says, “it is
precisely a misunderstanding to Sﬁik an objective
assurance,” and when he speaks of “an objective

D! 2t s o
¥ uncertainty held fast in the appropriation-process

of the most passionate inwardness” (pp. 41,
182)." Let us say that a piece of reasoning, R, is
objective reasoning just in case every (or almost

every) intelligent, faiﬁﬁjf\agd, and sufficientllyuin-u

formed person would regard R as showing or tend-

. ing to show {in the circumstances in which R is

dused, and to the extent cdljéalhl'ebc'! in R) that R's con-

clusion is true or probably true. Uses of “objec-
tive” and “objectively” in other contexts can be
understood from their relation to this one; for ex-
ample, an objective uncertainty is a proposition
which cannot be shown by objective reasoning to
be certainly true. ‘

. The Approximation Argument

e Q‘}f} -
“[s it possibie to base an eternal happiness upor
historical knowledge?” is one of the central ques-
tions in the Postscript, and in the Philosophical

Lo, Fragments to which it is a “postscript.” Part of

ol

Kierkegaard's answer to the question is that it is
not possible to base an eternal happiness on ob-
jective reasoning about historical facts.

’/'il‘ > Nt

For nothing is more readily evident than that the
greatest, ggtgjrlable certainty i"l‘t‘ respect to anything
historical is merely an approximation. And an approxi-
mation, when viewed as a basis for an eternal happi-
ness, is wholly inadequate, since the incommensura-

bility makes 2 resulfi‘n?possible. [p.25] —CtF
P

Kierkegaard maintains that it is possible, however,
to base an eternal happiness on a belief in histori-
cal facts that is independent of objective evidence
for them, and that that is what one must do in
order to be a Christian. This is the Approximation
Argument for the proposition that Christian faith
cannot be based on objective reasoning. (It is as-

“sefinitely small (that is, so long as it is noi(lgerally |
»,, Infinitesimal). He insists (p. 31) that his Ap

'su}ﬁgd that some belief about historical facts is an

essential part of Christian faith, so that if religious
faith cannot be based on objé&iLVe historical rea-
soning, then Christian faith cannot be based on
objective reasoning at all.) Let us examine the ar-
gument in detail. 2> ‘

s first premise is Kierkegaard's claim that “the
greatest attainable certainty with respect to any-
thing historical is merely an approximation.” |
take him to mean that historical evidence, objec-
tively considered, never completely excludes the

Loy, 1o Gr” o A

possibility of error. “It &gﬁwghﬁgufﬁylng,” he
claims, “that it is impossible in ‘the case of histori-
cal problems to reach an objective decision so
certain that no doubt could disturb it” (p. 41). For
Kierkegaard's purposes it does not matter how
small the possibility of error is, so long as it is

e 20
proxi-

mation Argument makes no appeal to the supposi-
tion that the objective evidence for Christian his-
torical beliefs is weaker than the objective
evidence for any other historical belief. The argu-
ment turns on a claim about all historical evi-
dence. The probability of error in our belief that

there was an American Civil War in the nineteenth
century, for instance, m“féﬁt be as small as 10(1/
2,000,000); that would be a large enough chance
of error for Kierkegaard's argument.

It might be disputed, but let us assume for the
sake of argument that there is some such finitely
small probability of error in the objective grounds
for all historical beliefs, as Kierkegaaid held. This
need not keep us from sayin'g:fﬁdf)\;\‘/em“know,”
and it is “certain,” that there was an American
Civil War. For such an ags;lggly small possibility
of error is as good as no possibility of error at all,
“for all practical intents and purposes,” as We
might say. Sucha ;iégﬁﬁiliw of error is too small to
be worth worrying about.” -

But wou ﬂ%&%ﬁgrﬁgﬁéﬁe worth worrying

about if we had an infinite passionate inferest in

the question about the Civil War? If we have an
infinite passionate interest in something, there is
no limit to how important it s to us. (The nature of
such an interest will be discussed more fully in

section 3 below.) Kierkegaard miaintains that in

s
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relation to an infinite passionate interest no possi-
bility of error is too small to be worth worrying

about. “In relation to an eternal happiness, and an

infinite passionate interest in its behalf (in which
[atter alone the former can exist), an iota is of
importance, of infinite importance . . .” (p. 28).
This is the basis for the second premise of the
Approximation Argument, which is Kierkegaard's
claim that “an approximation, when viewed as a
basis for an eternal happiness, is wholly inade-

-~ quate” (p. 25). “An approximation is essentially

mcommensurable with an infinite personal inter-
est in an eternai happiness” (p. 26).

At this point in the argument it is important to
have some understandmg of Kierkegaard's con-
ception of faith, and the way in which he thinks
faith excludes doubt. Faith must be decisive; in
fact it seems to consist in a sort of decision-mak-
ing. “The conclusion of belief is not s6 much a
conclusion as a resolution, and it is for this reason
that belief excludes doubt.” The decision of faith
is a decision to disregard the possibility of error—
to act on what is befieved, without hedgmg one’s
bets to take account of any possxblhty of error.

To disregard the possibility of error is not to be
unaware of it, or fall to consider it, or lack anxiety
about it. Klerkegaard insists that the believer must
be keenly aware of the risk of error. “If | wish to
preserve myself in faith | must constantly bei mtent
upon holding fast the objective uncertalnty, so s
to remain out upon the deep, over seventy fhot-
sand fathoms-of water, still preserving my faith”
(p. 182).

For Kierkegaard, then, to ask whether faith in a
historical fact can be based on objective reasoning
is to ask whether objective reasoning can justify
one in disregarding the possibility of error which
(he thinks) historical evidence alwaxs Ieaves Here

-another aspect of Kierkegaard's concept:on of

faith plays its part in the argument. He thinks that
itr all genuine religious faith the believer is infi-
nitely interested in the object of his faith. And he
thinks it follows that objective reasoning cannot
justify him in disregarding any possibility of error

- about the object of faith, and therefore cannot

lead him all the way to religious faith where a

’Jﬁlstoncal fact is concerned. The farthest it could

)u

lead him is to the conclusion that if he had only a
certain finite (though very great) interest in the
matter, the possibility of error would be too small
to be worth worrying about and he would be justi-
fied in disregarding it. But faith disregards a pos-
sibility of error that is worth worrying about,
since an infinite interest is involved. Thus faith
requires a “leap” beyond the evidence, a leap
‘that cannot Bé justified by objective reasoning
(cf p. 90). o

There is somethirig right in what Kierkegaard is
sayirg here, but his Approximation Argument is a
bad argument. He is right in holding that grounds
of doubt which may be insignificant for most prac-
tical purposes can be extremely troubling for the

. lntens,;ty of a religious concern, and that it may

require great decisiveness, or somethmg like cour-
age, to overcome them religiously. “But he is mis-
taken in holdmg “that o objective reasoning could
pot JUStlfy one in disregarding any possibility of

*"effor about something in which one is infinitely

interested.

The mistake, | believe, lies in his overlooking
the fact that there are at least two different reasons
one might have for disregarding a possibility of
error. The first is that the possibility is too small to
be worth worrying about. The second is that the
risk of not disregarding the possibility of error
would be greater than the risk of disregarding it.
Of these two reasons only the first is ruled out by
the infinite passionate interest. P

| will illustrate this point with two examples,
one sectfar 3hd one religious. A certain womap
has a very great (though not infinite) interest in her
husband's love for her. She nghtly judges that the
objective evidence avallable to her renders it 9.9
per cent probable that” He loves her truly. The in-
tensity of her interest is sufficient to cause her
some anxiety over the remaining 1/1,000 chance
that he loves her not; for her this chance is not too
small to be worth worrying about. (Kierkegaard
uses a similar example to support his Approxima-
tion Argument; see p. 511.) But she (very reason-
ably) wants to disregard the risk of error, in the
sense of not hedging her bets, if he does love her.
 This desire is at least ha?strong as her desire not to
be decelved uf he does not love her. Objective
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reasoning should therefore suffice to brmg her to
the conclusion that she ought to dlsregard the risk
of error, since by not disregarding it she would run
999 times as great risk of frustrating one of these
desires. Caded

Or suppose you are trying to base your eternal
happiness on your relation to Jesus, and therefore
have an infinite passionate interest in the question

whether he dgclared Peter and his episcopal suc- -

~/5ess0rs toLﬁe mfalhble in matters of refigious doc-

M
REA trine. You Want to be committed to whichever is

the true belief on this question, disregarding any
possublllty of error in it. And suppose, just for the
ol sake of argument, that objective historical evi-
“dence renders it 99 per cent probable that Jesus
did declare Peter and his successors to be infalli-
ble—or 99 per cent probable that he did not—for
~ our present discussion it does not matter which.
The one per cent chance of error is enough to
make you anxious, i vie view of your infinite interest.
But objective reasoning 2 Teads to the conclusion
that you ought to commit yourself to the more
probable opinion, disregarding the risk of error, if
your strongest desire in the matter is to be so com-

mitted to the true opinion For the only other way
+n i

shir An old ha
lU Juu)ly I.IHJ ux,an\. vvvulu [VAtv) \..Ulll uu yuula\.u

to the less probable opmxon disregarding the risk
of error in it. The first way v will be successful if and
only if the more probable opinion is true, and the
second way if and only if the less probable opin-
ion is true. Surely it is prudent to do what gives
you a 99 per cent chance of satisfying your strong
desire, in preference to what gives you only a one
per cent chance of satisfying it.
In this argument your strong desire to be com-
mitted to the true opinion is presupposed. The rea-
i sonableness of this desire may depend on a belief
for which no probability can be established by
purely historical reasoning, such as the belief that
Jesus is God. But any difficulties arising from this
point are distinct from those urged in the Approxi-
mation Argument, which it ‘presupposes the
infinite passionate interest in the’ hlstorlcal ques-
tion. :
There is some resemblance between my argu
ments in these examples and Pascal’s famous Wa-
ger argument. But whereas Pascal’s argument

turns on weighing an infinite interest against a fi-
nite one, mine turn on weighing a large chance of
success against a small one. An argument closer to
Pascal’s will be discussed in section 4 below.
_The reader may well have noticed in the fore-
gomg discussion some UanJ‘IN"T)OUT what sort of
justification is being demanéed and given for reli-
gious beliefs about historical facts. There are at
least two different types of question about a propo-
sition which | might try to settle by objective rea-
-soning: (1) ls it probable . that the proposition is
true? (2) In view of the evidence which I have for
and against the proposition, and my interest in the
matter, is it prudent for me to have faith in the
truth of the proposition, disregarding the possibil-
ity of error? Correspondmgly, we may distinguish
two ways in which a belief can be based on objec-
tive reasoning. The proposition believed may be
the conclusion of a piece of objective reasoning,
and accepted because it is that. We may say that
such a belief is objectively probable. Or one might
hold a belief or maintain a religious faith because
of a piece of objective reasoning whose conclu-
sion is that it would be prudent, morally right, or

_otherwise desirable for one to hold that belief or
}h(.;k |n fh: Iattar cace inf 113 ca\/ fh:\f fhp hP“Pf is

ob/ectrvely advantageous ‘it is-clear that historicai
beliefs Gn be objectively probable; and in the
Approximation Argument, Kierkegaard does not
deny Christian historical beliefs can be objectively
probable. His the5|s is, in effect, that in view of an
infinite pa5>|onate interest in their subject matter,
they cannot be objectively advantageous, and
therefore cannot be fully justified objectively,
even if they are objectively probable. It is this the-
sis that | have attempted to refute. | have not been
discussing the question whether Christian histori-
cal beliefs are objectively probable.

2, The Postponement Argument

The trouBfe with objective historical reasoning,
according to the Approximation Argument, is that
it cannot yield complete certainty. But that is not
Klerkegaard's only complamt against it as a basis
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for refigious faith. He also objects that objective

historical inquigy is never completely finished, so

that ane who seeks to base his faith on"it post-
“pones his rehglous commitment forever In the
process of historical research ‘new difficulties
arise and are overcome, and new difficulties again

M}/"If

arise. Each generatron inherits from its predeces-

~ sor the illusion that the method is qurte |mpé'EEa-

ble, but the Iear/gd scholars have fiot yet suc-
ceeded . . . and so forth . The infinite
personal passronate “inferest of the subject .

vanrfr/hes more and more, because the decrsron is

postpor‘ef and postponed as following directly
upon the result of the learned inquiry” {p. 28). As

soon as we take “an historical document” as “our
‘standard for the determination of Christian truth,”

we are “involved in a parenthesis whose conclu-

sion is everlastingly prospective” (p. 28)—that is,

we are involved in a religious digression which
1)

keeps religious commitment forever in the future.

Kierkegaard has such fears about afjowing reli-
gious faith 1o fest on any empirical rea.,omng The
danger of p postponement of commitment arises not
only from the uncertainties of historical scholar-
ship, but also in connection with the design argu-
ment for God's existence. In the Philosophical
Fragments Kierkegaard notes some objections to
the attempt. to prove God’s existence from evi-
dence of “the wisdom in nature, the goodness, the
wisdom in the governance of the world,” and then
says, “even.if | began | would never finish, and
would in addition have to live constantly in sus-
pense, lest something so terrrble should suddenly
happen that my bit of proof would be demol

}/
ished.” What we have before us is a quite general
sort of objection to the treatment of religious be-

liefs as emplrrcally testable On this point many

analytical phllosophers seem to agree with Kierke-

- gaard. Much discussion in recent analytical phi-

losophy of relrglorrEagﬁfqoeeded from the suppo-
Jition that religious beliefs are not empirically

testable. | thrnk it rs far from obvious that that

supposition is correct and it is interesting to con-

sider arguments that may be advgnced to support
-t r’ //

2l
YA

Krerkegaard’s statements suggest an argument

that | chal‘l the _Postponement Argument, Its first

premise is that one cannot have an authentic reli;
gious faith without being totally committed to it. In
order to be totally committed to a belief, in the
relevant sense, one must be determined not to
abandon the belief under any circumstances that
one recognizes as epistemically possible.

The second premise is that one cannot yet be
totally committed to any belief which one bases
on an inquiry in which one recognizes any possi-
bility of a future need to revise the results, Total
commitment to any belief so based will necessar-
ily be postponed. | believe that this premise, suit-
ably interpreted, is true. Consider the position of
someone who regards himself as committed to a

belief on the basis of objective evidence, but who-

recognizes some possibility that future discoveries

will destroy the objective justification of the belief. /r,a(,/ .

We must as]g how he is disposed to react in the
‘evént, however unlikely, that the objective basis
of his beliet is overthrown. Is he prepared to aban-
don the belief in that event? If so, he is not totally
committed to the belief in the relevant sense. But if
he is determined to cling to his belief even if its
objective justification is taken away, then he is not
basing the belief on the objective justification—or
at least he is not basing it solely on the justifica-
tion. ¥

The conclusion to be drawn from these two
premises is that authentic religious faith cannot be
based on an inquiry in which one recognizes any
possibility of a future need to revise the results.
We ought to note that this conclusion embodies
two important restrrctlons on the scope of t the ar
gument. =

In the first place, we-are not given an argument
that authentic religious faith cannot have an ob-
jective justification that is subject to possible fu-
ture revision. What we are given is an argument
that the authentic believer's holding of his reli-
gious belief cannot depend entirely on such a jus-
tification.

In the second place, this conclusron applres
only to those who recognize some epistemic pos-
sibility that the. objective results whichua'ﬁbear to
support their belief may be overturned | think it
would be unreasonable to require, as part of total
commitment, a determination with regard to one’s

Dty 7
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response to circumstances that one does not rec-
ognize as possible at all. It may be, however, that
one does not recognize such a_possibility when
one ought to.

Kierkegaard needs one further premise in or-
der to arrive at the conclusion that authentic reli-
gious faith cannot without error be based on any
objective empirical reasoning. This third premise
is that in every objective empirical inquiry there is
‘always, objectively considered, some epistemic
possibility that the results of the inquiry will neec

Yo be revised in view of new evidence or new;,

reasoning. | believe Kierkegaard makes this as-
sumption; he certainly makes it with regard to his-

religious commitment. Faith ought not to be
thought of as uncondmonal devotlon to a belief.
For in the first place the object of religious devo-
tion is not a belief or attitude of one’s own, but
God. And in the second place it may be doubted
that religious devotion to God can or should be
completely unconditional. God's love for sinners
is sometimes said to be completely unconditional,
not being based on any excellence or ”L‘Srlt of
theirs. But religious devotion to God is generally
thought to be based on His goodness and love. Itis
the part of the strong, not the weak, to love uncon-
“ditionally. And in relation to God we are weak.

torical inquiry. From this premise it follows that '
“one s in error if in any objective empirical inquiry

one does not recognize any possibility of a future
need to revise the results. But if one does recog-
nizé such a possibility, then according to the con-
clusion already reached in the Postponement Ar-
gument, one cannot base an authentic religious
faith on the inquiry. ST

Some philosophers might stack the third
premise of this argument; and certainly it is con-
troversial. But | am more mclmed to criticize the
llrbl plﬁllllbt
plausible about the claim that authentic refigious
faith must involve a commitment so complete that
the believer is resolved not to abandon his belief
under any circumstances that he regards as episte-
mically possible. If you are willing to abandon
your ostensibly religious beliets for the sake of ob-
jective ﬁtqulry, mightn't we justly say that objec-
tive inquiry is your real religion, the thing to which
you are most deeply committed?

There is also something plausible to be said on
the other side, however. It has commonly been
thought to be an important part of religious ethics
that one ought to be humble, teachable open to
corjectton new msptratt{on and| growth of insight, -
Bven (and perhaps espgcnally) in important reli-
gious beliefs. That view would have to be dis-
... carded if we were to concede to Kierkegaard that
the heart of commitmeritin religion is an uncondi-
_tional determmatton not to change in one’s impor-
tant rehglous beliefs. In fact | think there is some-
thing radically wrong with this cpnceptton of

Theie is utluuu.ucwy JUIIICUIHIE

3. The Passion Argument

In Kierkegaard's statements of the Approximation
Argument and the Postponement Argument it is
assumed that a system of religious beliefs might be
objectively probable. It is only for the sake of argu-
ment, however, that Kierkegaard allows this as-

sumption. He really holds that religious faith, by

jts very nature, needs objective improbability.
”Anythlng that is almost probable, or probable, or

nA nhaticall
CAuuut:ly and cmpnaalany perab!" ic come-

thing [one] can almost know, .or as §go%as know,
or extremely and emphatically almost know—but
it is impossible to believe” (p. 189). Nor will
Kierkegaard countenance the suggestion that reli-
gion ought 1680 beyond belief b some almost-
knowledge based on probability. “Faith is the
highest passion in a man. There are perhaps many
in every generation who do not even reach it, but
no one gets further.” It would be a betrayal of
religion to try to go beyond faith. The suiggestion
that faith might be replaced by “probabilities and
guarantees” is for the believer “a temptation to be
;eSIsted with alJ his strength” (p. 15). The attempt
10 establish rehgtous "beliefs on a foundation of
obyectwe probability is therefore no service to reli-
gion, but inimical to religion’s true interests. The
approximation to certainty which might be a
_, forded by objective probability is rejected, not

only for the reasons given in the Approximation |

Argument and Postponement Argument, but als0
from a deeper motive; “since on the contrary it
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ot L.
behooves us to get rid of introductory guarantees
of security, proofs from consequences, and the
whole mob of public pawnbrokers and gyaran-

. . ok s O, 5y P
tors, 50 as to permit the absurg to stand out n all
its clarity—in order that the individual may be-
lieve if he wills it; | merely say that it must be
strenuous in the highest degree so to believe” (p.
190).
As this last quotation indicates, Kierkegaard

thinks that religious belief ought to be based on a

1, strenyous exertion of the will—a passionate striv-

5570 X "y .

5N, His reasons for thinking that objective proba-

M e . .. . .
bility is religiously undesirable have to do with the
place of passion iri tefigion, and constitute what |
call the Passion Argument. The first premise of the
argument is that the most essential and the most
valuable featu/ge of religiousness is passion, indeed
an inﬁnit@aﬁsssion, a passion of the greatest possi-
ble intensity. The second premise is that an infinite
passion requires objective improbability. And the
conclusion therefore is that that which is most es-
sential and most valuable in religiousness requires
objective improbability.

parts. (a) First 1 will try to clarify, very briefly, what
it is that is supppsed to be objecti%mrﬁprobable.
(b) Then we’will consider Kierkegaard's reasons
for holding that infinite passion requires objective
improbability. In so doing we will also gain a
Clearer understanding of what a Kierkegaardian in-
finite passion s. (c) Finally I will discuss the first
premise of the argu(rﬁ!eﬁt—’—although issues will
arise at that point which I do not pretend to be
able to settle by argument. e
arviihat are the beliefs whose improbability is
needed by religious passion? Kierkegaard will
hardly be satisfied with the improbability of just
any one belief; it must surely be at least an impor-
tant belief. On the other hand it would clearly be
) Preposterous to suppose that every belief involved
) in Christianity must be objectively improbable.
;‘,/(,()Ionsider, for example, the belief that the man
7 lesus did indeed live.) | think that what is de-
manded in the Passion Argument is the objective
improbability of at least one belief which must be

be attained. (v
/?

My discussion of this argument will have three

y {B!unge into aragingto

true if the goat sought by the religious passion is to -

\

~ (b) We can find in the Postscript suggeé‘t?(;ns of
several reasons for thinking that an infinite Passion
needs objective improbability. The two that seem

-to me most interesting have to do with (i} the rigks

accepted and (ji) the costs pa(d in purigince ofa

passionate interest, o
: . G
(i) One reason that Kierkegaard has for varumg :

objective improbability is that it increases the risk
attaching to the religious life, and risk is 0 essen-
tial for the expression of religious passion that
“without risk the’r’epis no faith” (p. 182). About the
nature of an eternal happiness, the goal of reli-
gious striving, Kierkegaard says “there is nothing
tobe said . . . except that it is the good which is

attained by venturing everything absolutely” (p.
382). sl
Tt e s

But what then does it mean to venture? A venture
is the precise correfative of an uncertainty; when the
certainty is there the venture becomes impossible. .
. . i whiai | hope to gain by venturing is itself certain,
I'do not risk or venture, but make an exchange. . . .
No, if | am in truth resolved to venture, in truth re- -
solved to strive for the attainment of the highest good,
the uncertainty must be there, and | must have room

to move, 50 to speak. But the largest space I can

obtain, whéte there is room for the most vehement
gesture of the passion that embraces the infinite, is
uncertainty of knowledge with respect to an eternal
happiness, or the certain knowledge that the choice is
in the finite sense a piece of madness: now thére is
room, now you can venture! Lﬁ);i.)380—82]

How is it that objective improbability provides
the largest space for the most vehement gesture of
infinite passion? Consider two cases. (A) You

orrent to rescue from drown®
ing someone ybﬁ'ove,g/\;ho i§ c'rii'ng for help./(B)
You plunge into a raging torrent in a desperate
attempt to rescue someone you love, who appears "
to be unconscious and may already have

ugrowned. In both cases you manifest a passionate
= IS 1

interest in saving the person, )ri§T<Tn’g your own life
in order to do so. But | think Kierkegaard would
say there is more passion in the second case than
in the first. For in the second case you risk your life
in what is, objectively considered, a smaller
chance that you will be able to save your loved
one. A greater passion is 're(lﬂiéed'for a-more des-

perate attempt.
N j},e 74
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Cen
A similar assessment may be made of the fol-

lowing pair of cases. (A") You Ls)take everythmg on
your faith in the truth of Christianity, knowing that
it is objectively 99 per cent probable that Chris-
tianity is true. (B') You stake everything on your
faith in the truth of Christianity, knowing that the

" truth of Christianity is, objectively, possible but so

improbable that its probability is, say, as small as
10(1/2,000,000). There is passion in both cases,
but Kierkegaard will say that there is more passion
in the second case than in the first. For to venture
the same_stake (namely, everything) on a much
smaller chance of success shows greater passion.

tion that is complex at best ahd is not obviously
consistent.

In the first place | do not think that Kierkegaard
would be prepared to think of passion, or a pas-
sionate interest, as primarily a disposition that
might remain unactuaTWed He seems to conceive
of passion chreﬂy as an rntensrty in which one
actually does “and feels. “Passion is momentary
(p. 178), although capable of contrm‘fal repetrtlon
And what is momentary in such a way thiaf it must
be repeated rather than protracted is presumably
an occurence rather than 2 drsposrtroﬁ’dlt‘aagrees
with tﬁ"s conception of passion that Kierkegaard

Acceptance of risk can thus be seen as a mea- % ,;u? idealizes a Irfe of “persrstent striving,” and says

&/ ure of the intensity of passion. | believe this pro-

-vides us with one way of understanding what
~ Kierkegaard means when he calls religious pas-
sion “infinite.” An infinite passionate interest in x
is an interest so strong that it leads one to make the
greatest possible sacrifices in order to abtain x, on
the smallest possible chance of success The infin-
ity of the passion is shown in that there is no sacri-
fice so great one will nat make it, and no chance
of success so small one will not act on it. A pas-
sion which is infinite in this sense requires, by its

very nature, a ¢ citiiation of mavimum rick. for itc

expression. A

It will doubiless be objected that this argument
involves a misunderstanding of what a passionate
interest is. Such an interest i is,a 7(,iqurtron In or-
der to have a great passionate interest it is not
necessary actually to make a great sacrifice with a
small chancé of success; all that is necessary is o
have such an intense interest that one would do so
if an appropriate occasion should arise. It is there-
fore a mistake to say that there s fore passion in
case (B) than in case (A), or in (B') than in (A").
More passion is shown in (B) than in (A), and in
(B') than in {A'); but an equal passion may exist in
cases in which there is no occasion to show it.

This objection may well be correct as rega)rdg,‘»,

what we normally mean by “passionate interest.”
But that is not decisive for the argument. The cru-

; cial question is what part dispositions, possibly
" unactualized, ought to play in religious devotion.

And here we must have a drgressron about the
position of the Postscript on this questron—a posi-

“that the relrgrous task is o “ ercise” the God-
relationship and to give “existential expression” to
the religious choice (pp. 110, 364, 367).

Al of this supports the view that what Kierke-
gaard means by “an infinite passionate interest” is
a pattern of actual decision-making, in which one
continually exercises and expresses one's reli-
giousness by making the greatest possible sacri-
fices on the smallest possible chance of success. In
order to actualize such a pattem of life one needs
chances of success that are as small as possible.
That ic the room that is-required for “the most
, vehement gesture” of infinite passion.

RE But on the other hand Kierkegaard does allow
a dispositional element in the religious life, and
even precisely in the making of the greatest possi-
ble sacrifices. We might suppose that if we are to
make the greatest possible & sacrifices in our rel-
gious devotion, we must do so by abandonrng all
worldly interests and devoting all” Bt ti time and
attentron to religion. That is what monastrcrsm at-
fempts to do, as Kierkegaard sees s it; and (in the
Postscript, at any rate) he rejects the attempt, con-
trary to what our argument to this point would
have led us to expect of him. He holds that “resig- -
nation” (pp. 353, 367) or “renunciation” fﬁp

362, 386) of all finite ends is precisely the first

thing that religiousness requires; but he means 2
renunciation that is compatible with puLngmg and
. enjoying finite ends (pp. 362-71). This renuncia-

Etion is the practrce of a sort of detachment; Kierke-

gaard uses thei rmage of 3 dentist I&osenmg the soft
tissues around a tooth, While itis stil in place, in
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 preparation for pulling it (p. 367). It is partly a

matter of not treating finite things with a desperate
seriousness, but with a certain coolness or humor,
even while one pursues them (pp. 368, 370).
Jhls coolness is not just a disposition. But the
renunciation also has a dispositional aspect.
“Now if for any individual an eternal happiness is
his highest good, this will mean that all finite satis-
factions are volitionally relegated to the status of
what may have to be renounced in favor of an
eternal happiness” (p. 350). The volitional relega-
tion is not a disposition but an act of choice. The
object of this choice, however, appears to be a
dispositional state—the state of being such that

~ one would forgo any finite satisfaction if it were

religiously necessary or advantageous to do so.
It seems clear that Kierkegaard, in the Post-
script, is willing to admit a dispositional element at

one point in the religious venture, but not at an-
other lf I enouoh in most casas, he fhmlzc if ona
is prepared to cease for the sake of rehglon from
pursuing some finite end; but it is not enough that
one would hold to one’s belief in the face of ob-
jective improbability. The belief must actually be
improbable, although the pursuit of the finite need
not actually cease. What is not clear is a reason for
this disparity. The following hypothesis, admit-
tedlycg’omewhat speculative as interpretation of
the text, is the best explanation | can cffer.

The admnssnon of a dlSpOSlthﬂiﬂ element in
the religious renunciation of the finite is somethmg

to which Kierkegaard seems to be drlven by the

- view that there is no alternative to if éxcept idola-

try. For suppose one actually Ceases from all
worldly pursu:ts and enters a mona ery In the
monastery one e would p pursue a number of particu-
lar ends (such as getting up in the middle of the
night to say thegﬁfes) WhICh although religious
in a-way ( Fﬁurchy," one might say), are still fi-
nite. The absolute telos or end of religion is no
more to be ldentiﬁedl’with them than with the ends
pursued by an alderman (pp. 362-71). To pretend
otherwise would be to make an xdolatrous identifi-

o 2. Cation of the absolute end with s Sorme finite end.

~ An existing person cannot have sacrificed every-

thing by actually havméceas/ed from pursuing all -

finite ends. For as long a”]eﬂes and acts he is

pursuing some finite end. Therefore his renounc-
ing everything finite must be at least partly dtsposx-
tional.

Knerkegaard does not seem happy with this po-
sition. He regards it as of the utmost importance
that the religious passion should come to expres-
sion. The problem of finding an adequate expres-
sion for a passion for an infinite end; in n the face of
the fact that in every concrete action one will be
pursuing some finite end, is treated in the Post-
script as the central problem of religion (see espe-
cially pp. 386-468). If the sacrifice of everything
finite must remain largely dispositional, then per-
haps it is all the more important to Kierkegaard
that the smallness of the chance for which it is
sacrificed should be fully actual, so that the infin-
ity of the religious passion may be measured by an
actuality in at least one aspect of the’ rehglous ven-
ture. :

(i) Accorcfi‘:‘.g to Kierkegaaid, as | have argued,

the intensity of a passion is measured in part by the

smallness of the chances of success that one acts
on. It can also be measured in part by its costli-
ness—that is, by how much one gives up or suffers
in acting on those chances. This second measure
can also be made the basis of an argument for the
claim that an infinite passion requires objective
improbability. For the objective improbability of a
religious belief, xf recognlzed increases the costli-
ness of holdmg it"The Tisk involved in staking
everythmg on an objectively improbable belief
gives rise to an anxiety and mental suffering whose
acceptance is itself a sacrifice. It seems to follow
that if one i not staking everything on a belief oné
sees to be objectively improbable, one’s passion is
not infinite in Kierkegaard's sense, since one’s sac-
rifice could be greater if one did adhere to an
improbable belief, o

Kierkegaard uses an argument similar to this.
For God to give us objective knowledge of Him-
self, ehmlnatmg paradox from it, would be “to
lower the price of the God- relationship.”

And even if God could be imagined willing, no
man with passion in his heart could desire it. To a
maiden genuinely in love it could never occur that
she had bought her happiness too dear, but rather that
she had not bought it dear enough. And just as the
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passion of the infinite was itself the truth, so in the
case of the highest value it holds true that the price is
the value, that a low price means a poor value. . . .
[p. 207]

Kierkegaard here appears to hold, first, that an
increase in the objective probability of religious
belief would -reduce its costliness, and second,
that the value of a religious life is measured by its
cost. | take it his reason for the second of these
claims is that passion is the most valuable thing in
a religious life and passion is measured by its cost.
\f we grant Kierkegaard the requisite conception of

an infinite passion, we seem once again to have a -

plausible argument for the view that objective im-
probability is required for such a passion.

(c) We must therefore consider whether infi-
nite passion, as Kierkegaard conceives of it, ought
to be part of the religious ideal of life. Such a
passion is a striving, or pattern of decision-mak-
ing, in which, with the greatest possible intensity
of feeling, one continually makes the greatest pos-
sible sacrifices on the smallest possible chance of
success. This seems to me an impossible ideal. |
doubt that any human being could have a passion
of this sort, because | doubt that one could make a

ro cn araat that a nro'sl'e revild nn + hA madn
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or have a (nonzero) chance of success so small -
2 Argument seem to imply that such a sacrifice

that a smalfer could not be had.

But even if Kierkegaard's ideal is impossible,
one might want to try to approximate it. Intensity
of passion might still be measured by the greatness

- of sacrifices made and the smallness of chances of

success acted on, even if we cannot hope for a
greatest possible or a smallest possible heré. ‘And it
could be claimed that the most essential and valu-
able thing in religiousness is a passion that is very
intense (though it cannot be infinite) by this stan-
dard—the more intense the better. This claim will
not support an argument that objective improba-
bility is absolutely required for religious passion.
For a passion could presumably be very intense,
involving great sacrifices and risks of some other
sort, without an objectively improbable belief. But

it could still be argued that objectively improbable .
religious beliefs enhance the value of the religious

life by increasing its sacrifices and diminishing its
chances of success, whereas objective probability

detracts from the value of religious passion by di-
minishing its intensity.

The most crucial question about the Passion
Argument, then, is whether maximization of sacri-
fice and risk are so valuable in religion as to make
objective lmprobablhty a desnra)k‘)jle characteristic
of religious beliefs. Certainly much religious
thought and feeling places a very high value on
sacrifice and on passionate intensity. But the doc-
trine that it is desirable to increase without limit,

“or to the highest possible degree (if there is one)

the cost and risk of a religious life is less plausible
(to say the least) than the view that some degree of
cost and risk may add to the value of a religious
life. The former doctrine would set the religious
interest at enmlty with all other interests, or at least
with the best of them. Kierkegaard is surely right in
thinking that it would be impossible to live with-

out pursuing some finite ends. But even so it

would be possible to-exchange the pursu;t of bet-
ter finite ends for the pursuit of worse ones—for
example, by exchanging the pursuit of truth,
beauty, and satisfying personal relationships for
the self- flagellatmg pursuit of pain. And a way of
life wouid be the costlier for requiring such an

wrhan Vinrbnnaard Aane nat in thne Dnrfrr-rmf
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demand it. But the presuppositions of his Passuon

would be religiously desirable. Such a conception
of religion is demonic. In a to]erable religious eth-
ics some wa)‘f”r’n/ust be foud to conceive of the
religious interest as inclusive rather than exclusive
of the best of other interests—including, T think,

the interest in having well-grounded beliefs.
).,;_,_4 p A

4, Pascal's Wager and Kierkegaard's
Leap

Tronically, Kierkegaard's views about religious
passion suggest a way in which his refigious be-
liefs could be based on objective reasoning—not
on reasoning which would show them to be ob-

* jectively probable, but on reasoning which shows

them to be objectively advantageous. Consider
" the situation of a person whom Kierkegaard would
regard as a genuine Christian believer. what
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would such a person want most of all? He would
want above all else to attain the truth- through
Christianity. That is, he would desire both that

Christianity be true and that he himself be related

to it as a genuine believer. He would desire that
state of affairs (which we may call $) so ardently
that he would be willing to sacrifice everything
else to obtain it, given only the smallest possible
chance of success.

We can therefore construct the following argu-
ment, which has an obviou¢ analogy to Pascal’s

some chance, however small, that Christianity is
true. This is an assumption which Kierkegaard ac-
cepts (p. 31), and | think it is plausible. There are

two possibilities, then: either Christianity is true, _
or it is false. (Others might object to so stark a

disjunction, but Kierkegaard will not.) If Christian-
itv is false it is impossible for anyone to obfain 5

rf Chrrstranrty is true that anythrng one does will
help one or hinder one in obtaining S. And if

wlg
Christianity is frue, one will obtain § just in case

one becomes a genuine Christian believer. it
“seems obvious that one would increase one's
chances of becoming a genuine Christian believer
by becoming one now (if one can), even if the
truth of Christian beliefs is now objectively uncer-
tain or improbable. Hence it would seem to be
advantageous for anyone who can to become a
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genuine Christian believer now, if he wants § 5o
much that he would be willing to sacrifice every-
thing else for the smallest possible chance of ob-
taining . Indeed | believe that the argument | have
given for this conclusion is a piece of objective
reasoning, and that Christian belief is therefore op-
jectively advantageous for anyone who wants § as
much as a Kierkegaardian genuine Christian must
want it. 3

Of course this argument does not tend atallto

,,,,,,

Wager. Let us assume that there is, objectrvely,* '

son for behevrng, to someone who ) has a certain
desire. Nor does the argument do anything to
prove that such an absolutely overriding desire for
S is reasonable. It does show, however, that just as
Kierkegaard's position has more logical structure
than one might at first think, it is more difficult
than he probably realized for him to get away en-

trrgly from objective justification. ¢
&

Note

1. Seren Kierkegaard, Conciuding Unscientific
Postscript, translated by David F. Swenson; introduc-
tion, notes, and completion of translation by Walter
Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1941).
Page references in parentheses in the body of the
present paper are to this work.

'In our third reading, we turn to the leading type of
fideism in contemporary philosophy of religion.
Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951), an Austrian-
British philosopher who taught at Cambridge Uni-

versity, may be the most influential philosopher of

the twentieth century. In this selection from his

Reprinted from Lectures and Conversations, edited by Cyril Bar-
rett (Berkeley University of California Press, 1966), pp. 53-59,
by permission of the publisher.

“Lectures on Religious Belief” he argues that there
is something sui generis or special about the very
linguistic framework of believers, so that the con-
cepts they use cannot be adequately grasped by
outsiders. One has to share in' a form of life in
order to understand the way the various concepts
function in that language game. Wittgenstein ridi-

- cules one Father O’Hara for giving the impression

that there is a nonperspectival, impartial way of
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