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PREFPACE

This study of the problem of theological method is in fact an
investigation of the dichotomy between those who understand the import
of theology in terms of '‘metaphysics' or 'ontology®, and those who
understend it 'existentially’. |

Our thesis is that {this dichotomy is sharper than has been
acknowledged by some 'axiatenﬁial' théelagiana. Thus when it comes to
the theological understanding of God for oxample 'exlstentisl' theologians
gseem commonly to present some kind of answer to, or discussion of,
ontological questions, rather than resting in existential formulations.

The line of approach to this problem has been through the
thought of Kierkegaard and Tillick. We have looked to Kierkegaard's
writings for an exposition of the distinotion between metaphysical
(objective speculstive) understanding and existential( subjective)
understanding, and we have looked $o Tillich for an actual methodology
baged on an oxistential foundation.

My thanks are due 4o all the memberas of the déparﬁment of
Systematic Theology in the University of Glasgow for their held in the
praparaﬁidn'of this thesis, but especially to Professor R, Gregor Smith
for his continual encouvagement end interest.

NOTE

The following sbbreviations are used in the footnotess

The Conecluding Unsoientific Postsoript by S. Kierkegaard is oited

as ‘Postsoript!

Philosophical Fragments by S. Kierkegaard is oited as 'Progments®

Systematio Thoology, Volss I & II by P. Tillich are cited as 'ST I
& 'S TIY

Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate Reality by P. Tillich is
"~ cited as 'BR & UR0 | B




PART T

Chapter I KIERKEGAARD' 8 CRITIQUE OF METAPHYSICS Pe

Thenloglens of the idealist parby tried to comprehend God and reality
in o metaphysicel system, bus Klerkegaard denisd that thiu was possible,
Pirstly rerlity as a vhole cannot be comprehended systematlcally and
seoondly falth cannot be comprehended in the sbatraot cobegories of
objeotive thought. Both empivricism and idealism fail to discover any
abgolute truth s... Some fixed point of Yexuth' is nevartheless
necesgary as a basis for Livings This truth must be found in
subjectivity. How could such tyuth be discovered? Porhaps there is
nothing to be discovered; but only a personal integrity to be established,
Yet Kierkegaard thinks the subjeot must be related to some truth outside
himself ... It is not olear whether it matters, or how it matters, what
this objective point of roference should be. There smeem no olear
grounds for disoussing where truth should be found, though we may still
disouss the need Hhat it should be found.

Chaptey IX KIBRKUGAARDY 8 ANALYSIS OF BXISITENCE P34

For Kierkegaard nan's exigtence must be understoeod in terms of a 1life %o
be lived., Hence decision is hasic %o man's exisbence. And man must
relate his decision to his 1ife seen as a whole. Decision means
choosing bhetween possibilities, but to be lost in possibility is not to
he free. PFreedom is the dialectioal element in terms of possiblility and
necensity. What is this 'necessity'? It is a personal limit which
eppears to have a moral character. 8o freedom seems to demend a standard
by which to choose sese If we do not aocept our own persons) limit ox
standsrd then we shall wench o point of despair. But even Af we accept
this limit, aocepting ourselves as we are seems %0 leave no ground for
changing what we ave, =0 wo may still despair. Thus the need for an
Archimedean point heyond the self is discovered.
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Chapter IIX HAS KIEBKEGAARD HIS OWN METAPHYSICAL PRE~SUPPOSITIONS? pl47

It has heen suggested that Kierkegaard's rejection of mebaphysical
speculation is to some extent vitiated by his own metaphysical commitmenta.
1.) Viyschogrod aﬁgsesta that Rierkegaard effects not a destruction of
Hegel's oategoﬁiaan but & new Juxtaposition of them« But it is not clear
that Kierkegaard used them as ontologleal oategories at all. Kierkegaard
did not explicitly develop an onhologioal system. Wyschogred's
oriticism has another side te it, however. There mey be ontological
implicotions in what Kileorkegaard says, even though he does not develop
an‘expliuit ontologys. In this case we csuld discuss ontalogioal'iasuaa
which are implicit in Kiewitegaoxd's exiastentialism. But the fact remasins
that Klierkegaard himself would heve remained outside such discussionssves
2e) Jomeg Colline, in discussing the same isaue, asgrees that Klerkegaard
trion %o'reéaat melaphysical sppoulablon ebsolutely, i Collins argues
that this wes beocauso the idealist metapbysic was the only kind of
metaphysie he knew., (ollins holds that the realist metaphysic of
Thomism is able to meet the challenge of Kierkegasrd's existential
eritique. But Collins failg to show how an existentizlly rooted system
can go beyond giving a phenomenalogical description ..., Kierkegaard's
rejection of mebaphysios seems decisive, and may be compared with certain
trends in twentieth ceniury philosophy.

Chapter IV KIERKEGAARD AND THE CHRISTIAN GOSPEL peb3

Kierkegnard examines the problem of the txuth of Christianity under two
heads, 1. The problem of establishing the historical truth.

2. ‘The problem of eabablishing the relation of the higborical truth to
the eoternal truth ...s In relation to the historical truth, he suggests
that historical knowledge is at best approximation knowledge. But even
if this weore not so we have the second difficulty that discovering
historical facts cannot tell us anything about the *eternal' significance
of these facts. At this point all the diffioulties of disvovering any
etornnl truth by the method of speculation appear agaln ... Bul apari
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from the speculative (objective) method of establishing the truth of
Christianity is there an existential (subjective) method? Does
Kierkegaard use his existential analysis to demonstrate the inadequacy of
all non~christian ways of understanding existence, and does he thus
establish the truth of the Christian understanding? Thie would suggest
that his analysis was based not on hls own subjective awareness of
exlstence, but upon objective observations ,... In any case Kierkegaard
holds that something more than analysis is needed., Man stands in need
of a divine revelation, and the authority of suoh a revelation relates
not to the truth of a sum of sentences, but to a truth which is a 1ife...
There remains the problem of how Kierkegaard underastood the task of the
dogmatic theologian, but we have little indication of what he thought
about this,

PART IX
Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION P.T8

We sre left with the problem raised in the first parts does Kierkegaard
allow any apologetic function to philosopbhy and the pbilosopher? Does he
reject all philosophy or only idealist philosophy? Is there anotbher kind
of philosophy possible which devotes itself to existentiasl awakening?

Such awakening would in any case be an awakening not to the reality of
falth, but to the possibility of faith ... Such considerations point us
towards the theological method proposed by Paul Tillich. Tillich proposes
a correlation between existential gquestions and the answers of revelation,
the question and answer being independent and yet inter~iependent ..

The use of the words 'question' and 'answer' seem o contrast with
Kierkeganrd's way of spesking, and might suggest o netapbysical framework.
Yet Tillich speaks explicitly of existeniisl questions, though he remains
ready to enter into onfological discussions.

Chapter II ' PILLICH' 3 ONTOLOGY p+85

Tiltlich defines philosophy ae the attempt 4o ask the question of being.
Heo thus takes his stend with the metaphysicians or the ontologistsa.
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A+ How does he understand the ontologioal quest? 1. Az a phenomenoclogical
analysis of struatures? This does not seem to exhaust his understanding.
2¢ As a unified wvision of reality as a whole? This does noi seem to
define his ﬁaaning exactly either. (although if we examine his discussion
of the way in which we come to ask the question. of being at all, it
suggests that 1t is a kind of 'limit guestion', which requires something
like an imaginative vislon in answer. ) 3. He sometimes speaks as if

the ontologist requires something almost 1ikeha mystical experience of
realldy +oo How these three levels are related to eaoh other is not quite
olear. Does Tillich start with a phenomenologiosl anslysis, and then try
to gonstruct a unifying vision? This would lgnore the leap that seenms B
to be necessary o pass from an analysis of the faots to a vision of the
wholes How fthen could a unifying vision be developed? At least one
eritic of Tillich (viz, Zuurdeeg) thinks that it cannot he developed
excopt as an expression of a subjeotive convichion. But Tillich meems to
want %o develop his ontology by a process of objective veason,

B, Hew does he acturlly pursue the ontological gquest? Tillich's actual
ontological programme seems bto take the form of a derivation of categories,
whioh is closely skin o what we find in Kant'e QGuitlgue of Puro Roason.
Q. How doss onbology it into the method of correlstion? Ias ontology
olosely related to the murlysis of human exintence whirh 1s one of the
correlates of this wmethod? No it is nots In faet it is not clear that
ontology has any place in this method.

Chapber TIX TILLICH® 5 RKISTENTIAL ANALYSIS p.l112

T1lich adulits the nead to oxplsin what he means by the words ‘existential’
and 'exiptentiaglisn', He first discusses the etymology of the word
exlatence ~ to exist means to stand out of nothingness, and therefore to be
grounded in nothingnesses.» The oxistentialist problem srises out of the
rocognition of the distinotion between relative non-heing (whioch ia
pobentiality) and eximtence (which is actuality). Henve a eplit is
rocogniged between essenco and exlsetence, This split was recognized by
Plato snd Aristotle and the scholasties, but not hy Hegele.. Having so
desevlbed existentlelism, we ses 4% as & natuxal ally of Christlanity,
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since bhoth exiastentialism and christianity believe we live in a fallen
world.«. This analysis presents existentislism as an ontologiecal oxr
netaphysical theory. But Tillich distingulshes existentimlist thinking
from what he oalls exigtential thinking, The word existentialist refers
to a philamaphicﬁl sohool but the word existential refers t0 a human
attitude, This distinction is importent for the understanding of
Tillich'a conception of existentlal snelysis. Here the comparison with
Kierkegasrd is interasting. Kierkegaard was an existential thinker rather
than an existentislist thinker in Tillich's seonme. Awareness of existence,
rather than a theory ahout exiptence was the goal of Kierkegaard's
thoughts 3But how is such exisiential thought possible? On this issue a
comparison with Xarl Jaspers is 4lluminating, Por Jaspers there seema %0
e some possibility of passing from the phenomenclogy of conseilousngss to
a direot awareness of existence, although %he two moy not be Adontified.
This view peens oleogely akin bto Kierkegaard,

Ghaptor IV REVELALION IN PILLICH'S MulHOD P«141

I. Tillich's disoussion of xevelation progeeds as follows:

A le Firstly some methodelogical remarks. Our approach to the study of
revelation must be phonomenclogical. Bub this ig only true with
regervations. This phenomenologieal epproach would normelly start by
taking a typlcal example. In bthis case we want not a bypical but a
eritioal example boweversess @ Tillich now goes on to discuss the marks
of revelation: it should revesl whalt is essentially mysterious, it should
be given in a sign-evend; or miracle and it should be recelved in eostasy.
It is not ¢lenr thet these merks are in fact dorived from a critical
exemple, bubt we shall have o veturn to that lateress 3« The mediums of
rovelation are then dishinguished. as nature, groups, individualas and
Tinally the woRrdesss 4+ The dynanics of revelation srs discussed in terms
of original and dependent revelabtions,

Be BHaving thus discussed the mesning of revelation he now goss on to
discuss Actual Revelation snd Realitys. The discuseion go far is said to
have progeoded in the light of actual revelation enyways (but it is mot
clear that this is s0¢) OFf aetual revelation he sayst 1« For Christians
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the revelation of Jesus as the Christ is the final revelation., It is

final because it has the power of negating itself without losing itself.
This oriterion of finality is drawn from the final revelation itself.s..

3. This event ils not isclated but has a preparatory history...4. This
revelation is not to be separated from salvation (i.es making men whole)..
5. 'This revelation overcomes the conflict beitween autonomy end heteronomy..
6. DBetween sbsolutism and reiawivism... 7. DBetween formalism and
emotionalism,.. 8., The ground of this revelation is the divine 1ife,..

9. The logos element in this divine life provides the key to the proper
understanding of revelatlion as the Word of God.

II. Assessment of this understanding of revelation.

Does Tillich really move from ‘the actuality of the final revelation?

If this is what he intends; does the form of his system belie his real
intentions?... Is final revelation the only original revelation? Is
knowing about the event of mevelabtion the same as recelving revelaitlon?

Gan the guestion of revelation arise oulside a spenific reception of
revelation? ‘

ITI. How does this view of revelation compare with the view of Kierkeganyd?

Chapier V THE METBOD OF CORRELATION P«179

How can two factors be both independent and inter-dependent (as Tillioch

says his correlaies are)? Perhaps it ig a case of partinl independence...
In any case both the smewer and the guestion anve maid 0 Le enclosed in the
thecological girele, although the maberisl out of which the guestion is
formalated is collected independently. How is this matexial to be
discovered then? Hewe leb us compere our earlier discussions of Kierkegaard
and indeed our comparison with Jaspers t00..., Awarengss of existence is

seen as a preliminary to preaching the gospel in both Tillich snd
Kierkegoard.s» Is this ‘na&mwam-%haglmgy'%*q How is thic awareness of
existence related to correct information about the phenomenon of man?ess

How are doctrinal formplations related to existential awareness or to
knowledge about existence?... Has ontology a place in this wheole procese?
Perheps the fact that man is oonfronted with ultimate (ontelogical?)
questions is one of the zelevant facts about existence which must become
materinl out of which oune of the questions of theoloegy is to be fermulated..
The dootrine of coreation Le meen as such an existentisl question. (The
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question of being as it might arise in theology)... The conversation
between the theologlan and the sclentist oxr philosopher may still be
inevitable, but theology is now seen as concernad essentially with
exigtontial questions.

Appendix to Part IX. Pe 200

The present account of Tillivch's method is not based on a thorough
investigation of his whole sysbem, but rather on an exploraition of his
methodologiaal proposales Weo should perhaps £i11 oud our account, however,
~with an exposition of Tillich's discussion of the sourse and nom of
syshomalioc theclogye.. The souices he distingulshas aray 1, The New
Tesbanent documents 2« The 01d Testament doouments 3, Church History.
The £iret two of these musl be heken up into n Biblioal thedvlogy, and

the third must he taken up into ‘dogmatics'. 4« Thewe Lo yob a fourth
gouroe in the material presented by history of religion and ouliuros..
These sources are recelved iv the medium of 'experiencse’ and theoy are
submitted to a material neww which is the New Being in Jesus as the Christ,

Conolusion P« 209

Does Kiorkegasrd's oxistentislism point towards Tillich¥s theologioal
methoed? The problem of subjeotiviem must be re-examined in this connection.
Doss Hierkegaard veally deny the possibility of proceeding from an
exipgtential to an ontologlcal snelysis? In the end he deses, But does
Ti1lieh, on the other hiand, expose an exisiential basis for the ontologleal
quest itself? Perhaps ho does, but it romains a question whether such &
quest c¢an in faot be underitaken by objective reason..s Surely Tillich
himgelf would deny the posaibility of finding God by oniological reason.

But is the guestion of God thus reduced to the quesiion of a subjective
| concern: & concern which is wiltimate? Tillich seems uncertain ebout this..
In any case his method does in the end seem to leave the ontological
gnestions cutside the province of theology. The theologion is concerned
with the actual possibility, and the significance for the subject, of
oxistence in faith... Such an understending is not without implications

for theocloglosal disoussicns aefe Giscussions of the presence of Christ
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in the eucharist, or the discussion of Chriat'a pérs@n and nalturesss.
But can theologlians confine discussions of the nature of Geod %o this
oxistential level? Is the theist/atheist disvussion a matter of
indifference 4o theologioal Fformalation? Perhaps if we took up -
Tillich's hint that God should be defined in ftexms of "wltimate concem'
i% would suggest that 4% im. This point seews o be explored even
more thoroughly by H. Richard Niebuhx than by Pi1lichs But when we
Tollow Wiebuh®'s disoussion o its end we £ind he brings ve baok to the
concept of being (though wot perhaps 4o any clear ontology of
Pransoendence), Neverihelesa this passing glanoce at Niebmha'as argunent
does peom o help us to understand Tillich's position betterssce.. In
the end MLllich's methodology doos seem to point Gowards sn existential
thoology which leaves antology bo tha'yhilasaphawsg dnd this conelusion
may heve roal significance fop the th@olngiéﬁé,



PART X. KIRRRAGAARD,
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CHAPs I s KIHRKEGAARD'S GRITIQUE OF METAPHYSICS,

1% smeems inevitable that the theologlsn should make some
clain to be engaged in s rational systematic aotivity. To deny
this would be %o shandon the very possibility of therxe heing any
organized thought of a methodicnl logieal kind within the province
of theology, and in this case no theologionl discusaion would be
poseible. And o accept this necessity of rationality opens the
way to defining the purpose of the theologlen as being to discover
the rationsl basis of falth, or of belief. Such a definition of
theological purpoge would itself be open to widely differing
interpretations, of ccurse. But it may well lead on to the
conviction that the real responsibllity of the theologian 1a to
discover a rational systematic comprehension of reality and of God.
In other words the theologian is charged with the formulation of
a metaphysical system.

It would meem failr to say that this is how many Hegelian

idealiat thaologlans would have understood their task. For them

it appeered do be in and through the metaphysical system that the
falth must be understocd. And it was against such metaphysical
syston-building that Klerkegasrd direoted his attack upon philo-
sophical thaolqu»or philosophical Chrigtlanity. We may distinguish
two sides to this attaok. In the first place Klerkegaard questioned
the possibility of formulaling any absolutely 'itrue' metaphysiocal
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system. And gecondly he inslsted that in eny case faith could
noty from ita very nature, be grasped in the objeotive categories

of abatract spesulative thinking,

Klerkogaard saw the metaphysician as engaged in a thought
project which aimed at discovering the tmubth by a process of pure
reason. Pub he immedlately saw in this situation a fundemental
diffioulty whioh would prevent such a metaphysician from ever
finally achieving his object. This diffioculty emenges when we
agk ourselves how this philesophical 'trwth' is H0 be understood,
Is 1t comparable with the txuth of mattor of fact etatoments aboud
the world, or must we say it is in some sense move sbii¥ract than that?
In either case we run into diffioulties, Kierkegeard thinka.
‘Wnether the truth is defined more empirloally as the conformity of
thought with being, or more idealistioally ns the conformity of
being with thought,; 1% is, in elther caso, important carefully to
note what is meant by helng'. *

Suppose the motsphysician does define the truth for which
he ip seeking 'more empirically', cen he really hope to achieve
his finel object? Xs he not reduced to demoribing the limitless

process of besoming; which constitutes the empivical world?

P;f",) {\(' (f—y‘g/;{t,,:gw

# P8 Pel69
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'If bedng .0 is understood as emplrical beings..overything must

he undexrstood in terms of becomings..' "

Of course an empiricist philosopher might not be disturbed
by this disclosure of the limits of his work, but this would surely
he because he would meke no ¢laim finally to discover the truth,
anyway, If we define truth empirically ms the oconformity of
thought with being, then presumsbly truth is expressed in tme
sbatements about the world., Hore one is reminded of the opening

proposition of Wittgenstein's Traotatus Logiso-Philosophicuss

‘The world is everything that is the case,' Our search for truth
begomes a matter of meking a list of all those things that ave the
cage. Bub if ocur desoription of being iz to be somplete only when
this list of faoty is complete, then we can never complete such a
desoription. So long as we are dealing with empirical being
'overything mist be understood in terms of hecoming,'  Since
'averything that is the case' is constanily changing if you could
1ist it all today, then tomorrow your list would be out of date,

To thig I suppose a persistent empiriciat might asy that we
need not stop at listing everything that is the case, as if i%
were all to be deseribad in static propositlions. We may indeed go

on to develop some kind of logie which will enable us to prediot

# Postsoript P. 170
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all the future ohanged in what is the oase. In this event we oould
list everything that is the case today and predict what 4t will be
tomoxrrow and the day after that and so one Such a vision would
certainly do justice o Kierkegaard's claim that empirical reality
is in e state of becoming, tut for this very reason it suggests a
progess to whioh there is no end. We might fecd all our fashs
into an electronie computer, whioh might go on deseribing ever new
siotes of affalrg; and if we were asked for the truth about the
world wa might point to cur compuler and say: "There it is, btut
4% is not finilshed yel, and as a matter of fact it never will be
finished."

Whether such overall deterministic logic oould be dimcovered
ig not weally in guestion here. * The point iz eimply that even
if 1t were discovered it would make no diffevence to Klerkegaard's
olaim that the empirical realm is a realm of becoming and therefore
not a realm in which absolute tyuth can be dlspovered, Of oourse,
a8 We have already pointed out, the empiricist mey well agree with
thig, for he may well reject sny olaim to discover drzuth in any
final on gbsolute sense. Perhaps it is tme that this road lesds
not to an underatanding of being but enly te an understanding of
the pattern of becoming, but is it not tho whole point of the

PRI &

# Nor is it within the scope of this discussion to consider whether
gsome empirioal principle sush as the second lew of thexmodynemics
may make it poseible to predict an ond to the process of hecoming
itself., TPor a disoussion of this polnt see Stephan waulmin'
sugpy 'Conbemporary Scientific Mythela e :
aaita& by Alistair MeIntyre (SOM Presa).




émpirieist position, that the atbempt to undewgband being

is & misbake?

| This da’ba‘?éf wi'b.li empiriciem is never worked out in all itas
@eté:il by _Ki@mkagg#@, "hawevem. _ Be m mmoh m.a#a' aanaem;nad with'
the qfﬁﬁq'_ue of the »absqlx;w fdaalism cf- 'ﬂegalg : -'Dhe Hegelian's
Mé.im to have aemyrehen@ad the é‘éaaluﬁe in hig éﬁratem wé.é a @l&im
whioh Kierkegaard could *.““-“" aseept. This doed #‘mt necessarily
maal,nv thet he rejected the mesningful signifiocance of ’tama such as
‘being! or 'tho absolute', but he certainly 4id think they weve
héixxg misused end miauﬁ&érataeﬁ. [ me@list philogophers. The
way i.zi wﬁiah markaga@d himself may have been prepared o use
such philosophicel oonvepts is something which wo may hope will
emerge in the course of ouwr ﬁi@ﬁssian of his thoughit, bub Lor the
moment we showld rather congentrate on his oritique of the clalma
of idealism,

Whatever the empiricist may achisve in his pursult of
knowledgey; he does not ,zm the end comprehend "baﬁ-.-hg, ut only
béa@img. We must therefore understand the word *being' much more
a’ba?&;raatly. Tt is in his \abswmt senso that the word. is used
in the ideslist formula that twuth i to be defined as 'the
conformity of being with thought.' But Kiez.‘lﬁegam complains that
this fopmila reduces 'being' to a product of thomght : that is &
product of the thought with which we say, by definition it must
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conforins  'Being' is what thought assords 1% o be and the
dofinition of 4wubh says no move than that truwth is the conformity
of our thought with our thought. And so we aro left with a
tautology. Hegel's gomprehending céf roality has -tsima been
aschieved by aguating ma#liiy with thought thug lﬁsing all touch
with the facts of the world. :

To thig 4% wight be objeoted that far from lowsing ‘bouoh
with the faots of the ww@l&, Hegel produced a logic whioh he
spplied to all the fa@:a of the wmeléh Hente 4t may be olaimed
that for all its asbstpaction Hegel's sysbean is just ag much
rolated to the faots of #he wémm &8, fon ewpmplo, amy systen of
gaometny. mﬁﬂ;ﬁ &awlopaa' 8 g@émaﬁxy. which ¢ould be applied to
the spatial velstionships of things as they mia‘# in the woplds
o spatinl goomebyy. }iegel developed a goonmelyy ﬁhmh aould bhe
applled to the whole of reslity, to boing Atself, Pexhaps an
Hegelian might wand Yo oall it a gec»me#gy of existence: an existential
goometry, although in Kierkegaard's tam;imala@» this would be a
serious misnomers In Klerkegasrd' s terminclogy it should rather

he oalled a geematizy of essence: aﬁ essential geometry.

Of gourse we canmot assume that any geometry will have sny
zreal spplicabion untll we have tested it against the realities of
the exioting world. An a priori assumption that it can be
applied oan be made neither for 1;31@ spatinl geometry of Euclid
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nox for the essentlal geomelzy of Hegels Honoce if we are veslly
1o undemaband Hegel's logle as & kind of metephysicel geometry,
applicable to nll existence, then we must test it to see how it
applgea and whetheyr it works or not,  Purbhermore aaéh & gémetw
will t'eli us nothing sbout the actual facts of the world, even if
we decide it hem & .gamina ares of applicabions Fuelid's |
gacmetry cany within the sphers of its own spplication, bell us the
passible ways in which things may jbeg spatinlly molated izo aaoh
othexr, but it onunot 4ell ns the 'mﬁual ﬁh&nga there va':zea in space.
Bimilarly if Hegel's 19,3:1&'_ is %o be undevstood ag being this kind
of shatract geﬁmﬁ*m; it will $ell us nothing of the famcte of

. yeality, T will tell us only of possible patterns of existence.
I% soty aglde the mma& :E‘#ata of the wéxvld:g This mem# to be
what Kierkegaapd had in mind when he wrote that 'shatrast thought
aonéid.aré both maéi’bﬂé&i&n& ?aalm.v, Tt its annéept of reality
is a false refleotion, aaneé the medium in which the asoncept is
thought is not reslity tut possibility. Abstract thought can get
hold of reslity énly by mullifying it, and this mullification of
roality consiste of tranaforming it into possibility.'®
Kiiﬂ;‘lmgaam‘ admits that ahé‘#ra_.ai: thmighﬁ does preserve o relationship
to the reality Fvom which it sbetraots. But in the end it only

desoribes tho pattexns - the possible pattems = of existence, o

* Poatsoviph Py279
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the pattierns of becoming. . Such abstract thinking is really no
different from that development of a predictive loglc which we
suggested the empirielst would be quite prepared 4o embrace. But
at this level we could hardly olslm to have dealt with the question
of 'being' in any final and absolute sense, The 'abstrsct problem
of reality' is not the problem of grasping the absolute, but

morely of undorstonding the patterns of possibilities, Bul to
raise the abstract problem of reality 'ia not nearly so difficult a
problem as it 18 4o raise and %o angwer the guestlon of what it
means that this definite something ls a reality' for ‘thls definite
something is just what abstrsct thought abstracts from,* *

Here Kierkeganard is xalsing a problem which he helieves cannot be
solved either by stabements about what is the case or by logical
expositions of 'possibility', for neither of these will really
penetrate the inner weality, or the '‘meaning', of oonorete

particular existence.

As b0 what Kierkegaard really means by the comprehension
of the realibty of 'this definltoc something'y, we may hope that this
will emerge fwom oux further anaslysls of his thought. For the
noment we may say that whatever he wanted, he did not find it in
the speculative system of Hegels He admitted that the Hegellans
¢laimed to go heyond the realm of sbatract thought as we have

gonsidered it mo fax, for the system must he underatood as reaching

%  Postsoript P. é%?
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boyond 'mbstract thought' end entering the realm of 'pure thought'.
But 1% ia jush atb ﬁhﬁa point, Klerkegaawrd holds, that the Hegelians
lose all bouch with Peality. 'The relation which mbstract thought
85111 sustaing with thal from which it dhaﬁré@ﬁﬂ, is aomething
which pure thought innogently, or thoughtlessly ignores, Heve

48 vest for every doubb, here is the eternal positive truth and
whatever elaa one may be pleased 4o say. That is, pure thought

is 8 ?hﬂﬂt@ﬁﬁ&'*

Whatever account the Hegelian may give of his system,
Kierkegasrd denies that he has succeeded in grasping, or fully
understanding, the contingent uniqua.reéli%y of particular existence.
Indeed, sinoe the Hegelian is moving in the realm of the eternally
necessary truths of pure reason, he cannot scacunt for the
contingent bedoming of the empixiaal worlde The movement from
premige to oonclusion withi# a logical system is no real movement
in the sense in which we understand movemgnt in the realn of
contingent events, for in the logloal systom the conclusion is
glrendy implied in the prenises. 'In the construction of a logical
gystem 4% is necessary first and foremost o take care not to
inelude in i% anything which is subjeot 4o an existential dialeotia,
suything which 4¢ only because it exists, or has exlsted, and not
gimply becausge it ise From this it follows quite eimply that

% Postoeript P,278-279.«



18,

Hegel's unparalleled discovery, the subject of so unparalleled an
adimdrationy namely the introduetion of movement into logiec, is &
sheor confusion of logical sclence ... 1% is mwely strange to
make movement fundamental in a sphere where movoment is unthinkable.' *
Fhus the elaim of a logleal gystem (any loglesl system). o
incorporate into ideelf the category of '"movement?, in order that

it might aceount For contingent existenoe, must be rejected,

We may by now be ready to conclude, despite anything that
has been sald 1o the oontraxy, that Kiexksgnard's thought leads
inevitably, and perhsps in gpite of his own intention, 4o a rejection
of every attempt to know the Truth in any final gense of the word,
When a man asks the quastion of truth in an ultimate sense he does
not know what he is askings If he tummws towaxds abastract iruth
then the most he can hope for 1a to develop a complete logleal
pattern, revealing all the possible modes of existence. If he turns
toward conerete Peallty he may set oud to list evexrything that is
the case in all its pawticularity. If this iz '‘metaphysics' then
it tuxns out te he no more than the kind of thing which is
systenatiocally undsrbaken by the empirpiceal seiontist: the developing
of strudtural goometries and the cataloguing of tmme propositions.
Such metaphysice could certainly discover endlesp facts and oould
digoover patiemas of relationa between factss thus the mebaphysician

could mske endless judgments which were true, but this wonld never

# Postsoript PP.99-100,




194
seem do add up do anything which eould be ¢alled 'Reality.!

This kind of Ahalysia of mata@hyaiea mighﬁ well point
towa:c&s a ra.d.:tcal ampﬁ.ri@ist, oy e\wn -3 poaitivﬁ.s‘b aonaluaion, tut
wa must &till inaiat ﬁha& Kierkaaaard daaa not drew nueh aonoluaians
from his argumant; He aerﬁainly xaﬁected the pnaaibil&ty of finally
yenetrating 4o an undaratanding of 'being' by way of apeaulaxiva
reason, tut for all that he did not conolude thet the desiTe o
comprehend reality was of neo importance. The quest for some king
of ultimate truth was for Klerkegaard a matter of the grestest
importance, for he held that we need such txuth as a basis for
our living., Thua the question of truth i1 seen as the question of
‘the ftruth upon which I ¢an base my eternal happlness,!  Bubt such
#ruﬁh oan be found neithexr in collesting true ywnpoaitions nor by
sompleding a speculative syetem. In the moat general sense we
night say that Klerkegasrd's question is the queostion "How should
I live?", and 4t 48 in the end becdause the Hegelians olaimed that
thelr systenm dontained the answer to thig guesbion %ooy that
Fierkegaard lounched his polemic agalnst thems  One can resdily
see how this concern 0 find o basis for living dominates all hisg
writings, He analysss different levels of living ~ the !'Stagesn
on Life's Way' - in ordey that he moy ponetrabte further into thia
prohlems ho oribicizes the lack of serionsnaess of the scholar who
ozn pursue hisg vesearches in the indifference of objeotivity,

bosause the conolusions reashed by such goholarship are of no vital
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significance for how fhe scholar should live nows  And in the
aomae aplelt he ia&nah&a an abtaok upon\tha vory exmudition of the
bibviieal scholar, who defends himaalf‘ggains% God's Word by bhis
pseholarships by a@nawnﬁma@inélan the vaﬁianﬂ roadings and the views
of all ﬁhé diffeorent commentabors, so that he never Taces the real
queation 'Have I éana this? do T aot avcordingly?? * . aa it is
an pard of this gone quéat that we must undersiand his oritique of
motaphysics. The speculabive philosopher at best offered an
objecbive systemy which in all its aﬁje&tiﬁity and aomplaﬁaness
(4f 4% ever really could he anmplete) fa&lad %0 goncern the

‘ in@tvidual pewaan with ﬁhis immediata and pasaienate questions
*How ahail x live now? On whaﬁ can I baaa ny aﬁaxnal happ&naa&?f

Having recovgnized this background to Kiorkegaaxd's attack
upon Hegel, weé may now understend better hig refusal ﬂo-reét in a
relabivistic ompizicism.  Por if the empivicisi claius thal there
is no way of going beyond a final velativiem this still leaves
Kierkeoganpd!s quegtion untouchads - I we dan know nothing beyond
on indifferent colleciion of empiyical favds, thon wo stdll laok
that *Arvohimedean peind' which Kierkegaord mainbained was necessary

as & beels for life.

% See For Self Hramination pp.56~57.

#%  Jeames Collins in bis book The Mind of Kieprkegmord notes that
in his early notebooks Kia#keguard gxmupa bis reflections around
cortain striking imnges and key notionm, oubstanding among which
is the symbol of the Archimedean point, which recurs in the early
entries in the Joumrnal {of, entries 4,16,335 and T84 in Lowrie's
selections from Kierkegaard's Journals
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Henoe Kierkegeard wishes to ohange the direction of the
philosophical quest. We mey quesation whether he finally rejects
the endeavour to understand 'being' or ‘reality' in what he might
himself have called an 'eternal' sense, but we should certainly
have to admlit that if he does socept such an endeavour he re-orientates
it ocompletely, To develop a complete speculative system is to
lome toush with exlstence. But the only reality to which man
sustains a real relationship is his own existende and it is in
discovering a bagis fup,gygg,réality that we shall have discovered
the 'truth' about 'being'. *  Hence Kierkeganord's aim is quite
different from the aim of the metaphysiolan, He starts with the
need 4o discover a fixed Archimedean point which may form s basis -
for his life, or his personal existence; a point which is not only

the truth, but the way the truth and the life., Bui this means that

he muat start from the very point at which he knows existences
"in his own exiastence me a aubjeét; And so he enunéia&aa his

principle that subjectivity is truth.

Butk how is tho dissovery of this $ruth which is known in
subjectivity poseible? Are we Yo investigabte the life of the
suhject according te the methods of the anthropological scliences
snd perhaps aapamially-aoéaxﬁing to ﬁﬁe methed of psychology?

. ipt he srguess

"If %haugh& aould give reality in the sense of actuslity and not
nexrsly validity in the sensme of possibility it would also have the
powar to take sway existence snd go take away from the existing
individual the only zeality to which he suaﬁnana o real relationship
namaly bin own,® {op.cits Pu295)
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Clearly this would be %o miss the point, Suoh payohological truth
is still within the realm of objective knowledge and to know all
the faotslrelaﬁing to psychological and physiological mechanisms

is not to oome to terms with the subjectivity of our own personal
eistence,” Yot Af we are not to diaéovar this 'subjective’ truth
by means of an anﬁhrapqlagiqal.inveaﬁigatiqn how shall we discover
it?  Can there be some new kind of philomophy, for example, whioh
will replsoce the speculative metaphysics of ideslien and will lead
uy ta_the subjeetive avareness of exlstonge? Perhaps we night
suggast thalt the diﬂaavan'éf the 'athimeﬂaan~ya&nt’ will itaelf
emarge from this subjeciive avareness, or on the other hand that a
genuine subjective awareness will emerge fyom the dlscovery of an

' Avehimedean poind?, tut in any oase we seem to he ooncernsd with
an svareness of exigtenge which is more fundamenital then the
disooveries of *objective knawladgaﬁ' But might this not mean
that it is move fundamenial, or perhaps wove priémitive, than any
oonaeptual knowledge whatever? It oould be suggested thal this is
why Kierkegastd so offen spesks of *bheing in the truth' rather than

umging the more umual phrase ‘kuowing the tmth'.

Kierkeganrd is not himeelf unawawe of thls difficulty, but

he does not in the end reject thought, as if we must be left to base

* Dr. Bysenk in hias book Uses and Abuses of Psvohology speaks of
psycho~analysts who 'consclously reject weientific methodology
in favour of mibjectivity', and it may be olaimed thet such
analysts ave moving in the same ares as Kierkegaard in his alm
40 eatablish the txuth which ia subjeotivitys In the present
gontext I refer only to psychologlais who would ¢laim that
thedr work 14 based on the nbjsetive mothods of the natural
asclenoes howaved.
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our lives on & kind nf‘unaxyrasaaa style, which finds no expression
in our thought forms at all., He rather suggests that if one would
grasp the truth, in his sense of truth, then vne's thinking must
have that character sbout it which will unide 44 with the real
basis of personal existence. It i3 indesd preclisely in this senae
that truth is subjeotivity. Subjective reflection is a reflsction
which is united with, or which, wo might suy, arlees out of the
most passionabe peraonal concern of the thinker; and 1t is just
this relationship hetween rofloction and the busic passion of the
thinker's existence whioh places such a thinker in the truth.
Kierkegaard pubs this point at ite strongest when he writoes:

Twhen the question of touth is raised subjectively, reflection ig
éiraaﬁea subjectively to the nature of the individusl's velstionship;
if only the mode of 4his relationship is in the twuth, the
individual is 4n the tyuth, even if he should happen %o be thus

reloted 4o what is nod tried #

We have suggosted that Kisrkegaa®d's councapiion of truth
hovre i not somebhing quite independent of, or mowe primitive than,
our thought, sines to be in the truth requires Jhat one's thinking
hes a cortain character about it which will wunite 1t with the basis
of subjective oxistence. But aan we veslly speak of truth as

something relefing to tho ghavmctexy of o pewson's thinking

#  Postseript Fuli8,.

(In a footnote he reminds us that whal is al issue here is
enmential fruth 1 the truth which is essentlally »elated %o
existonce.)
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without any reference %o the gontent of what 4n thought?
Kierkeganrd seems to think we cany, if we are ho socept the sbova

iy

quotation from the Pogt +  But in this oose we might think it

more honest and less confusing %o stop ueing the word Ytruth'
altogether, If to hold s aconvietion with sufficlent passion ism
in itself sufficient to be 'in the tyuth' thon the question whether
the passionshely held conviotion is in fact 4rue no longer scems

ta aripe. Howo the idem of fruth seens 40 have been shandoned

sltogesher.

At this point we masy want to ve-sbtate our suggestion that
the truth Kierkegasrd spesks of is more primitive then thought.
What we might ssy now ig that it is more primitive than any gontent
of thought. It is more primitive than any sonceptusl formulation
of helief. Heonce we may in the end desoribe the truth which is
subjectivity as a kind of paaaianate personal &n%agr&ty, which
informs our living as wa‘gméppla with the conorete complexity of
existence, but which has nothing whatover to do with sny objective

guaestion of trulh,

Por Kierkegaard, however, the matter does not end with

" personal ihtag@iﬁy, as if he had no interest in the cbjeot of truth,

that is the objeet in which the passionate believer agtually believes.
After all his problem in the end is the prohlen of bhecoming a
Eﬁhx-i,atim and in his journal we Find him weiting that 'truth from

the Ghristian point of view does not lic in the subject (as Soorates
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understood i%) bub in o revelation which must be proclaimed. *

How then is bthis account of Christian Ywuth to be peeonciled with
the prineiple thel subjeotivity is tzuth?  IF twuth does not lie
in the subjeot, how can we speak of prsiglng the question of Yruth
subjectively in much & way that "if only the mode of the individnalls '
velatlonship 18 in the vruth, the individual is in the truth?t

- Perhnps we might try to solve this dilemma by suggesting
that while Kierkegaard himself, from the matuwity of his faith,
realiged that 'ﬁrmﬁhlfxam the Ohristion point of view does not lie
in the auhdeati Johannes Glim#@ua, the imaginexy author of the
Poptsoript did not share this maturity of falth, and was opposing
mbj&a%iviﬁy on philomophiosl grounds, which were independent of the
Ohristian viewpodnde Wo might even suggest thet Xlerkogaspd used
the person of &ﬁhanﬁéa Climzous deliborately to overstate his csse.
It Lo doubtful whebthor such ﬁmplanaﬁimn3<ama actaphtublo, howover,
singe he wosords in his 3@u§nal that Olimaons himgelf saw the need
for an object of feith, "In ol that iz uminlly said akout Johénnes
Qlimacus belng purely ﬁuhjécﬁiva and 50 on'y he weltes, 'people
hava Torvgobber, in sddition to everyithing elss voncerete about him,
that in one of the lasd séaﬁianm he showe {hat {the cuvious thing is ¢
that there is o *how* which hﬁs this quality, that i€ it is tauly
given, then the twhat' is also givéng and that 4t i the ‘how' of

'Faith.' Hexe gnite gertainly we have inwaddness at its maximnm

% Journals IX A 221 (Lowrie No. 809)
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proving to be objeotivity once again,  And this is an aspect of
the prineiple of subjeotivity which, so far as I know, has never

before heen presentad or worked out.'! ®

Thus we ocan certainly say that for Xierkegasrd, and also
it seems for his pseudonym Johannes Climacus, the objeot of faith
is not dismissed as a matter of indifference, If we merely
assexted that for Kiarkﬂgnard there has o be some object of faith,
this would not in iteelf be enough to defend him from the charge of
pure subjectiviam, for it may be a matter of complete inaifferénoe
what the object should be. So long as the ‘how' of my falith had
the right quality the question of the 'what' of my faith yauld‘be
unimportant and any choice of a particular objeat of falth would
be an entirely subjeotive matter. Yet the extract we have jJust
qugtad from the Journal et least suggesits that faith cannot begin
with an entirely asrbitrary oholee, for Kierkegesrd speaks here of
the 'what' of faith as being something givent and it is given
together with the passion of subjectivitys This might suggest
that the passion is, a8 it were, generaled by the trus object of
falth, Kierkegaard's view ig not as sinmple as that, however, ox
he oould hardly contemplate the poasibility of the auhj;ativa
thinker being related, in this subjective mode, to what is not true.
Tot he does explicitly entertain this possibility (i.e. through
the thought of Climacus)., He not only refers to the possibility

# Journals X 2 A (Lowrie No. 1021)



27.

of a man being in the truth, even though he im relaled to what is
not true, bhut he goes on to illustrate this pomssibility by
oonsidering the Ohristian and the idolater at prayer. ‘'If one
who lives in the midst of Chriastendom goes up to the house of God,
the house of the true God, with the true conception of CGod in his
knowledge, and prays, mi prays in a falge spirit; and one who
lives in an idolatrous oommunity prays with the entire paseion of
the infinite, although his oyes rest upon the image of an idol
where is there mogt truth? The one prays in tyuth to God, though
he worships an idoljy the other prays falsely to the txue God, and
hence worships in faot an tdol.' ® It is quite clearly suggesied
here ‘thad the truo passion of subjectivity may in faok arise in the
presence of an untrue idoly not in the absence of any object at
all to be sure, but in the presence of &n objeot which is

inappropriate.

| it‘ia hard %o kﬁow what is Kierkegeaxd's final solution

to thie é;lemma.‘ Wélhavé g;ragd#_agan.ﬁham a&théngh,he speaks in
hisg Journal of inwardness a&_iﬁa,mpxi@um proving ﬁq be objeotivity
‘again, he geverﬁhalesa xegérﬁs this as 'an aspect of the principle
of subjectivity which so far as Iﬁkﬁpﬁ hag never been worked out,’ L
and we may weli(fael that 1Y ia,an aspeot whiah.gggwgqgaaga hinself

never fully worked out. We may have one further indigation of the

* Postseript P.179-180,
#%  Ihid,
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direction of his own thinking about this matter in the second volume
of Bither/Or where he writes 'therefore, even if u man wexe %o
choose the wrong he will nevertheleas discover, precisely by reason
of the energy with whioh he chose, that he had chosen the wrong.
Por the oholae ba&#g maf&e 'w:Hsh the whola inwardness of his
personality, his néﬁum_ is i:urif:lad and he himself brought into
1@6%&#3 relation %o the eternal Power whose omnipresence
interpenetrates the whole of exliastenca,' * Thia bassage cartainly
seems to bear on the case of the man who, though he is 'in the %ruth'
by virtue of the mode of his velationship, is nevertheless related
to what is untrie. It seems %o mﬁé.ﬂaﬁ that he will come %o
recognize the untruth of wha’c he helleves in, or perhaps will even
begin %o see boyond his limited objeot of faith towards that which
is indeed the txuth, Does this mean Kierkegsawd, 1o’éking from his
Ohristian viewpoint, would have held that a Buddhist s Whe related
himself to the Buddha in all the passion of subjeotivity, would
inevitably vecognize that the way of the Buddha is untrue? It is
by no mesns ¢1ﬁ§r that this is his view and one would herdly be
Justified in asoribing such a dbelief %o him on the basis of this
qmtaﬁmn £from M&; In the ond we mast gonolude that this
is something that he never worked out with sufficlent ¢sre himself,

Although Kiamegaai-d may never give a final and clear

reply Yo those who aocuse him of sheer subjoctivism, however, cextain

i

#  Bither/Or; WVols IZ. PJ141
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facte about his position have emerged from this discusaion whioh

we might now atdompt 4o summarize.

Birat of all the aubdeativa bellever ia aertainly
wapreaenﬁea aa*baliaving in something, His passion is not to be
understood merely as an enthusiasm for 1ifae., It relates him to #
partioular object of ?alief» At the same time the belief in thias
'ijeeﬁ' s not founded qn,ahquﬁivﬂlraaganaa. Iﬁ,&é,'an objeotive
uncertainty held fast in an appmmywiaminnwpmn@agg of the moat
passlongte inwandneass' * And we might add howe that it is
important that this !objective unceytainty’ should be maintained.
For this very uncertainty seems to ocontrilube to the intensity of
our heliaf;' '"The sum of all thie is an ehjective uncertainty’
he writes, ana adds *tut it is far~thia very resson that the

inwardness hecomes as intanae as i& ila,! -

This doos not mesn, however, that he is thinking of s
kind ef\@thaa%i&iﬁy in which the subject is quite free to f£ind the
truth in any object that Gakes his fanoy., For he does speak as
1f the truth in some sense resides in the chjests We have alrveady
quoted his own Joummal to this effeot, and here we might add o
gendence from hia book on Adler in whioch he says that the object of
the Christien's faith (namely that the eternal onece came into

exiasbenve in ﬁ&mﬁ) 1a 'not scmething which men are to test' but

*  Posteoript. P.182
#%  On Revelatlon and Awthomity, P.58
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"the paradox by which men are to he tested,' *

Whatever may be the final answer of Kierkegaard to this
charge of subjeotivism, one thing surely emerges quite olearly from
this whole discussion, nsmely that Kierkegnard balieves there im a .
challenge faglng overy person to engage in the mest serious posmsible
way in the task of dimcovering the truth end committing himself
wholo~heartedly Yo this discovery. And this '4ruth’ is somebhing
which emerges from the engagement itself. The point is well put
by Hermann Diem who wrltes that 'truth is no longer 1o be conceived
as an objective statement about 6ertain rolatlons of being, but as
& form of exlstence in which such relations are actualized., Henoe
druth is "not something objeetive suggesting that the knowledge of
it is concemmed with what is to be found in oxistence as an objeot,
but implieas rather that lknowledge is something related to the knower,
who ig essentially en existing individual, snd that all real insight
is easentially related to that which exists and to existence itmelf."
Being in truth therefors implies a process which is never complete'. o

Hewe Diem suggests (in the last sentence of the quotation)
that for Xiexkegasrd to he "in the truth' means to be embarked, to
be 'in the way'. And this leads us on to one further contrast
with objective truth. Objective truth is veavhed at the conclusion

of an investigaklon or an argument, but this subjective mode of

*  On Revelation and Authority, P.58.

*#% Hermann Diems Xierkegaard's Dislectic of Hxist
(Diem's quotation here 1s from the POSLEOYLDG, P¢177 of the
English translation).
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truth  does not seem o achieve the final siebua of a conclusion
at all. To this it might be objeoted that though the 'tmth' for
Kierkegaard had not the final status of z conelusion it had
nevertheless a final status ¢ the status of a gonversion.
Kierkegaavd was gertainly prepared %o apeak of the gonversion of a

disoiple but I think it is olear that thia was not intended %o

suggest that the convert had now resched the end in his searoh for
truth., The life of the diselple, as Kierkegaard understood it,
had o be lived in the mode of subjective inwardness which was the
mode of dhe conversion itself. Thus the moment of oonversion must
be present ab every moment of the diseiple's life and the truth
must constantly bae discovered and sppropriated nnew. We get a hint
of this in a footnots to the Poptsoript in which he saye that

‘even the moat certein of all things, a wevelation, eo ipso becomes
dinleotical whenever I attempt to appropriste it. Even the most
fixed of things, an infinite negative resolve; the infinite form
for God's presence in the individual ab once hecomes dislectical.!
Thus it seens that even our confession of falth must partelce of
this dialectical character. |

S0 far we have discussed the teuih which is subjectivity
hoth in its relationtp its own *object' and in mlms’mn to ordinery
objsctive truthe There ls one queation we may now put which could
goxrve to sharpon some of the discussion which has gone before,

Is thig truth of whioch Kierkegasyd speske discussible? If truth
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is a way %o be lived then it seoms doubtful whethex it can be
disoussed. We can I suppose talk about the mode of our living,

and we might even disouss whether it is an amﬁmpmatg moede, but if
discovering the dxuth is a m.aﬁaz‘ of living 'in the way' then the
dimaavery itaelf is mﬁde in living rather than in talking about living.
If this 1o so thon must we not say that truth in a privete matien,
to be discovered hy the individual? &  And surely this remaina bzue
even if we give due welght to the faot that ﬁum\iiving itzelf has
communal and histonrieal dimenéiénm ** o insist that ny existence
is set ir;' the context of a world, a community and a hiastory is not
to deny that it im nevar'bhaiésa m ax}gﬁanﬁ@. Noxr is 1% to deny
that my living relationship o anything which I oall 'the truth’

is a relationship which is réeﬁed in m living and choosing and
desiding.

At this point it wonld seem that whether we think
Kierkegaord's position is lost in irrationsl subjectivism or not,
the faet hasn emorged that for him there is no plave left for
ain
base my eternal happiness. But we ahéum algo yemembexr that he did

philosophical discussion in detexmining the truth on which I ¢an

not reject the poasibility of talking sbout the impoxkance of such
truth, This twmbth could not itwelf be discovered by discussion,

N

%  We have already had cocasion %o question the appropriateness of
using the word *truth' in this *subjsctive' sense, (ahove P. 24)
but we are here using the word as we believe it is used by
Kierkegaard himselfs

#% A fact that wo may sometimes think Klerkegmard, with his emphasis
on 'the single one!) is inelined %o fovpel.
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tut we oould,; snd Kierkegasrd did, discuss the need for such s
$ruth ¢ the need for what he c¢alled an Archimedesn point. Hencs,
while Kierkeganrd rejected the path of metaphysical speoulstion, he
s3il) embarked on n disoussion of the nature of man's existence,
in orxder thalt he might discover how man's subjectivity is to be
undeprstood and what it is that pute hinm in need of a fixed point
on which %o base hisg life. And 4% ls o this discussion of

eximstonce that we mist now tuim.



34.
CHAPTER IX, KIERKEGAARD'S ANALYSIS OF BXISTENCGE.

In the preceding Qhapta:xv we have given a preliminary
ascount of Klerkegasrd's oritique of spaculative thought from whioch
he conocludes that metaphyelenl speculation ig incompetent $o discover
any txuth upon which we may base our lives., . At the same time we
recognized that it is precisely the need for this kind of truth on
which living may be based which is the dgentral concern of all his
thought, This in tuin led us to reoognize the place Kierkegaard
gave to anslyzing buman existenpe in dr&w that he might, as a
vesult of his analysisg, understand better the nature of man's need

to discover gome hasie teuth in which to live.

~ UWhether this analysis of exisdoneo should be oslled
smyehglogiaa& o yharxdmenolagiml; ontologioal or simply existential
we shall not st this point txy to decide, It is avgued by Michsel
Wyschogrod that Klerkegaard in fact implies gn sntologioal position
which must dske its place within the elassical tradition of
mfm}?h%ﬂ.m,* but thie is a point which we shell take up later, after
we have given some account of the aotual analysis with whioh

mm@m confronts us,

To present a full review of Kierkegaszd's snalysis of

personsl existence would mean tracing his thought through all his

works from the theels on irony, through Either/Ow

Lifos Vay to tho Gonoopt of Dro

Hatoutanen

#* See his book Kierkogaard and Heldeggar, whiok we shall have
oocasion $o Pefer to in our further discunsion.
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And. of courss this list inp still ﬁaﬁ from complete. No such
complete review will be attempied hewa,  Yet without pretending
to do justice %o the ziches of his thought, I shall attempt to
penetrate a certaln avesa of his analysis in oxder that we might see

something of its nature.

1t has already been éuggestga that K&aﬁkagaaﬁd is not
songerned with reising quaaﬁinné sueh'ms those investigated by the
empirical soienfisbs ¢ the biochemist or %ha~neawa~phyaiﬁlagiat,
or even the empiricsl payahalogiat (aithaugh the relation of his
analyeis to that of the peychologiat iazmaxa complicated perhaps).
Tet he is interested in the conerete wealiby of man's exzigtence as a
mbject, And from the subjective side man's existence is understood
in terma of a 1lfe to be lived, ng# 3uﬁﬁ'ﬁa‘ha suffered. This peint
geems 1o be so obvious that it hardly needs to be srgued. As
subjeats we not only muffer experisnces Tut we elso perform deliberate
actas Weo moke our responses te the demends of the world and they
are gur responsess  Any kind of determinisom which fails %o do
Juatice to this, feils to do Jusitice 3o the everydsy reality of
personal experienge, And it ia just this replity which is at the

heart of our notion of subjectivity.

In view of this it is not suxprising 4o find that a
preaccupation with the importance of deoision im ventral to
Kierkegaard's thought about existences, Of course he ig not
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congemed with examinling the patbern of sobual decisions, as one
might examine the pattern of some organism's response to siimuli,

It is not the overall pattemn of the multiplieity of bhuman declalons
whioh interests him, bub rathor whabt it meoans that we are responsible
pergons of whom dedgiglon is in fact demanded. What does it mean
that we are responsible for our own decisiond? And indoed what

does it mean that we ean speak of our own exisfence at all?

In cleiming thet we disoover personsl existence as our
existence, we ave clalnming that there is a unity in our life and
hence in eur—w&aggngibil$ty« This unity is more than tbe temporgl
cmpirical unity of an organism persisting in existence for a certain
poriod of dimes I% includes also the self-vonséious uniity of one
wha knows hig pasth and must relate preeent duolsions %o past and
fabure, in & vecognition of the wholeness of life« 'To have been
young snd then to grow older and finally fo die i1z s very mediccre
foxi of busan dxistencey this meprit belonge to every snimsl., But
the unification of the diffevent sdages of life in simulbaneity is
the task set for human beinges! *‘ Phis unity of every sphere of
1ife and overy poviod of lifa'éﬁmanas more than a number of disorede
decigions, it demsunds s deolsion relating to our life as a whole.

If our decisions degenerated into completely unconmidered responsesn
6 the demends of the momendy then 1t would geem that we had

abandoned deliberate aotion altogethexr and that our existence had

#  Postseriph P.31l
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heoone leas than perscnal. YA man who has no will at all 14 no
gelfs? *

Kierkeganrd qemtainly reaagniaea that thera is & certain
kind of sesthetic axiatanae in whiah one may actually decide %o
veact spontaneously to the desive of the momenty and this decision
may be renewed at every moment with wilful deliberation, but in
Buch & omse thove is at any rabe a deliberabo daoimion in vegard to
the sesthete's existence as g whole, even if 1% geens to bo a
negative &eaiaiaum In the sbsence of any such deoision ab all the
self would be disintegrateds 'In 8o far ns the self does not
become itwelf L% iy not ite awa'aelfm' o Henge there ig a sense
in which 4f X am 40 be o pevson in the full seonge of the word, I
mist establish myselfy my own existence, on some foundation, and
this demands n porsonal deeieions The foundation s not simply

givens. but I must grasy i% in deeisions

wa h&szkeaaamd than, peraonal axistenwe means existence
in the faqa of many pa&aﬁh&litiaﬁ fram which a man muaﬁ c¢hoose,
and this not only in the welative ahaiaea af daily life, but in
regaxd ta 1ife ae a whale¢ Xet hsving aaid this he sees that a
man mey vamv wgll bhecome 1est in aonﬁempla&ing these VBmy

pasa&bilitiasq *F&aa&h&ltty hem@mea morae and more inbtense -~ bud

y "y y B ey RN Lo Ires
#  Slokness unbo Deaths Pe43ed.
%% Ibid., Ped4.
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only in the sense of possibilityy nob in the gense of asotuality;
for in the sense of actualidy the meaning of intensity is {that st
loaet something of thal whick i poseible bovomes sctuals A% the
dngtant thed something appesva possible and then g now posslbllity
naltes 1te appesrances &b last this phanbosmagoris movea so rapidly

that 1t is as if everything wars possible.? *

Thig situstion, which Kierkegaard describes as & form of
despainy might be thonght o be a oondition of freedom pushed to
i4s very limi%t ¢ fweedom pushed %o the point whewe all things seem
paaaible; Bt in fact hé @éniaa th&ﬁ gy freedonm i#vfoun& here at
all, since freedom osn only be eﬁamaiﬁea.in deliberate cholce,
which geems bhoyond the grasp of ﬁha man who & lost din possibility.
tThe aelf?, he writes, ‘in fraeﬁa&. But freedom is the dislectical

elemont in the horms possibility and necossity.s! b

How should we underatend this atrange definition of
freedon? Whalever may be thaimalamianah&p botween freedom and
posgibility, the welémiunahip betwoen freadom and neaéasmty et firet
gight seems ¢losr enoughs  Surely necessity ig the negation of
frecdom.  Inasnouch sp one's life s mmma by neceasibty, one's
fyoodom is curinileds ﬁuﬁ then can Kierkogaord speak of freedom
&s tho dislceticsl eleoment in texmy of possibility and necossity?

%  Sioknoss uibo Doeaths Pe5H
#¢  Toid. Pudds
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Porhaps we shonld undersband him ss defining the arvea in which

human Lreedon setually opevates, rathey than vffering a definition
which will tezth ug how o use the word YIrecdom’ vorvectly. Ve

are in fact confronted wiith various possibilities and we can act

this way or that way and aotualize one of these possibilities,

But having acted, having actuclived one partioulsy possibility and
having rejooted the yost, this actualisation la now subjected to

the neosseity which ﬁent%bla events in the physical world. *

That is to say by our choice we bind ourselves to all the implications
of the anot woe chooge. The.axexéiza of freedom is thus ylaaa& on

%he frontier botwoen the awn&emplation of possibilities and the
hin&ing implﬁ@aﬁiﬂnﬂ of aatiana And the ‘despair of possibility!
which is ‘ame B0 lack of neaessiﬂy‘wiil socording to #hia analysis

be = daeyair avising out of an unmeadineaa o wubmiﬁ to the 'necessity!
inv¢1vea in reslizing one peaa&h&l&ty, at the axnange of rajecting

sll the othevs ¢ the despalr of Hamled fox whom the 'Ynative hue of

resolubion' wse Yslokiied o'er with the pale cash Qf'ﬁhaughtw'

- Hueh drvesoluklon seema to be in Klerkegaard's mind when

he ﬁéyg that *whalt the self now lacks de subely wgaliﬁf - 50 one

would commonly Say as one seye of o mun thel he has become unreal.! o

* It mnay saem,ﬂﬁmaigm to Eiemkagaaw&* & way of thinking 4o spesk
of necessity as in any seanse controlling concrete eventia, bub
this point necd not concern us in the context of the present
disoussions Wo need only say that withoud an element of
Ynocessity', in the sense of wegularily, in the pattern of events,
the ground. of choide would he undermined.

## Slakness unbo Doath. Peb5s
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But in the further discussion of neocessity in this same pesssge a

new note is introduced, beyond what we have suggested so far., We
may say that what an iyresolute man lacks is reality, but, Kierkegaprd
ineistse, 'upon closer inspection it is remlly necessity the man

lacks, For it is net true, as the philosophers explain, thab
necessity is a unity of possibility and actuality....Nor is it

morely due to a lack of strength when the soul goes astray in
poasibility ~ at least this is not to be understosd as people
commonly undevstand it. What really ls lacking ieg the power to

oboy, %o submit 4o the necesslty in oneself, to what may be called

ene's limit,.! *

Clearly the 'necessity' of which he speaks here is
not just a necessity imposed wupon us by the extermal condltions in
which we realize our deoismion, or as we might say the conditions
into which we cast our ametion. This could indeed be valled &
limlting factor necessarily imposed by our resllzing one posaibility
and rejeoting others, but it could hardly be ¢alled *the necessity
in oneself!, nor I think 'what might be called one's limit'. How

should we understand this "necessity in oneself' then?

At fipst eight it may seem that Klerkegaerd is here
thinking of the way in which a man is limited by the limlta of his
own ability, of hig own peraonality, or even of his own status. T
cannot hope o achieve what a much stronger man or a much more

accomplished men than I am could achieve, Nox can I do what a person

*  Siokness unto Death P.55-56.
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in a muoh mora important social position could dos In contemplating
the possibilities of any situation I must take these personal limits

into mocount,. I must realize that the possibilities for me are

limited to those things which I may hope to mchieve.

But surely thie is not the personal limit to which
Kiorkeganrd refors. If he dld mean this he would perhaps have spoken
of ‘what might bhe galled mnp'sj}&g&ﬁg} rather than referring to one's
CAimit in the singulax, .In gny‘qase whether ws recognize these
limits of possible action or not, we are still left contemplating
- only posmibilitiesy  Admiftedly it will meke the difference between
contemplating zeal possibilities and confemplating fentastic
(impossible) possibilities, yet recognizing ¥his does not solve the
problem of the man who is lost in poseibility, and is faced with the
need to choome, Kierkegaard seems to guggest that what is lacking
here is a personal limit on which an sctusl deoision may he based.
This 'necessity in oneself! séama to be a kind of peisonal basis
of ané‘a own existence 1n‘éﬂaér&anue wiﬁh'whiah.mné nay decide 3

what we might c¢all a fundamental orientation.

Phe misfortune of the man who laocked necessily is therefore
that he 'did nobt bovome aware of himselfly awa#a that the aelf he is,
is a perfeotly definite something, snd so ie Yhe necessary.’ *
and this 'perfectly definite something' includes & definike siandpoint,

*  Sickness unto Death, P.56,.



42.

a fundemental oxdentations We have a further indication that this
is indeed Kierkepnard's view when we read that 'a oase analogous to
possibility is when a ehild is invited 4o partioipate in some
plessure or another t tlhe child is at onoe willing, but now it is a
question whether the pavents will permit 4t « and as with the
parents so it is with neoessity’. * At this point we may say that
$hils personsl limit has something very like o moxal chaxadter.

When neoassity is lacking 'what really is lacking ie the power to
obey.! One is veminded heze of the necessity which is laid upen a
man who says "I just cowld not treat my employwes the way he dosa,"
meaning he could not, beocause he is not that kind of person, and his

pepsonal limits would not allow it

This analysis of personal sxistence now seems Yo suggest
that some personal standard is a baslo fsotor in the human
situstion. One is in fact reminded of the personsl need for an
Archimedean point, which played so important & part in all
Kierkegaard's thinking. I# &s not surprising that we should have
come onee agein to this needy sinoe the analysis started by
recognizing the fundamental importance of decisions It ocould quite
well be argucd that without some. standard of value no deolsion
{and ineidentally no resl freedom, which pre-supposes deoision)
would be possible at alle. ©no would he left to denot to the

sbimulus of the moment without any deliberate decislon even to do

R
v o

# Sickness unto Desth, P.56.
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this. Bub we might also feel that in this analysis Kierkegasard
han gone fuwrther than recognizing the need for p astandard, for he
has identified the standsrd with the neceansity which is in the melf.
S0 the values that inform my decislona are in mome way related to
the 8elf that I amsa And perhaps we might want to add that this
self is something that is given to me in my existence, and part of
the task before me is to know myself, At the same time we should
remember that Kierkegasrd also suggests thed part of the task before
me is that T should yggg&g.myaéif, ér‘ghﬁggg,myaalf, so that perhaps
we should say the foundation of personal exiastenve is not Just

supplied, but it is to be established by personal decision.

It is in thiz way that Klerkegeoard understands human
existence in dewrms of poseidility and necessity and defines human
freedom as the disletdlical element belween these two tezme., And
in this same sontext he expomes the despalr which he helieves is
fundamental 4o man's life. This despalr may appsar as melf-rejection
or 48 &an autnnamﬁué gelf~affipmation with no weal foundation. If
we 4o not acoept the basic temms of our persomal existence, we mey
deliberately reject ourselves, Klerkegaard believes, and then go on
to live either in an immediate relation to ocur present wishes and
desires, or else btuwild up s kind ¢f4penaanal facadey an image of
what we would like %o bey but are néﬁ. Thexe i8, he suggests, a

fundamental despair at the basis of all such existence.
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The altomnative course would seem to be to relete ny
personal decisiony or my fundamental self-affizmation, to the
"nesessity glven in my existence.' But inasmuch as thls 'necessity?
refors to the pergonal limitation given 4o me in ny existence,
this mey in the end lead to a atatic attitude in whioh I sccept my
solf Jjuet as It ig, snd deliberately choose bteo maintain even those
elements of which I do not fully approve. This raises a question
as o whether I reslly could disapprove of any of the elements of
my own personsl necesdsity, since this "neceseity' has appearved Ho he
something very like my own pexrsonal aténdamﬁs, aﬁd henoe the very
things which by definltion I approve ofs  Kierkegaard's anawer
would probebly ba that the self can never finally mestlin itas
preaent reallty. For my ya#aanal naéeaeiﬁy, while it may have a
moral connotation, is raiatéd to the moval acturlity of what I am
and not %o some transoendent ideal of what I ought to be, And
this gelf, avén thie gelf in its moral aspect, stands in need of
aelf»dafalopmant; Hanaeba.k&nﬁ af'hega&ive‘ragignamion acompletely
lacking in any possibility af gelf-development is but another form
of deapaima.

Suppose nmy self-affirmation is more dynamic however, may
I not then transcend this despeir of which Klerkegasrd speaka?
The difficuliy then becomes precisely the need for an Avchimedean
peint on which ny self-development may be based and which therefors

mast transcend my present personal necessity. ‘IS the despairing
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gelf is active, it really is related to itself only as experimenting
with whatosevex it be that it undextskaes, however great it may he,
however astonishing, however persistently carried out. It .
aoknowledges no power over it, hence in the last resort it lacks
gseriousness and is able only o conjure up a show of seriousness when

the self bestows upon itsexperiments its wimost attention.! *

Mueh more aould, of course, he added to this account of
Kierkegamrd's analysis of man's exlstence. One ocould, fox example,
make & 1iat_a£ hie moat charasteristic oategories or ooncepts and
atbempt to show the part that each one played in his thinking. It
has alzeady heen polnted out, however, that such a review is not
part of my present purpose, And it may perhaps be pointed out
that the understanding of personal existence in terms of the need
for decision gseems bhasic to all Kierkegasrd's discussion anyway.

It lies behind the freedom which confronts Aﬁam in the 'alarming
péas&bilgvy of being able', as we read in mhe_ﬂanae'i of read, and
it oreates the pasa&b&liﬁ& of the fear and trembling of Abraham.

We have here followed the analysis largely in terxms of

poasibility/necessity, as it appears in The Sick

It might help %o £ill out our account if we draw attention to the
fact that Kierkegaaxd places this alongside a parallel analysis in
terms of finitude/infinitude. Withoui repeating in any detall the

%  Sickness Unto Death, P.110
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snalysis already attempted we need only spy hewe that this dimlectic

of finitude/infinitude points us to man as baving e perspective which
»ises above the finite, inasmich.as he can view the sequence of svents
as a whole, sgainst the baskground of abstract ('timeless' or 'infinite')
possibllitiess Yet unless this same man realizes his vision in
rolation to the finite facts of his present reality in the world,

then he will be lost in fantasys

Thia perspective ia wgll sunmarized in the opening of the
penegyric upon Abpaham in Fear and Trembling. 'If there were no
eternal conasciousness in a mm; if at tim fenndaﬁnn of all there
lay only a sesthing poweyr whioh wi?i‘khi.ng with a‘bmuré quaions
produced everything that is great and everything that is insignifiocant,
if & bottomless vold which was never satiated lay hidden boneath sll -
what then would 1ife be but despair?' Here again Kierkegasrd
analyses. g@iaﬁama in suech a way as :laa ghow the need for some

foundation upon which s man mey base his life,
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CHAPTER IIX - NAS KIERKEGAARD HIS OWN MEPAPHYSICAL PRE-SUPPOSITIONS?

S0 far we have reviewed Klerkegaard's coriticism of the
Hegelian system, his attempt to dimscover the limits of objective
reasson, hls aonception of subjectivity as truth and to some extent
his analysis of personal existence. Lot us now return to a guestion
which is raised by more than one critic of his thought, namely this @
does Kierkegaard's thought really succeed in reaching an existential
position free from metaphysioal pre~suppositions? James Colling
writes that 'Kierkegsard's commltments concerning being and existence
stand in uneasy relation to his antiméﬁaaulaﬁiva and anti-Syetemetio
campaign. His speculative analysis of existence is at odds with
his general attack upon philosophical speoulation.' * And a very
similar eritiaismvis developed by Miohael Wyschogrod in his book

Kierkegaard and Heidegger.

In a footnote to Sein und Zeit Martin Heidegger has said

of Kierkegaard that 'as regards his ontology he remsined completely
dominated by Heéei and by snclent philosophy as Hegel saw iitt *¥
and in discussing thie note Wysochogrod says that 'Xierkegaard's
polemic against Hegel's pure Being restricts itself to an attack on
the identification of the thinker's point of view with that of

pure Being.' And he goes on to say that 'the undesirable result

#*  Jemes Qolling The Mind of Kierkegaard. P.,252

##  Sein und Zeiy (8th edition) p.235 note, cited by Wysohogrod
ops oit. P.127. The quotation here does not follow Wyschogrod's
translation, but the tranalation of Sein und Zeit by Maocquarie
and Robinson.
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of this, according to Klerkegaard, is that though the asystem which

the thinker oconstruats is perfectly wvalid for an absiract non-existing
being, it has no relationship to the situation in which the human
thinker finds himself. Thus Xierkegaard's attack is direocted at

the identifilcation of pure Being with the smituation of the thinker

and not at pure Being itself. On the aog%ramy it is the thinker's
relationship to 1t, as the point at which puve ﬁaing-meets the
ﬁempoial, that gonstitutes éha hstura of his axiateﬁce. Kierkegaard's
effort is therefore not a basic destruction of the ontological
‘categories of Hegel, but a new juxtaposition of them, having as its

purpose the 'yielding of the tensions of existence.' *

Vo give ﬁhia~aemgwha$ lengthy quotation from Wyschogrod,
not that we might disouss whether it is & justifiable 'deciphering'
of Helddeger's meaning, bui rather to ask whether it is a justifiable
comment on Kiexkegaard's own thought, Is it a satisfactoxy
interpretation of Klerkegaard's proteat against Hegel to say that
it represents a new juxtaposition of Hegel's categories? Would it
not be bebter to say that the categories themselves have undergone
s change at his handse? ‘w&achagrnd suggents that 'Kierkegaard's
attack is divected at the identification of pure Being, with the
situstion of the thinker and not at pure Being itself'. If this
means that he did not dismiss the goncept of ‘pure Being' as a

meaningless gohoept, as some more recent opponents of metaphysios

#*  Wyschogrod op. olts P.127.
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have done, this is no doubt txue. But if he nevertheless rejeoted !
the possibility of comprehending 'pure Being' through any systematic
thought~projeat, then surely he was rejecting the whole ontologlcal
enterprise, ond therefore was rejecting the ontological categories
of Hegel. To bo sure Wyschogrod could find support for his
contention that in Klerkegaard's view the system which the thinkex
constructs ig velid, for an abstract nonwexistent being, but surely
thig ig simply Kierkegaard's ironical way of oxposing the system as
fantastic nonsensel However he may have used the Hegelian categories
hedld not use them in the service of an ontologleal system, and
therefore he did ma# use fham as antplégggal categorias.

Thera le anothar‘aiﬁa t0 Wyschogred's argument, however.
This suggesta that what ever may ba‘Kiaxkagaaxd'a explicit attitude
to ontology, he oannot escape the ontoleglesl pre~suppositions which
are impliocit in his thought. At certain points Wyschogrod thinks
this becomen vexy obvious, When Kierkegaard discusses the distinetion
between factual and ideal being, for example ha surely betrays an
interest in the question of heing s« that ls, in the ontologleal
question. In a foodnote in the Philosephicsl I

ants Kierkegaard
writes that 'in the vase of factual exlastence i% is meaningiens to
speak of more oy leas of beings, A fly when it exliete has as much
being as Gods +the stupid remark I here set dewn has eas much faotual
oxistence as Spinoza's profundity; for factual existence is subjeot

to the dialectic of Hamlet : to he or not to he. ?ﬁetual existence
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is wholly indiffeyent 4o any and all variations in essence, and
everything that exists participates without pedty jJealousy in being,
and participates in the same degree. Ideally o be sure, the case

is quite differents But the moment I speak of being in the ideal

Bense I no longer speak of being, but of essence. Highest ideality

has this necessity and therefore it is. Bub this its being is
identical with its essence; such being does not involve it
dialectically in the determinations of factusl existence, since iV im;
nor csn it he said to have more or less of being in xelation to

other things.' * OFf this f@otnote, which he quotes at even grestex
length than we have done here, wyaahmg%ad says theat 'at this point
Kierkegaard has identified himself with the school of thought that
saes a sharp dietinotion between the essende and existence of s thing
and haavﬁharehy posited the famillar disjunction between the same
essence existing or nob existing.' ¢  But in what mense is this

%0 be understood? This oould mean that we can disouss what 1s
essentinl to a goncapt without aihaudging*whe#ham there is any
existent corresponding to the obnceptv Thus we may say that it is
essential to the ooncaept 'unioorn' that unicozns have a single horn,
but this tells us nqﬁhing‘abauﬁ wﬁeﬁhex there are in faot any unicorns,
Thia is surely a logical poini, however, and need not have ontologioal

or metaphysioal implications. The diatinction be;;;en esgence and

p—

#  Pragments. P.32. Kote
#%  Wysohogrod. ops. olt. P.26.
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existence may be made as an onkological distinction, 1L it is
presented as an element of estrangement within reality jtselfy so
that existence is undeystood as & kind of pale imitation or a
digborted image of the pure essence., This is the kind of ontology
we find in the thought of Plate; but I see no warrant for
understanding Kierkegaard in this way. It is not as if Xierkegaard
allows an indepenient reality to the xealm of sssence. To move
in'tha realn of dugsence is, f@p xia?kegaard,vta move in the realm
of abetraot thought, but this ahatmaatbthaughﬁ maat sustein e
relgtion to thet from which it abstracte : namely existence. If
this relation ip not sustained then we find curselves indulging in

‘pure thought® and 'pure thought is a phantom', *

Even 11 Wyschogrod ia nat'jﬁﬂtiﬁiaé in suggesting that
Kierkegsard has actually entered ithe metaphysical debate at this
peint, he may neverthelesa inslet that metaphysioal pre~suppositions
do underlic Kierlkegaard's thought. He nay nob have suegeeded in
| showing that Kierkegasnrd covawtly {or not zo covertly) argued for
a spagific ontologloal paéi#ion Tt he csn still hold that since
*it ig not poseiblo to formulate an exisbtential sltuation such as
%he moment without an ontological strueture at its basie',
Kierkegaard muigt have Framaﬁpyaaeﬁ such & gtruoture. x And having
said this Vyschogrod aaw%ainly admits that this stmoture is not

#  gee our exylicr disoussion above P,16-17.

*#*  Wyschogrod. P.l30
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developed by metaphysieal speculation hut is rather !generated from
the pathetic Hidnking of the subjective thinkers' ©  He maintains
nevertheleas thet the fact that ontological categories Qg,;ppear
shows that we ane no luonger moving in the pealm of the existential.
At this point, of course he im olaiming more than that 'the
formulation of an existential sltuation' impies 'an ontological
shrucsture at its basiss' He ie seying that the ontological
cabogories of this implied besis de in fact sppear in Klerkegaard's
thought. He szya vhat 44 is true that pure Beiug never asppears in
Kieorkegaard as much but only in ternms of the subject's relationship
to i%, which is g constant heaaming sand, never a %aing it. Even
with this quelification, however, the faoct remains that puve Being
or eternity, a n@mnaxiSteniial aafagogy i9 an operative feature in
the ontology of Kiewkegaard.'® And he adds that it is 'a feature

which cannot be svrived at by means of existential thin&iﬂgw' bl

But when he speaks here of 'the ontology of Kierkegasrd'
it 48 not quite olear what he means, If he mesns the ontology
whioh Kierkegasrd aotually formulates, he is surely hegging the
guestion; for 1% still is in question whether Kierkeganrd evex
fornmilated an onteologye If he means the ontology implicit in
Kierkegaard's thought then it may still be that Kierkegaard himwelf
nevey entered the ontological debate, bup rather rejected all

*  Vyschogrods Pel30
#%  Thid., P130-13%s
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ontologleal upeoulalione Probably what Wyschogrod means here i
that 'pure Boing' or ‘eternity’ plays an oporative part in the
thonght of Kierkegnowpd, anﬁ»aihua they sve non-existential categories,
av loast Ho thiz oxtent it must bo non-oxzisteundlal thoughis Bal
thig only rhises the question once zgain & must thess catogories,

au ussd hy Klethegaayd, be understood as non-oxistential sategoriesn?
In the note we have alweady quoted from the Frogmonis Kierkegaard
conbrasts the nobion of Lactusl being with that of ideal beiags

But this ideal belng he says is nob veally boing ak ally it io only
cosence. 1% has the same etatus as the logieal delinision of the
unicorn sud ioaves the question of being, of reality, out of sccount
sléugether. Wow Wysochogrod scoms to suggost that he uses the word
‘being' iu anothor way to refer neither to cxistential nor essential
being but to 'ohernity’s And at this point at loast we seom to be

gonfronted with an ontoleogical sutegory.

Yot Wyschogred is etill prepared do admit thet Klerkegaard's
ontological pleoture le not arrived ot on the busig of an ontologioal
argument, ut that his sterting point is to bo found in 'sn
oxietontinl invelvement, such as the neseselty for winning "y
oternal bappiness of the Pméﬁscr&g#.‘ * But night we not sontend
that this starbting point is aléa fhe wholeo poind?  Might it not be
that the concept of etornity reslly doss have an existential

significance for Kierkogaard rather than an onbologlosl significance?

¥  Wyschogrode Pa130
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Por surely Kierkegaard only uses this conecept in relation to the
exigtential need to find a basis for 'my eternal happiness' and

never as an olement within an ontologleal picture or aystem.

Let us now review what has really emexged in relation to
Kierkegaard'a thought out of this whole d&aauaaiag. It seenms to
be true that Klerkegeard was faseinated by the aoninnsht belween the
necensity of the abstract truths of reason and the contingency of
the factuality of existence and this seems like that very contrast
between essence and existence which been a central idea of much
traditional ontology. But the thing that puszled Kierkegaard was
the fact that he oould give no reality to this realm of essence
exoept as a geometry for describing the patierns (1.6.‘ﬁh3 'possibilitien

of factual existence. *

It is also true that Kierkegaard saw the paradox of belief
in God as arising from a disparity between the infinity of God and
the finiteness of existence; %he 'necessity' of God and the
'oontingency' of exigtence; perhaps we may even say in a ceriain
sonsae the 'eéaanﬁia&' nature of God's being end the 'accidental’
nature of factusl exlistence. And this certalnly makes the concseption

of paradox look like an ontological formulation. Yet surely the

# Thias is pointed out by James Collins 3 'Kierkegaanrd admits that
the greater part of ocur thinking is oarried on in terms of ,
objeotive, abstract reasoning. The natural, mathematioal and
gsocial scolences denl with objeots through their essential natures,
abetraoct relations and inductively necessary natural laws.

Such molences give genuine knowledge witbin these methodic
limits, but they are not competent beyond the sphere of essence
and paasibility. (Collines The Mi £ Kie ‘ P.122)
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whole point of Klerkegaard's formulation of the problem is aimed

at showing that the paradox which confronts us in an authoritative
falth demanding a conorete finite decision, is something quite
different from the abetract universal concepts of the ontologist,
Indeed, to present 'heing' as an absiract universal ooncept has
always been an attempt to resolve the psaradex and hence it leads

to fantasy. Thus while it is true that Kierkegaard confronts us
with the need for an 'Avchimedesn point' and while it is true that
he suggests thab this point mast have an inf%ni%a'etsgnal significanoce,
which transcends the aaa;&pnﬁalfaantingenqies‘an& relativities of
faotual existence, he nevertheless denies that suoh a point can he
dimoovered by, on even grasped within, an ontologloal system of
conceptual thinking, This being so suvely Klerkegaard ia rejecting

metaphysical speculative ontology.

A slighﬁl& different approaoh to this guestion is found
in James Collins' discussion of Kierkegaard's thought. Collins
admits that Kﬁawﬁegaa&d doéa'in tﬁgﬁ rageat'meta@hyqiaal speculation,
but he argues Yhat this is really because the only form of
metaphysic he knew at all well was the ideallst mebaphysic of Hegel,
Thus Collins helieves that one might still postulate a qulte

.....

been much more prepared to embrace., There is, Gollins suggesis,
always the posusibility of a reslistio philosophy and a nonidealistic

metaphysios, whioh Kiorkegaard never seriocusly oonsiders,
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'Klerkegaard's tragedy was thet there was no philosophical movement
on the horizon which could find a place Ffor his deliverences.

&fter o shrewd appraisal of contemporary tendencies, he aconcluded
that, at 1ts worst, philosophy degenerates into Hegellan "pure
thought" and, al ite hoegt remaina an analysis of essential forms,'® *
Yet Collins inslsts that there was a philosophical movement which
could ©ind a place for Klerkegeard's deliverences, and this was the
Thomist movement. Furthexrmore he suggests that Klerkegasrd's own
thought alrosdy shows a certain preparedness to enbertain the
possibility of a new kind of apaaa;ativa theory. 'Kierkegaard',

he says, ‘does not leave entively unexplored the alternative routes
to phileosophical wiadom' w and as evidence of this he cites a
footnote in the Fhilosophical Fregments in which Kierkegaard reproaches
Hegol for leading the readers of his Philosophy of History stralght

to the oconsideration of conorete events, as if to estsblish the
valldity of his mothod by this demonstration of his extraordinary
learning. Kierkegaard complains that the display of learning may

go distract the reander that he will in the end forget to ask whether
it ever bocame clear that Hegel's method was valid. And so he aska
why Hegel started with conorete eventa. ‘'Why at once hegin to
experiment in goncreto? Was it not possible to answer this question

in the dispassionate brevity of the language of abstraction, whioh

#  Jemos Qollins. Thée Mind of Kierkegasrd. P.253.
#»%  Tbid,
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has no means of distraciion or enchaniment, this question of what
it means that the Idea becomes ooncrate, what is the nature of
becoming, what is one's relationship to that whioch has come into being

and so foxrth?! *

Jave for the name, Collins maintains 'this is asking why
Hegel does not examine more oxsctly the metaphysical problems underlying
philosophy of history.': JAnd most of these guestions are 'treated in
a quite formel and techniuel way by Klierkegssrd himself.' In view
of this Collins thinks we are entitled to interrogete Kierkegaard
‘as to whethexr his own sbtand on the modes of belng has only an
abstract essentialiast signifioance.' But there seems ¢ me to be a
gap in Collins argument at this point, as he does not go on =so to
interrogate XKierkegaard, He goes on to say that ‘an admission
that his position does convey some knowledge about the universe in its
existential character paves the way for a philosophieal theoxry of

* But he enters into no disocussion here as

being as existent,'
to whether Klerkegaard ever makes such an admission nor does he

discuss what is meant by a philosophlesl theoxy of being as existent.

Ho does go on 4o olaim, however, that the Thomist philosophy

addresaes itself to the problem of existence rather than restrioting

% Philosophical Fragments. P64 note
** 1bid. Pp. 253"2540
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itgelf 0 'a phenomenological desoription of essentinl structures’.
St. Thomas saw that 'the beings of our own experience are constituted
not only by a debterminate naturey; but also by an ultimate act
whereby this conorete subject is enablad to be in the existential
order.' And this applies not only to human agents but to all finite
things and thuas a road is opened for s realistic apeoulative
knowledge of all existing things: ‘'Bince a thing is not a being

in the full sense uniil i¥ exevcises this existenilal act & philosophy
of being mast have speoial gagagd'fam the gxisﬁantial ordax.’

With this no doubt Kierkeganrd would have agreed, Indeed he would
perhaps have put the point even move sbwongly and said that a
thing is not a being in any sense until it iz realized in exiatence.
Por 'in the face of faotual existence it is meaningless to spesk of
more or less being' whoreas 'ideal beiﬁg* ahaala.not ba spoken

of as heing ab aillbut as eaéanae» Yot what Kierkegaard called in
question was whether it was possible for philosaphy to have regard
for the axia%amm$a1 orders ‘Existence'y, he says, 'like movement

is & diffioult oatogory to desl withy for 4f I hink 4% I

ebrogate it and then I do mot think i%.' *°  And for all Collina’

*  The whole argument is on Pp.252-254 of Qollins' book.
In a note on this section Colline insists that. 'the
rohabilitabion of a realistic speculative philosophy depends
on the recognition that even the non-~human things in the
gensible world exeroise the act of existing. Hints of such
a broadening of the meaning and scope of existence are not
entirely laoking in Kierkegaard, '

*» Postseript P.274
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insistence that Thomlatio philosophy has a due regard for the
exercise of the existential aot, I do not think he succeeds in
showing that St. Thomas has met this diffioulty in any wey thet

would be acceptable to XKierkegaard,

It is beyond our soope at this point Yo investigate
oxhanstively the exlstential ontological system of Thomism,.
Collins argues that the Thomist system, although it is a system
does not olose itaelf to the conorete demends of existence, and the
subjeative demands of personal existence. TFurthermore he insists
that St. Thomas realizes that 'in the speoulabive order we cannot
legislate rbout the human condition but must accept it as we find 1%,
The human minds; ' he goes on, 'is not divine and its concepts not
oreative. By means of our concepts and empirical investigation
we can attain to some understanding of the stmucture of being
through its experienced traits, Bubt we are not equipped to gain
an exhaustive insight into essaences suoh that they might be
completely assimilagted to a system.' * S0 far then SBt. Thomas'
system 1s able to meet the Kierkegmardian oriticism, but what I
think Collinas fails %o show is how such an existentially rooted
system can really go beyond giving a phenomenological description
of essential struotures. Surely it is just inasmuch as a system
of thought abttempts to go beyond such a desoripiion that it becomes
subject to Kierkegaard's striotures : 1t has loat touch with reality

and has become fantastic.

* Mind of Klerkegasrd. P.257
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In the and of the analysis 1t cortainly does seem to me
that Kierkegaard!s rejection of metaphysicsl speoulation is decisive.
Indeed; I belieove we mlght sse in thias vejection a certain affinity
to some of the twenbieth century philosophers whose work is devoted
to linguistic or conceptual analysis. We have already quoted
Collins' remaxk that for Kterkagaardlphiloaophy tat its best
remaing an analysis of essential forms.' From this it does not
seem a very blg step to suggesting that perhaps the natural and

y soclal meiences oan take over the job of formal structural
;analysis, leaving phlilosophy the job of conceptual analysis : an
anaiyaié directed towards clarifying the proper understending of
the concepts we do in fact use %o talk about the world. Of course
Kierkegaard did not himself develop guch a view of the philosophex's
task., Noxr did he subjeot metaphysies to the kind of rigorous
linguistic or logicael analysis to which it has been subjeoted by
contemporaxry analytiéal philosbphers. Yet he dld disoover at least
some of the concepitual oonfusions whioch beset the Hegelian
speoculations, and he went a long wéy towaxd shawiﬁg that there was
pomething peculiar about the quéstions the mataphyaioigns were
asking, and at the very least something inappropriate about their
way of dealing with these questions. In faoct he went a long way
towards ahéwing, on loglieal giounds, thet there is an element of
fantasy in all metaphysloal speculation. Thls is not to suggest

that the twentieth century development of logical analysis owes



61.

anything directly to Kierkegeard, of course. But it does suggest
that ho msaw it as part of the philosopher's task to engage in a
kind of logical analysis of language. And we may even say that
pursuing this task led him at least to suspect that many of the

problems of metaphysice are paseudo~problenms,

Yet perhaps it would be wrong %o end on a note which
suggests that Klerkegaard simply dimsolved speoulative philosophy
in such a way that the philosopher is left fe sbandon metaphysics
end turn to gonceptual analysis. Klerkegasrd was not concerned
maiely to oub thé philoacophers down ic¢ sise, as it were, by
de~bunking their metsphysical pretensions. A philosopher who
aspired to nothing méxe than conceptual analysis might esocape
Kierkegaard's strictures, but such a one would bhe iaa#ing out
Kierkegaard’ & prohlem of existence (On what am I %o base my
eternal happiness?) altogether. And of course Kierkegaord's
moat vital concern was that we should understand this existential

problem as elearly as possible.

Having aoknowledged his negative atiitude to the
significance of metaphysical speoulation, therefore, we must go on
to acknowledge his positive attifude to the significance of
existential analysis, He was not ppimarily concerned with defining
the task of the philosopher and whether this kind of analysis of

existence was the business of the philosopher or of the
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paychologiat,; or even of the hovellst, playwright or poet, did not
woryy him especiallys  But whoever ‘the task belonged to, he vlearly:
thought it was important that we should hove a desper understanding
of our own exisbtence in order that we should better understand our
own needs and our own task, and that we might live our lives with

a new integrity.

To this the metaphysician might very well reply that
while self-understanding is important, we cannot really hope to
understand our own %ask in tﬁa world unleass we have some vision of
reality as s whole. Gan aﬁiétenﬁigl analysis in itwself really
challenge us %o a new 1ntggriiy in our living? I think Kierkegaard
probably thought it could, but certainly he thought that in the
ond aemathing'mewe was needads We need an Archimedean polnt, an
eternal truth, on which to bame our lives, if ws are really to
move beyond the grasp of &@apaiw; But this truth is not to be
discoversd by the methods of metaphyaioal speaulaﬁiong Vhen it
gomes o xeaﬂgnﬁzing‘%his-txﬂﬁh upon which we might base our
etornal happiness then we must look Tor the authority of a dlvine

revelation.

In order that we might betier undoretand Kievkegaard'sy
thought in this connection we should now turn %o his attitude to

revelation and 4o the Cheistian gospel.
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CHAPTER IV. KIERKEGAARD AND THE CHRISTIAN GOSPEL,

The areument so far has led to the gonclusion that
Kierkegasxd's philosophical and psychologiesal analysis is not on
tho whole directed towards finding the absiract structures and
possibilities of exisience, though he does not deny that philosophical
reason may achieve this purpose, but rather towards the need for
finding aome basis for life, some truth upon which the thinker can
base his eteornal happiness. But his analysis, as we hove examined
it so far, has nok gone on to disgoover this basis iteelf, How
ig it possible that s wman ean in facet find such a basis at all?

It was abundantly clear that the eitismens of Kievkegaard's Denmark
digd olaim that thoy had suoh a basis in Christisnity, but how was
thie posaidble? It was this which set the central problem of

Klerkegaard's work ¢ the problem of becoming a Chrietian.

We heve plrendy ssen that he was nob prepsred Lo accept
the path of meltaphysical speoulation as the psith by which man can
reseh this truths He d4id indeed admit that the metaphysician
might reach, by mesns of his anelysis, a liniting conception of
the Unknown but thern this liwit necessarily remains unknown. One
might go on %o sall it *CGod', but it vemains unknown and nothing
can really be said about it. And of course the recognition of
this limit 1s no help in answering the quesbion of Joed's existenae.*

# This is discussed in the Philosophical Fragments.
Chap. ITI, (P.29f#)
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But pexhaps if our philosophicsl anclysis directed itself
towards the conorete hietorical reallty of the Christien gospel,
rether thon towands the abstract question of God it might have
greater success., This kind of philosophical anslysis might perheps
disoover the etermal truth precisely through establishing the
truth of the gospels This possibility is disoussed in the opening
section of the Pophseript, whioh deals with the objective problem,

which 'consiets of an enquiry into the truth of Christianity.®

The truth of Christianity in this objective sense, he
says, may mean the historical truth or it ney mean the philosophical
truth, In the first case it may he determined by a oritioal
oxamination of the sources and so forthy in the second case it 1e a
matter of establishing the relationghipy of this historical truth

te the ebernal trath.

Turning to the question of the historical truth of the
gospol, Kierkegaord first makes the general point that historioal
knowledge can never be moxo than approximation knowledge, and
this seoms 'incommensmrable with an infinite interest in an eternal
i happinaas.*l The historical engulry may lead to a very high degree
1’o£ probability being sttached to our beliefe about the past, tub
it von hardly be that our infinite intersat in existence can wax
and wane with the increasing or decreasing degras of probabllity

uncovered by our historical resesrch,
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'Smppaﬁag for example, we turn ocur atbtentlion toward the
Soeriptures. VWhatever our histori¢al research msy establish about
the origin and intentlon of these books, we will certainly not
arrive at the conclusion that they are inspired simply as s result
of the wresearch we do. And Kievkegaard malntains that this is
precisely because the guestion of inspiration is of quite avdifferent
order., 'Anyone who posits inspiration, as a Bellever dves, must
gongistently consider every critical deliberation, whether for

or sgainst, as g misdivectlon, a temphation for the spirit.!

mhe point here is not just that hecause hiaﬁoriaal research
can only lead %o spproximation knéﬁlaﬁge Lts &mnaluaiams are not
aarﬁain enough o fawm the baaia we neody Tub raﬁh&r that the whole
pmaaeaa of welighing eviaenae and %esﬁin% ganaluaians is ugeleoss to
us when we are enqaix&mg abwu% our own need £¢x atexnal truths
Suppose the oritiss did su@cea& 1n praving ah@u% tha B&hle anything
that any 1@&&33& khaalagian in hig hopplest moment has wished,
what follows? Does this brﬁag‘ua any nearer falth? Kierkegaard
asonoludes that 4% does nots Indeed 1f it reduces our velation
to the object of faith to one of emsy ubjeative certsinty, then it
tonds o weaken our felth, he vontends # for in bthis case the
inward pasgion of faith will tend to be ddgsipated, *'In this
voluminous knowledge, this certainty thet Ilurks at hh@ door of

faith and threatens to devour ity he i in ao dangerons a

.

#  Postacript P,27
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altuation thet he will need te put forth much effort in grest fear
and btrembling, lost he fall a vietim Yo the hemptation Yo confuse
knowledge with faith.t *

On ‘the other hapd auﬁposa the opponents of Christianity
'havé succeeded in proving what they desire about the soriptures,
Qith 8 oeriaindy transcending the most ardent wish of the most
passionate hostility - what then?! &gain Kierkeganrd denies that
thia han any bheaving on the issue of faith,  Although it may be
proved that ‘thess hooks avre not written by these suthors, are nob
authentie, ave net in an integral oondition, ave not inspirved
(thongh this cannot he disproved since it 49 an ohject of falih)
;ﬂ does not follow $het these authors have not existeds aond above

all 1% does not follow thoat Christ has not exiated, i

.In all this K&emkagaard is not denying the historical
oontent of what thalahwiﬁtian believes. He does not say, for
example, thet it is a matter of inéiffamamae 4o the Chyletian
whether Christ sristed ét all, He simply srgues that no matter
what the historien may prove abous the biblicael dovuments, he

gannot prove that CGhrist did not exighs

But Kierkegoord's views regavding the uncersainty
gurrounding the historical content of faith ave not our chief

*  Postacript. F.30
#%  Ihid. Pal3le
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conocern heres We are rather concerned with how he thinka the
object of faith is to be reoognized, In his argument about the
significance of the historxian's discoveries for falth there seem

to be two strands, one of which draws attention to the
inconclusiveness of the historian's work, the other drawing attention
to the fact that no matter how well established the conclusion may
he, it only ostabllshes what happened,y but cannot establish the

eternal significance of whai happened.

Accopding to Hegel's view of history as the melf-unfolding
of the eternsl thought or idea, one might indeed argue that there
was mome kind of etermal signifiocance, ohssrveble to the speculative
reasons in the pettern of historicsl events, Thua it might be
claimed that eternal fxuth can be derived fxom the historical
pattern. Bubt sueh o view is open to all Kiexkeg&ard'a oriticiasm
of the metaphysical mathod.' In the end any pattern which you ¢laim
4o perceive will be elither an abatraa#ién, not unlike the principles
and hypathéasm aﬁ'ﬁne notural selences, or a fontastio producst of
speculation. In either cage such s pattern seems to he more like

e speculative hypothesis then like an eternal truth.

If wo wore concerned with establishing an hypothesis, then
we oould indeed use arguments from histery : the argument Lfrom the

6ighteen hundred yeoars for example, * But while such an argument

*  d.8. Tho avgumeni that Ubristianily ls proved twue by the fact
that it hos maintained its significance for eighteen
hundred yoalo.
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might lead one %o mocept an bhypothesis, it will not establish in
the individusl s rolabtion Yo that truth upon which he con base his
eternel happiness, 'An hypothesis may Become more probable by
maintaining iteel? agednst objections for thres thousand years,

but it does not on that socount beoome an etermal truth adequately
. decisive for one's oternal happineaa'f Fuxthammaxé Chrigtianity
‘desires to deal with the 1ndiv1@ual and with the individusl alone;
and so with svewy othex individual,’ ** and 80 to peint the
individggl ginner to the millions of othexr helievers may only
dlgtraot his attention from the weal question, namely %he question

of his own relabion to the goapel.

One can #eo hohind sll this discussion Klerkegaard!s basic
sonvicotion that thig ultimate quesﬁinn of tmth does not amisa at
the level of objective reason at all, but only at the point of the
peraonal need to find a basis for llving, Hence when he turns
from the historieal to the philegophiesl question of the truth of
Christianity, he arguses thet inamsmuch sz the speoulative point of
view is objective it is incommensurable with Chyistian belief.
'"Ohristianity does not lend itself to objective observation
pyrecisely becansge it proposes to intensify sabjectivity o the
utmost; and when the subjeot has thua put himself 4n the righk

#  Postmoript. Pu4dh
s Ibide Pu4Y
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attitude, he cannot atinch hls ebornal happiness to spocoulative

philosophy,! *

'Thus, a3 wo gshonld have expeoted from our earlier analyails
of Kierkegaard'a.attiﬁﬁae to.metaphyaiaa, he does nbfvthink the
speculativae philosapher is iﬁ éﬁy bebter position than the historian
to establish the truth of faith. If the philosopher is a believer
'he must long ago have pexceived that philosophy can never acquire
ﬁhe same significance for him as fgith& It is precismely as a
bellever that he ig infinitely intevested in his eternal happiness,
end it is in faith that he is assured of 1%, (It should be noted
that this sgsuvapes is the sort of assurange that oon be had in
falth 1.0, nod an asmrance ance For all, tut a daily soquisition
of the sure spirit of falth through the infinite peraonal passionate
inkarest,) Mnd ho doos not hase hinm etornal hoppiness upon hie

philogophical syeﬁmlaminnat"**

All thls im, of course, no moxe than an application of the
principle that *truth is subjectdvity' %o the partioular oase of
Christisn truth. We have thus done iittla mopre than repeat the
arguments relebing to the limitation of the spegulative method
which were presented in some deiail at dthe beginning of this study.
The objective method whioh he has presented as *enqgiﬁing inte?
the tzuth of Christlanity, has nob mohieved its aim.  And this

%  Poshbgoript P55
#%  Ihide. P53
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fallure is 0 he expected of a nethod arising in the objeotive
renim of postuloting hypothenes and investlgabting snd testing
thoories, Bub thipm still lesves us with the question an to whether
¥lerkegaord proposes ony alierative method for establishing this
Chriatian truths  Shonld we say that he gives us such a mothod

in hie exintentisnl anslyasis? Can we hope that by anslysing

haman existence we shall not only discover the problems which
underlie such ezlghende, hut shall also demongtrato tha£ only the

Chrdstian gospel ven meet these problems adeguately?

Whon we aonsidef the form and appapend aspologetle intention
of mueh of Kiorkogaard's wriﬁing wo mightvﬁoﬁalu&e that this iy

hin hope. IT we comsider éga&m The Bickneas mnﬁé Deopth, for

example, we find him ghalyaing buman exisience in such o wey as %o
discover a hasic dospair whioh he geés on to ddentify with the
thaologiéal ooncept ﬁf gin, And he e@&parﬁm this Chrlstisn
theologloal understending of the situstion with the understanding
of Saaraﬁemz in such o way as o suggest that the Soorstic (pagan)
understanding 4 dnodequete.  This may oertainly be intorpreted
a9 on avgument designed to demonstrate the druth of the gospel or
A€ net the tyuth, then at leant the adequagy of the gospel %o

*
meet man's nead.

"

# It may of course be argued that even i¥ 1% were shown that
only belief in the gospel will save man from despeir, this
does not in dtself prove that the gospel is true. This only
proves that the gospel is peculiarly fitted for dealing with
the vicigsitudes of life,
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In the end I do not think it is quite clear whethexr
Kierkegaard really means to muggest that his oxistential analysis shows
the inadequacy of non-ochristian understandings of exlstence or not.
He certainly seeoms to aygue that tho Socratlc definition of sin is
not adequate Ho explailn the reality of human existence, and perhapsa
there is an assumption that all non-christian accounts maat be
gimilarly inadequate. At the same ftime he also insists that
‘there has to be a revelation from God to enlighten man as to what
sin is and how desp it lies.! *  But if the inadequacy of Soorates'
acoount of man's ethical 1ife can be discovered by a psychologiecal
or existential analysis, then it would seem that this very analysis
hag discovered the need for something like ‘the Christian dootrine
of sln., Yet in this case there seems teo he ne reason why scmeone
should not have developed such a dootrine without appeal to
rovelation. It is hard to see how Kierkegasrd could maintain
that the need for such a dootrine can be demonstrated by an
analysis of existenqe? and yet deny the possibllity of developing

mich a dostrine as a conseguence of discovering this need.

Perhaps Kierkegaard would object that we are here treating
his 'payohologieal analysis' as 1f it were based upon objective
pobservations of the way in which people live and feel, while in
fact it is an expression of a subjeotive awsreness of exlptence.

And he might say that it is in the llght of this new and subjective

* Jickness Unto Death. P.l155.
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avwarenens that we come to see other kinds of awareness as
inadequate. This would mean that he is not just showing us the
facts and then arguing that only the doctrine of sin will acoount
for these faots., Instead he 18 seying that as n man who stands

in the pressenge of God and his revelation, he has a deeper awareness

of the tragedy of the human state than the pagan.

If this is bhow the argument 1s to be understood, howetvar,
how should we understand the analysis of the despailr of the human
atate? Here too we muet hold that his argument proceeds from his
own experience of exlstence rather than from emplriceal psychological
investigations.  Although he may genexslize about the human siate
to the point of insisting that sll men are subjeot to despair,
this 1s clearly not a generalization based on 'asclentifio!
observation, as 1f he had examined the experience of a carefully
"ahoaen gsample of men and women. Indeed when hé admits that there
are in fact people who are not sonsclous of being in despair at
all, but'ef whom he nevertheless says that despalyr really underlies
their existence, his generalization esbout despeir begins to look
like an a priori judgment of some kind, wrather than an g postexioxd

empirical generalization.

In fagt 1 think we could esay that underlying Kierkegaard's
argument about the universality of despalr is an assumpiion that

to be unconscionsn of deapaly is 4o he unconseious of the demands
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of existence, the demands for self-development and moral
achievement. In other words we find ab the heart of this argument
& subjeotive judgment that his own awareness of exiastence is
deeper and move true to the fulness of personal existence than is

the case for the man who is not oonscious of despair. .

If this is the proper understanding of his existentilal
analysis, then we cannot say that he is proposing a new line of
argument which will succeed in establishing the truth of
Christianity whexe ftradltional metaphysics has xaliea. That he
propeses a new direction for philosophical thinking is something
that we have already suggested, but all that this thinking will
lead to, it seems, i a fuller understanding, a fuller awarenees,
of our own existence, and of the issuen that face us as persona.
Inasmuch as our experience of exisbence is common, we may discuss
the adequacy of our analysis and we may even come to the point of
recognizing o need for an 'eternsl tmibh'. This much, certainly,
Klerkegaard does seem to expect from exiétent&al anelysis : that
1t will ensble hinm to bring people to recognize a need for some
point of ultimate significence or eternal tauth.  But when it
gomes to aestablishing fthat truth, something more than philosophy -
moxe even than existential philogophy - is neededs It is heve
that we come up against the need for a weveleition, and a revelation
cannot be proved, or even supporied, by any kind of philosophical

or psychologlenl analysiss. Vhen it comes to the truth of
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vovolation 'the divine suthority is the cat

'Chyrigblanity came into the world by the use of
autham;ty,,*‘.xt muat not be merely the object of speoulation,
Téke a quite aiﬁyle illuatratian. A policeman in a riot. He
say8 "be a0 good' - no gxguingu No arguiﬁg - why?  Because he
uses authority. Is there nothing objective in éhriatianity op
cannot Christlanity be a topic of ohjective engquiry? TYes, why not?
The objective im what he vays ~ he with authorddy, But - no
avguings leaet of al) avguing which would steal bohind the baok of
the person with authority and st last speculate him away too

redueing all e speculntions' e

0f vourse comeohe might complain that this has not aclved
the prnblém of helia? at all. ‘It simply gives the question a new
form, Zt>za no longer a matter of ésking ﬁwa do I know that thias
is true? Wt zathex -"Haw_dn I know that this is authoritative?"
¥e£ this change is cleaxly an impq#ﬁan% nove towards Kierkegaard's
ganéep#ian off auhgeaﬁivitéu The subjective question is not to be
aagiﬁﬁd by jﬁﬁi@imma tegting such as would ﬁ&tabliéh obhjsctive
truth. The oruclal jissue is whathai this gospel will in faot
grasp énd onlighten and transform my life« And this is quite a

different question from the 'objective' guestions abont historiosl

#*  On Authority and Revelation. P.25

#*%  Papirer Xa, Ay 119 quoted by Croxall in Kierkegsard
Commentary. P.235.
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faot or from spoculative questions sboud metaphysieal truth,
'One may ask an Apogile, one may ask a Chrleblan, what truth is,
and then the spostle or the Chriotian will point ah Christ and eay
"Behold Him, leawn of Himy; He was the teuth®, That is to say, the
“bwuthy in the gense ix whion Chpiet was the Hiubh, is not a sum
of sentenves not m definition of aoncepts, oit., but & life.
Teuth in ita very being is not the duplication of being in terms
of thought ¢ 4 » No, tyuth in its very being i ¥ho reduplication
in mey in theo, in him, so that my, that thy, that his life,
a@mw@xama$ely, in the striviog bo attaln 34 omprosses the truth
and is the vexy boing of truth.'  Thus withiy me Ytruth iey £ it is
at all, a bhelugy a,&iﬁg and in primltive Chrisbianity all expressions

were constructed with a view to truth as s form of being.’ *

mhua‘ﬁzﬁxkagaaxd is nat intemested in questions sbout the
ﬁhdaaﬁive'#?uﬁh of thé gospels 'H@ is intevested in the guestion
as to how the truth which ia’a pﬁing or 1i£e ig bto bo coreated
within hims Thepyefore his qgaﬂtipn heaﬁmaa‘a how am I %o bo
related fe the gospel? | ﬁawﬂam I 4o apprepriaste 1t? How is it
t0 become effective in my 1ifw?v

Having thus far discussed Kierkegaard's attifude 4o
philosophical analysis and revelation what can we now say of his

relation to the systematic theologian in his function as & framer

* sea‘wra&ning in ¢hristianity, Pp,200-202,
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and corrector of dogmatic formulae? This is an issue which I
think he never veally faced. Having demanded an acceptsnce of
the Ohrlstian faith either on authority, or vot at all, he seems
ﬁ@'ga on from that point to adopt an albtitude of almost ha&ve
plety, albeit a pilety whieh aebaéaa upon 'the dally ascguisition of
the $ﬁra spirvit of faith ﬁhrmush the infinite personal passionate
interest.' Thus he ¢an contrast his own posibion with that of the
biblical éehalax who spproaches the Bible awmed with ten
dilotionaries and twendy commentaries and who vemains undecided as
to the ocorrect weading of the pasesge wheroas he, Kierkegaard, is
eompelled simply to aot immediately in acoordance with the text or
&lse make s humilisting confesaion. * Ag o the question of
right doctrine, in one of his vexy few reforences to anything of
the kind we find him saying that 'Dootaine &5 usually expoundod
is on the whole gorrect. I am nét dispubing sbout that, My
whela}eonmer# is how fam'it aan be[affeaﬁivaw’ *

In the end,; then, one seems b0 bo leltd with an assertion
dhat Christ is the ﬁxuﬁh; and 1f one appropristes this with
passionate inwardness then one can slmply go on to follow the
dipect word of the Bible. The question of right doetrine can be
largely ignopeds,  And this 1a'haxdly éuxpwiaing for he ineista
tﬁaﬁ 'Chreistianity 18 not a~&aﬁ%aina sne Chpdstianity is a

% see For Self Examination P,56-57.

#*  Paplrer X 3 635 guoted by Plem, Dogmatics Pu20
English translsetion)




T

message about exiglencos That is why covery goneration mast stard
on it anewy the soowmlated emditien of proceding generations
is essentlally supexiluous yeolt not to be moomned if it understanda

1tsolf and its Limits tut extremely dangorous if it doss nob.’ *

%  Pegpiveor 1X A 207 Included in selections from the Journals
pablished a8 The Diaxy of Soven Kiarkegasrd translabed by
Gerda M. Andexson.
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78.
PILLICH' S METHOD OF CORRELATION,.
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION.

It is alear that whatever Klerkegaard may have thought
about the problem of method in theology, he seems to leave little
room for the kind of rational apologetio that might be proposed by
aqkhriatian ideallist philosophy. Such a philosophy might claim to
provide s systemalic understanding of reality whioch would assign a
place to \christian bellief within the system, so that belief itself
would seem to be inevitable. But this is just the kind of thought

project which Klerkegaard's critique of Hegel seems 4o discount.

Bearing in mind his rejection of the Hegelian concept of
‘pure thought', bowever, we might question whether Kierkegaard would
gonsider that philosophy had any apologetio function %o perform in
roelation to falthe In view of some of the more foreible attacks
upon philosophy snd the philosophers in his writings, we might well
conclude that he wished to reject the whole philosophioal enterprise
out of hand. And yet we have already seen that this rejection
arises out of a polemic which is specifically directed against the
idealist philosophers of his own day. Henoe we must ask whether it
is philosophy as & whole he rejects, or only the idealist philosophy
of his contemporaries: Is his aim merely to 'aounteract the

abominable falsity which 48 the mark of modern philosophy'? *

#  Johannes Olimacus or De Dubitandum est p. 102.
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It does cexrtainly seem true that when Kierkegaard disousses
anoient philosophy, and in particulsr Soerates, his attitude ias more
positiva,'thgn we might have expected from such a severe critic of
philosophy in his own day. In this regard we may say that he
oontrasts the idealist attempt %o construct a system based on
'objective reason' on tﬁe one hahd, with the abtempt of Soorates to
amsken the individual to a new awareness of existence on the other.
And in view of this we may well feel that he sees the really
aignifioant task of the philosopher as being looated in this matier
of existential awskening.

If we are justified in concluding that this is Kierkegaard's
understunding of philosophy, however, we are left with a further
problem: what part, if any, can this existentlal awskening play
in relation to the task of the mpologetic theologian? Does it
mean that the philosopher is, in hls Twn »ight, directing us towards
the subjectivity or inward passion of faith? When we read
Kierkegaard's desoripition, in tha opening pages of the Philosophical
Fraggentg,ﬁnf Soorates attempt to awaken people to the truth, is
this to bé underatood as seméthing pérallel %o the preacher's attempt
%0 awsken people to the reality of faith? Suoh & parallel certainly
peoms to be suggested in the Fragments themselves, and yet Kierkegaard
does make it quite aiear that scmething more than the most exocellent
Socratio teaoéer 18 needed before s man can be swakened to the

pogsibility of faith. Socrates certainly understood the nature
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of truth as something to which the individual must be awakened,
rather than as a system to be developed and taught., Thus Soorates
is ooncerned with bringing his pupils to what we might call a point
of 'existential awskening', in which each one might become aware of
the truth that is In hime But a free deoision made in the light of
this awakening, is not necessarlily the decision of faith. Ve stand
in need of something more. We stand in need of a revelation in

which the truth is brought 4o us.

If this is the correct way to undersiand Kierkegaard, as
presenting s possibility whioch goes beyond the existential self-
awakening of Soeratic philosophy, it suggests that philosophy, even
in this Socratic sense, must now give way %o evengeliocal preaching.
But in saying this we should remember that while Kierkegaard certainly
congidered that men needed 4o be confronted with the message of
revelation, he also considered that the men of his own age needed
to be brought to understand the ilssue of falth bofore they could
rightly understand or yeoceive the presching of the evangel. The

whole plan of his writings makes this oclear,

Thia'may suggest that the aﬁrategy of evangellem will
demand that a man should in fhe firat place be brought to an awareness
of the struoture of his own existence, so that the issue of faith,
or the posaibility of faith, may be opened %o his view., Thus the

preaching activity would be ooyrelated with some kind of analysis
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of personal existences The nature and possibility of faith would
be diaplayed by the ‘existontial analyeis', while the specific object
of faith would be deglared in preaching.

This kind of plan 15 very like that proposed by Paul Tillioh
as the method fox his own apologetie theology. In order to push
this dnvestigstion furthery therefore, we shall turn to Tillich's
method of correlation to mee whether it supplies a agtisfactory
method for an apologetio theology which %akes into aceount the
Kierkegaardian oritique of systematic speculative philosophy,

This methed whioh Tillich proposes for theology proceeds
first of all by analyzing man's existence, in opder to find, by this
analyslg, the questions implied in existence. These existential
'questions' are then correlated with 'answers' mupplied by the message
of yevelation. This may mggest ﬁhaﬁ the auﬁhentiaiﬁy, or authority,
of the message ia to be tgsted by its adequacy %o meet the demands
of the existentisl questiona discovered. Before reaching such a
eoncluslon, however, we shall certainly have to examine Tlllioch's
thought much more oloselys At least we may sey ab onoce that
Tillich dcea‘want o meintain a certain indepandence for themse two
correlates: the existentiasl question and the message of revelation.
He insists that thoe answers ocannot be dexlived from the questions any
more than the questions are to be derived from the revelation which
provides the answera, 'The two are certainly not dependent in this

derivative way, yet he also insisis that there is a certain inter-
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dependence between thems Hence he apeaks of the 'inter-dependence
of two independent faotors.' © The faot of this inter-dependence ias
of vital importance for the theologian, Tillich believes, since the
word of revelation will not come to man as a significant word at all

unless it comes to him as the answer to some question.

Thias éauld be illustrated by oonsidering the language in
which the message of revelation is in fact expressed. Even such a
basio utteraﬁc#maﬁ 'I am the Lord thy Gad‘)pzeﬂam@pasas that the word
‘God' already has ﬁbma‘auwranay; aﬁd again when Klerkegaard puts
fa&w&w& the olaim that ' Christianity ia the sbaoclute' he assumes a
whole baokground of meaning for the term 'the absolute!s Thue
Ti1lich would ssy that 1f theso u&ﬁa@anaaé-ara to have<mny significance
for the heaver, the guestion of God, or the Quegt;aﬂ of the absolute,

migt in some sense have arisen.

Just how we should understand Tillich's claim that we are
heve confronted with two inter~dependent fa@tﬁ?a which are nevexrtheless
independent of each other is something we shall have to examine further l
when we have explorved his thought in some detalls In partioular we
shall have to try snd assessg what he means by the o sides of his
corralations Only then, when we ﬁg§e examined what he means by
'oxistontial analysig' on the one hand and by ‘'the ﬁaaaage of
revelation' on the aﬁﬁe#, shall we be in a position to sssess whether

T411ich' s method really lends to an apologebic theology which is
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nod vulnevable in the Tase of Klerkegeard's oritique of aystematio

fpure thought!.

At this stage we need only observe that theve is an obvioue
prims facle resenblance betweén this method of correlation of Tillich
and the twé distinotive kinds of wéiting whioh make up Kierkagaardfs
work. It ocould well be asrgued that Kierkegaarxd's werk falle
neturally into works of 'exia%antial‘analysia! (ﬁha peaundonymous
viorks) and works pm@aanﬁing*ﬁhe messsge 6f revelation {the specifically
Christian discourses), Kierkegaard Himsalf gald that 'a more
profiound salfhknnwieaga $oaches one prauiselylthaﬁ ohe needs God'
£:ana thisz might well b ltaken to nuggés%itha$ before devlaring the
| Word of God one mugt firat bring the hearer to that 'more profound
self~kn¢wledgb9; (Alﬁhaugh it might be better 4o nay that gk ihe
gome time as we presch tho Word of Gdd‘we should almo congern

ourgelves with bringing ﬁan to0 a moxre p?of@und solf-knowledge.)

Yot oven in this prins fecie exsmination 1% may be suggested
that o oleaxr difference is already apparantlbatWeen Kierkegaard and
illich. Kierkegaard may indeed want to bring us to 'a more
profound selfw-knowledse which teaches Qné precinely thét one needs
God', but is this the same as confrontling us with aqggaaﬁian;
the question 4o which God 1ls the answer? Tillich muggests ithat

unless the message of revelation comes as an angwer 4o some question

- o selection tranalated by Swenson, for
p3265a
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whioh man elready reoognlzes as a real questiony then it will not

be heard by man at alls * Klopkegaard may be taken s’s suggesting
that unleaa & man has thal kind of aalfwknowledge which leads him

to raaognize hia naeﬁ of Ga&, ha will not un&ersbané tha isana of
falth at all. But thesa twa aasemtions do not neueaaaxily mean the
game thing. mo gay that a man must weaagniaa the guestion to which
the revelation af God is the an ““mggg_may well point us $o some kind

of mataphyaioal or ontalﬁgiaal quaatian, whxch aenfzonta us when

wo ask ultimata questionsg &bauﬁ the nature of beings  Bul understood
in this wey, this megagnitian of the question would be something
very different fyom the existential awareness sbout which Kierkegaard
is concerned. Of course one might well robort that ifrthé kind of
question Tillich has in mind were of this onfologicsl nature he would
hax&ly gpeak of the guestions being dissovered by *emistantial
anelyalsts AfYer zll Wﬂlliah ‘doos &naiat tha$ t+he matarial of the
@miaﬁmnﬁial question is the very expression ¢f fthe human px@&iaament‘ o
end. this does not gound like the material with whish the ontologist

worke.

Yot ontologlasl considepations seem so prominent in Tillich's
theology, that we must look st his dicoussion of ontology and try
to mee what part At does play within bls metbed, befi¥a we turn o
his explicit disoussion of existentinl analysiﬁé

* @2 1T, p.15
% ST IT, pa17
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CHAPRER IT ~  QILLICH'S ONPOLOUT,

mhraugh all Tillioh's writings there runs a continual
ooncern o pose and 4o investigate the ontological question., He
ascepts what he describes as 'the oldest definition given to
philﬁsephyf, namely that 'philosephy is that cognitive endoavour in
which the question of being is acked.' ®  This question of being,
he moysy; is not & guestion of this or fthat pavéieoulsy being, bulb it
is o quostion which enchrines the mysteny of whal it wmeens o say
thet thore Lo anything eb alles Every philesoplys he insists, moves

around this mystery of being, and has o poaxtlel soeswer to it. o

In thig doscelption of philosephy Tillich sesms to be
deseribing something quite different from existentisl analysis.
Indesd ho seems now $0 be desoribing something much move like that
kind of all-embracing speculadive system~building againet which
Kistkeganvd direated hils abteok. And Tillich wonld not object te
hig ontology belng deseribed as Yspeoulative' as long as We remember
that the word cemes o ug fyem the latin gggﬁg}ggﬁimeaning to

R
tlook at'.

We should not, thorefore, think of speculation aa
if it were o fanbasfic speculstive geme in which we ¢reste lmaginary

worlds., We should realize that speculation hos ido oxigin in

¥ BR & UB peS
#%  1ibid pe6
#9% 1bid peT
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looking ol the real world, He would, thereforsy weject the
suggestion that his philoguphical work is a parodust of a Ypurs
thought' which has lost touch with reality. (Indeed he suggesis
that to understend metaphysiocal speculation in this way is %o do

less than justice to the whole clagsical tradition from Anaximander
40 Whitehead).

Henée Tillich inglete that his ontology Lg not bo be
choracterized as & mere dhought expeximent which proceeds by the
powor of pure thought o acnatiuat a synthetic view of the whole of
roalltys In fact he doss not olaim for hié ontology that it im
synthetioc st all, bub delibaréxely[refers to it as aﬁtpiégieal
analysis. One must look ab things as they ave 1f one wishes to
undershand the ﬁrincipies, or the structure, of thelr beings This
would suggest that in Kierkegaawd's sense his ontology remains in
the realm of 'abstract thought', which vetains ite relation to that
reslity from which it abatwauté, xather than being ‘pure thought!
whioch 1@&3& sight of this velationship.

If this iz the oase, does 1% mosn thabt Tillich's ontologloal
analysis sust, after ally be a kind of phenomenclogical analysis?
That is %0 say, is it an analysis of the basic stwucturve of

phenonena? ¥ If this is s0 then when'helia aslidng the question of

#* My use of the word 'phenomenclogy' here does nol fake into
acoount the rather technloal sense given to the word in the
vhilogophy of Hdmund Husserl and his successorsm, I use the
word to refer to any stndy of the patterns, or the 'logle’,

discoverable in phenomena. (And I inolude here scoial, historical,
culiural and psychological phenomens as well as physical phenomena
Thus physics is juat as much & phenomenclogiosl study as geamatry.3
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being, whioh he tells uis is the ontologlical question, he would
presumably be géking some quesation about the atruuﬂure‘or phenomena
or of pheno@enal reality. | But is tﬁia really how we should understand
the guestion of heing? In dealing with empimiaist philuaophyk
Tilli@h’tella us thaﬁ ‘hore the oﬁtoloéicél quegtion is not denied,
Tut im iﬂ%@&p”ﬂteﬁv&ﬂ the quea#ian'abuut %he most geﬁeral stmotures
and xala%ians'of Taality and the methods of their analysis,’ *

But this is not an inderpretstion be im prepaved ko agaapﬁ.‘- Fox
sueh an cmpiricist Yooncepts like belng ~ itself or the power of
b@ing gseem Yo be idealistic or mystlceal -~ in any oase, beyond
empirloal confirmation.! *  fhus for Tillich the guestion of being
is not to be identified wiﬁh the gquestion of 'the moat general
structurses and relatione of reality', eslnce if there wexre an
identity herse he would not eall in question, as he certainly sscma
to doy the adequacy of this empiriolst Interpretaition of the
ontological questions Tobt he does use the phrase 'siructure of
heling' in relation %o onbology.. Indsed in his discussion of
empiriciem he goes on 40 sy that oven. empiricism gssumes s
nominalist 'viaien of realdty® and thus asmsumes a structure of being.
Here a diesbtinction seems to bé drawn hetwaan tthe most genek&l
gtruetures and rolations of maaiity' which ave the explicit concern
of the empiriciant, aud the 'structurs of being', an understanding

of which 48 only lmpliciy iﬁ supiricist thoughﬁ, being related to

an implicit 'viaton of veality'. .All this may surely Jjustify our
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eoncluding that the question of being is something more than a

question about the structure of phenomena.

In view of his refergnee to a "vimion of reality', perhaps
we should understand Tillich as insisting here thah evaryané, from
‘the most thoraﬁgh«gaing emplriciat to thg ﬁaét abstraet idealist
assumes some working underatanéing of reality as a whole, anﬁ it 1is
this which forms the subjoot of the ontological analysis. And i%
i8 in this sense perhaps that Tillich insists that there is an
onﬁclagy implioit in everybody's thinking, To refer sgain to his
&iaausainn of empir&ﬁiﬁmi-hm telle us that the empivicist asees
xaalit& a8 composed of ﬁnd&vidual things standing slongside each
other and looking at each other and at the whole of reality. *
Whother the emplriciaet would in faeh admit %o such g vision need not
conoern uss, Tho point is that TLllich insists that he must implicitly
samne gome kind of vieions  Perbaps he may imagine reality as a
glosed system of energy, reacting in completely detomminate patiterna,
tuk inasmueh as this is a vislon of fha infinite wholeness of ronlity,
It Yoo is an imeginative vision. IQ Tillich's ﬁerminelégy perhaps
we could nay it 18 a vision of the 'atruatura4uf belng' rather than
heing mevely 5 desoription of *the ﬁmst general ﬂtxuaﬁﬁmesand

reletions of veslity’.

Yat we may hesitabte to identlfy Tillich's ontclogloal quest

g8 an attempt to discovar such imsginative visions of the universe

e

#  For the whole discuasicn of empiricism ses DR & UR p.l17
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as a whole, for he does not himself speak of imaginative oreations

in this connection. Instead he speaks of an ontologieal guestion,
which seems %o suggest some kind of rational invesbigation which

will give us the zight answer, When Tillioh discusees the kind of
‘questioning' he has in mind, however, he seems to be thinking of
sonething rather different from either simple questions about matters
of faot, or the rather more sophisticated phenomenologioal struotural
queastions, He says that the question of being arises because we
both have and have not the being about which we ask. If we
possessed belng in all fulness we should not need to ask about it,

we should just koow it, whersas if we did nobd possess being at all,
we would not oven be able to realize that there waz any question of
being. So he tells us that 4o ask the question means that we both
have and have not that which we ask about. This ls the nature of the

questioning situation. *

Could this be a descripiion of the man who asks mbout
structural patterns in the world, as he knows it in the phenomens
whioh he experiences? It is oertainly true that if we had no
experience of phenomena, or if we had no knowledge of structural
forms, then we could not formulate any questlons about phenomenclogical
structures. Or again 1f we had slready grasped the structure of
phenomens in its entirety, we should not need to ask any further
questions about the matter. But Tillich's talk about possessing

being and yet being separated from being suggests something muoch
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more than Just an intelleotusl state of partial understanding. *
I% is not just that we know partially, and yet want to know more
fully. It is rather that we exist, and yet are threatened with
non-existence. It seems Y0 be in view of this siruoture of our
oxistoncs, and not the state of our knowledge, that Tillich says we
both have and have not the heing we ask about. The things which
conatitute the world exist, but as time goes on they may vease to
exist, In the same way we-know of ocurselves that we exist and yet
we are threatened with death. Thus it 4is & simple obsexrvation of
the facts whioh leads us to see that, like all the things in the
world, we have come into existence and will pass out of existencs.

We bbth exist and are threstened with non-existence.

How then does this conscliousness of our finitude effect our
possibilities for asking questions? Tillioh's suggestion appears
to be that 1f we were not finlte in the sense I have described, but
if we knew our existence 0 have begun with the bteginning of all things,
snd 1f we knew that our existence was to continue to the end, then
the faot that we knew this would give us a conoeption of 'beginning'
and *end' such that we would know the anawer Yo the question of being,
If we knew our existence to be from infinidy and to infinivy, if
such a thing is oconoeiveble, then we should not need to ask the

question of being in the form in whioh we now amk it.

% of, BR & UR p.l2. 'Man can and must ask; bhe cannot avold
seking because he belongs to the power of bheing from which
he is separated and he knows both that he belongs to it
and that he is separated from it.*



9l.

As finlte beings, however, we have not these limitless
viewpoints, and indeed, since our awareness is finite, we cannot
really have any oleer ldes of what such a limitless viewpoint would
be like. Yot if this is so does it not mean that we certainly
cannot ever answey the question of being, and perhaps we cannct even

formulate or concelve what question we are asking?

To this Tillich says that the possibility of asking the
question arises inasmuch as we realise that we are finite. DBut how
does this reallisation affect the situation? Presumably our
realization of finitude is iteelf a kind of imaginative transcendence
of finitude. In this sense at least we can transcend our own
existence to the extent of contemplating our existence in the world,
rather than just reacting to the demands of the present here and now,
Thus we can ask questiona aboud the limits of existende; questions
which would penetxate beyond the horizon of immedliate present
awareness, and in the end questions whioh would pass beyond every

gonceivable horigone

If this is the way in whioch we are to understand his account
of the 0ntolbgiaal question then we msy indeed suggest that what he
is concerned %o discover is something very like an imaginative vision,
even if he does speak of his quest as an analysls ajmed at anawering
s question, Hig aim then would seem to be something more than the
deriving of a conatruction of categories from the analysis of

phenomens, or the developing of a system of mathemsiical logle which
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¢an be applied t¢ the phenomensa. Sush categoricsl or mathematioal
eonstructions might give us a fag}more gomprebensive understanding
of the phenomena which confront us and might lead to our discerning
pattorns in this or that aspect of reglity as it presenis iteelf
in existence, but this in itself could not give us purely logical

grounds for working out o wvision of being as a whole.

Thus at this point one might suggest that Tillich's ontology
is really concerned with discovering what are the imaginative
understandings, or the unifying visiohs, which are implicit in this
or that person's thought. In this oase he would be proposing for
the ontologist a task very muahvékin %0 the task proposed by
Qollingwaodnfor the mataph&siéiana' that'is o diﬂﬁever the absolute
pre~suppositions of this or that thinker. © I do not intend %o
oxplore this comparison at sll, but will only say thet the impliocit
antalagie# of whioch Tillioch speaks seem very differont from abhmolute
presuppositions in Collingwood's sense, Marthermore, when he spesks
of the ontologist belng 'driven from one lavel o gnother to a point
where he cennot spealt of level any mers' in hias gearch for the really
rosl, ** he does not scem to be speaking of a gystematie uncovering
of deeper and deepsr levels of pre-supposition in the oxamining of
the thought of %his or that thinker, He sesms %o pﬁmspeaking of

& direct investigation of reslity 1tself. Thus he claims that the

%  See Oollingwocd: Hssay on Metaphysiosm. On p«4l he writes 'I am
assuming that metaphysics is the science of absolute pre-~
guppositions,' The whole essay is really an exposition of this
position,
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philosopher transcends the most all-pervading principles or categories
he can discover in existencge and $ries to reach being itself. Not
that he can hope to define being itself, but that ho might point to

that which is always present yet always escaping. *

Here Tillich seems to be suggesting something almost like a
myatioal sense of reality. He tells us that 'this word "ia®
hides the riddle of all riddles, the mystexry that there is anything
gt allty " and T om immedliately reminded of tho deseription of the
mystical given by Wittgonstein in his Traetatus Logico~philosophicuss
*Not how the world is is the mystical, but that it is'. M at
baving ackunowledged o much should we not now szy thet the 'question’
of being g not in fact & question hut ¥ a mystery? Will we not
have %0 agree with Witigonotein that we have now rosched the 1limits
. of oxprossihility? Vittgensteln says that 'there ls indeed the
inexpressible This shows itoolfy it is the mystiaalt, ek but
can that which is inexpressibleo be the object of the philosopher's
queat? At one podnt Tillich says that 'philoscphy is alweys in

KUMRR ond this might

what the Grecks oall aporia (without a way)*
suggout that he would agrse that tho phileaéphﬂx!s task is not to
golve problems bubt 4o biing us fase to face with a mystery. Yet

se much of our previous discussion of ontology ssems to be suggesting

# BR & UR p.19

#% 1bid p.6

##%  op,. ocit. proposition 6,44
swwt  ibid. proposition 6.522
#nuxx BR & UR p.6
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a quite different understanding.

I think we might now suggest that we have distinguished
three different levels in Tillich's desoription of onteology. First
there is the problem of discovering 'the prineiples, the struoture
and nature of belng' and this is done by looking at things as they
are given. Thils, we have suggested might well be interpreted as
a2 demand for a phenomenological struotural analysls. Secondly there
is the question of sstablishing, or elucidating and explicitly
accepting, some total vision of reality. Thirdly there is something

rather like the oontemplation of a mystery.

How then are these levels to be related to each othex?
Tilligh's writings at least seem to suggest that there is some
relationship. When he says that we must start our ontologlcal
analysis by looking at reality, for example, he certainly seems to
think that there is some kind of move to be made from describing
the struoture of the phenomena which confront us, to disocovering the
structure of being as a whole and this seems to pruvide some ground
~ for a movement from the first level we have distingulshed to the
gecond. But in faol one may ask whether he is really doing any more
than proposing a fuller and more embracing analysis of the phenomenal
struotures themselves, It has been suggested by Rhadakrishnan
that philosophy ia an attempt to explain the world to whioh we belong,
and we might expect Tillioch 4o agree with this Judgment. But how
is such an attempt to bhe carried through? If 14 is to proceed by

'locking at things ag they are given' does it then start with an
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analysis of the phenomena which we experlence? If this is so then
perhaps we should start with the whole realm of experience, in the
wideat sense. 'Ixperience', it has been sald, 'relates to the

world of objects, of things, of nature studied by the natural soiences;
the world of individusl subjeots, their thoughts and feelings, their
desires and decisionsy astudied by the sooial sciences, like psyochology
and hlstory; +the world of valuea studled by literature philosophy

and religion.' As philosophers, therefore, 'we must weave into a
conglatent pattern the difforent sides of our experience.....We must
endeayour to frame a cobherent mystem of general ideas in terms of

which the different types of experience may bhe interpreted.’ *

The reason for quoting thaée words is not that we wish to
bring their author into our disoussion, but because they do asem to
exXprons oleariy one possible way of interpreting Tillich's
understanding of the ontologicel task. Tillich cextainly does seem
t0 hold that sll the possible kinds of ahalysea open to man will in
gome way contribute 4o his understanding of the world as a whole.
Yot perhaps he would be somewhat hesitant in éaying that his total
understanding is reached by a synthesis of all these anblyses - a
aynthesis whiﬁh would wesve them into a 'consistent pattern'.
| Certainly Tillioh deoes not +think that it>ia only those who have
carried through such a conscious abt of synthesizing who have any
understanding of being to build on. On the contrary he holds that

such ap understanding is assumed by every thinker, even by those

%  This is quoted fxom The Philosophy of Sarvepalli Radhskrishnan
edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp, pp26-2T.
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thinkers who would certainly rejeot the possibility of any such
synthetic aotivity. Thus Tillich would probably say that the
opening proposition of Wittgenstein's Tractatus, 'The world is
éveryﬁhing tﬁaﬁ iz the onse' is alreadyAaxpﬁeaging a‘visiantof
reality inasmuch as it speaks of 'the world® in s universal sense.
But Wittsenstein gould hardly haﬁe been said to have arrived at this
view by a process of weaving together into a ooherent whole all the
aspeote of his experience. @iliiah may nevertheless want to say
that although the implicit world-view of this or that thinker nay
not be derived from the phenomenologioal struotures he discovers, it
must nevertheless arise in some sense out of his experience, and it
may bave 40 be modified in the light of future experience, or in

the light of his phenomenological analysis.

In any onse we may say at least that the ontologlcal
signifiocance which Tillioh diascovers in a man's wiew of reality is
of a different order from knowledge of the struotural patterns of
phencmena. That is o say there is some kind of leap raquired to
pass from an analysis of the facts to a vision of tho whole, even
though the direotion of this leap mey be affegted by our knowledge
of physical and soolological or psychologiocal facts. Perhaps we
gould desoribe thim situation by suggesting that the ontologlset is
aconcerned with the cholce of an appropriate symbel, which will serve
him as pointing to the world as a whole., Some symbols will seem
more ipprapxiaxe than others, and this will depend upon what he
knows about the world. Thus for the man in the nineteenth century

it might have been the image of a machine working in determinate
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pattorns, rather like a watoch, while in view of »ecent developments
in physical {heony, some people may euggest that thie iﬁaga would
now need to he véplaceds IBut o choose such aymbols at all is to
do something more than 4o work out the implicationa of physical
theory. It is %o envisage the universe as a whole, which is murely
something beyond the scope of physical theovy. Yel inasmuch as it
is beyond the scope of physiocal theory is not this ontologioal
enterprise open to Kierkegaard's altack upon the 'pure thought' of
Hegel? How is this davaluping of unifying wislons 1o he relatad
4o the world? And is thero any sense in which we can clai; fhat

our vision is the "»ight' one?

Sometimes it would seem that Tillich would admit that no
vision can finally olaim to he the 'xighf' one, since every philosophy
moves around the mystery of heing»aha only has & parilal answer.

But at this point we meem to have moved %o the {third level which we
ldentified earliers Tt seems as if he is wltinabely twxying to
besome more fully aware of the mystexy of heing, But the attempt

to begome awave of a mystery ia something differant from the attempt
to develop an image In which the universe as s whole ig envimsaged.
Certainly one may feel the need to see realidy as & whole. A man
may find 'that individual exlstence impresges him as a sort of prison
and he Wahta t0 experionce the universs as a significant whole.' *

And indeed one may cextainly seek to fulfil this desire by developing

# The phrase is Albert Hinstein's. (See Einsteint: 'ldeas
and Opinione' p.38)
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imaginative visions of some kind. Yet this oreastive process of the
imagination is not the smme thing as the experlience of unity and
the product of such s oreative process is not the same as this

experienoe,

Even though we oan distinguish between the attempt to areate
a suitable imaginat&&e pigture and the desire to experience the unity
of reality in amome kind of direct apprehension, we may neveritheless
fool there is a olose link between the two. Tet perhaps we may
think that this link is to be found not in ontologinel enalysis, but
in the arts. If we veally hope eithor %o £ind a world vieion of
significance, or to awaken in people an experience of reality as a
whole, iz it not sn avbistic ereation which im called fox? " Again
we might inegine a kind of wefleation upon our own situation in the
world which would lead 4o an awakening apprehension of unity, and
which might also lead to the developing of an imago of the world as
a whola, ut such wefieobtion might be vexy different from the
ontologlet's analysiss The 'mystical' may 'show itself' to such
reflestion, but the maflemtivé progess may be mavikedly differant
frow vationsl oconpephtual snalysis. Indeed 10 spsak of the mystical
as that which 'shows itself' 18 to borrvow o phraus Ffrom Wittgenstein's.
Traotatus "¢ and we might add thet in the Tractatus Wittgenstein

* It is interesting to note that Binateln suggests that 'it is the
most lmportant funobion of art and science 4o awaken thias sense
of unity and keep it alive.' (Idess and Opinions p.38)

\losophicus proposition 6.522

*%  Wittgensteins Tnactatus I
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argues that that whioch shows itself in this way is the inexpresasible,
Whether an ontologist could admit as muoh is doubtful, I think.

This brings us to a question whioh is closely akin to some of the
questions put by Kierkegaard in his oritique of the Hegelian

system. CUan the ubjectivizing categories of conceptual thinking
really succeed in comprehending the universe as a whole? If not

is not the ontologlst asttempbting the impossible, for does he not
procead on the amsumption that a propexrly elaborated ontologloal
gystem, ox & properly developed ontologioal analysis, will_enable

us to grasp and understand the wery nature of being iteelf?

It 4a this clainm of the ontologist which supplies the
main ground of Willem Zuurdeeg's oriticism of Tillich'e ontology. *
When Zuurdeeg says thal 'there is no guarantee thal any knowledge
or "understanding" of iransempiriocal realities is possible', o
he im suggesting that since knowledge and understanding are of
necessity limited 4o Yhe Tealm of the empirical (which we may sey
is roughly equivalent to what we have called the phenomenal),
whatever our ontological analysis discovers it will not be

knowledge or understanding. In faot Zuurdeag‘olaims that

Tillich's whole ontology is an expression of what he calls a
‘canviofion‘, which is something that cannot be established by

#  See Willem Zuurdeeg: An Analytical Philosophy of Religion

pp.lﬁﬁ, £f..
#%  ibid. pel62
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objestive reason. * Zaurdecg does not deny that Tillich bases

his ontology on experience, indeed he insists that it is mo, but
'gxpexrlence' here does not mean objective empirical ezmperiences

1% means personal experience, which is conditioned by personal
econvictions and s0 does not offer us the kind of objective knowledge

which would enable ug to 'understand' the univerae. i

Before wo aseept this criticism of Zuuxdeeg's, however,
we should need Yo examine more closely whether Tillich really
intends us %0 take his ontology as being hased on odbjestive reason,
rether than on convietional bollefs.  And this leads us etralght
back into the question we have already been stmiggling with, namely,
how are we o undemstand @illiwh'a ontologiesl quest? In
discuselng oxigtentialist and existential thinking he tells us that
' generally speaking one can describe essentisl sbructures in terms
of detachmont, and existential predicament in terms of involvement.
But this statement needs drastic gualifications. There is an
element of involvement in the conatructlon of geometrioal figuress
and there is an elomont of detachment in the obsexvation of one's

own anxlety and estdangement,! e Assuming that ontology is

* Compare this with Kierkegaard: *Actually, conviction is 'what
supports the reasons, not the other way round.' And again 'All
that went before was mevely preparatory study, something
preliminary, sowething that will disappoar as soon as oonviotion
makes its appearanca.s.O0therwisge thore wonld not he any repose
in conviection either; for then having a oonviotion would mean
sonstantly ropesting the reasons to prove it.' (Papirer X,1 A
481, Translated by Gexds M. Anderson for The Disry of Kierkegasrd
published by Peter Owon., The whole entry is relevant.

soe The Diary p.163)
*%  Zuurdeeg op ot pp.l56-158
#xe B IT p.29
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concerned with esseniial sbructures, this passage wonid seem to
support the oonmtention that ontology is based on objeotive reason,
Yet hia healtation in acoepting a sharp distinotion between objective
and subjeotive thinking cannot be ignored. He concludes that
'involvement and detachment are poles, not conflicting alternatives',*
which might suggest that in the end he rejects Kierkegaard's sharp
dichotomy betwsan‘the subjective and the objective (or between

'reasona' and 'oconviotions') altogether.

Nevertheless one can find support for Zuurdeeg's ohjection
even in this polar understanding, for Tillich cortainly places the
enalysis of essentisl struotures (and, I think we may assume, his
ontologleal analysis) far over towards the pole of detachment,
while Zuurdeeg inslists it is firnly embedded in o convietion, whioh
can properly be undexrstood only in terms of involvement., We may
take it that Tillioh has the ontologist in mind (as the reference io
Ythe structure of being! clearly shows) when he says that the
philoacpher 'tries to exclude the personal social and historical
conditions which might distort an objective vislon of realityseees
The material for his oritical analysis is largely supplied by
empiriosl research ..s. Of oourse the philosopher, as a philosopher,
neither criticises nor augments the knowledge provided by the
sciences, This knowledge forms the basis of hias deseription of
the categories, siruotural lsws and concepts which constitute the

strucdture of being'. o In this he mekes a oleim for the

* ibid p.29
¥ ST I p.25-26
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objective validity of the phllosopher's woerk and this olaim would
seem to be applicable Yo the work of ontologioal analysis. Bub

it 1o this olaim vhich Zuurdeeg suggests he has no right to make,

In terms of our own disoussion we might ssy that he could
only make good this olaim to objective validity if he oonfined his
ontology o the analysia of phenomenological structural patterns.
Yot even in the passage just quoted it is not qlear whether he
intends that it &heﬁld be soc oonfined. What éaaa he mean when he
speaks of the 'ghructurs of being'? This la very difficult to
disoovery aapapially whon we £ind Tillich himyolf suggesting that

the question cannot be answered. *

Having obsorved the*diffidulty involved in penétrating
Mllich!'s account of the nature of %ﬁé ontological guest, we might
yat'hépé $o form a oleaver understanding of the veal significance
of his éntoiagﬁ,'by looking at %he éotué& procedure he proposes fox
the ontologist. How does one in faot approach the analysis of the
struoture of heing? Indeed ié not the strusture of being so general
that it is beyond every structure and therefore itself has no

stracture?

In anawer 4o this ladter question Tillich claims that

*ontology is possible bocause there are concepts which are less

*  See the Reply to his Ozitics, in The Theology of Paul Tillig
edited by Kogley and Bretall p.33D, whero he writes ’Miés’ﬁﬁﬁét,
for instance, quoestions me shout the definition of the term
fgtruoture™, I dou't believe that this queation can be
anawered.'
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unpiversal thon bBoing, Tt more universel than any ontle concept,
that 18, mope unlversal thean any concept designeding a realm of
Yelugss  Such congepts have been called "prineiplest or “ecakegories"
oy "ulbtimete notlonaht, * Thus when 1t comes %0 the question of
how ontology ig o préﬁee@ he ceﬁtainly does goem 0 come down

on the side of éam@ kind of shructural analysis, which mey perhasps
be eamparé& ﬁith the stmotural analysis of physicsl reality
undertsken by the physicists Vet Williah looks for an analysis
whioh will reveal structures which sre more gonezal then ihe
Eimiﬁed‘paﬁﬁﬁmna derived from tha invaatig$§iQns of any particular
branch of notural solence; for these Llatter patterns will apply
only to that area of waality whioh forms the subject of the science
in question; or porhape we might hotter say will only apply %o
reality inssmach as 1% is viewed in the aspeot of the science in
question. The general concepts of Tillioh's proposed ontology
would be of little use te any of the exact sciences ginoe they womld
be too general %o form the basis of any predictive knowledgs about
the actusl facts of the world,

Sueh ontologiesl aanéegta arise at four levels, Tillioh
suggests -

(1) The basie ontologioal struoture which is the impliecit
oondition of the ontological question.

(2) The elements whioch uun#tituﬁa the bntalagiaal afruaﬁura.

(3) The characteristios of being which ave the conditions
of exigbenta. '

% ST I p,182
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(4). The oantegovies of being and knowings *

At the first level he suggests we are faced with an asking
subjert and an objeot about which the question is asked. The
subject/object strusture is thus the implicit condition of the

entologlcal question.

A% the sevnond lovel he tells us that distinetive elements
ean only hex&&atinguish@d ab all by conbrast wilth their absence, or
thely Oppﬁéita (segs one cannot think of indlviduslibty without its
opporite universality) and one therefore discovers the polar nature

of the eolemgnta which constitute the ontologleal structure.

At the thizd level he ddscovers that finitude and freedom
are the conditions under whick the transcendent possibilities of

esgenoes are realised in existences

At the fourth level he mentions tinme, space, ceusalitly and
subgtance ss the four main categories which must be enalysed from

the theological point of views

Muoh more would need to be said if we wanbed o give
anybthing like a complete socount of all the points in the very rich
and wide-ranging thought in which Tillich elaims onbologioel

significance for what ho is saying. However this extract from the

Systomatic Theolomy at lonwt gives an indioation as to how the

ontological quest im setually to be pureneds And at this poind .

#  PFor this whole disoussion ses 9 I pp.182-184.
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I find that the asotual procedure reminds me very much of the
¢ritical philosophy of Kant., In faot his queations of siructure
gseem very similar in oharacter to the question underlying The

Oritigue of Pure Reasons what are the conditions under which

experience is possible?

Hence we might say, for example, that the subjeot/objeot
structure is a presupposition of the possibility of experience, or
perhaps of knowledge. But in what sense can we clalm that this
really leads us to an ultimate 'prinoiple' or *category’ of being?
Again we may feel that to distinguish general characteristics in
existence we must in some sense recognize polar opposites. But
while this mey be & valid epistemological principle, can we really
apply 1t as a principle of polar structure in reality itself?

A% the third level of ontologloal oconcepts we may certainly agree
that our knowledge of reality can only proceed in terms of stable
general ooncepts (abstract ideas or changeless 'essences') whioch
are then applied %o the contingent exlgencles of existence, But
this again seemas more like an epistemologlioal truth than a statement

about being.

We cannot enber hexre into a full dimocussion of the relation
of the epistemologleal and ontologiesl significance of the kind of
oritical snalysis we ave disoussing., It may be held that for Kant
eplstemological and ontological questlons are the same, BSince
being can only be known under the conditions of experience, to

speak as if ontological questions must conocern the thing in itself
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rather than the structure of the known thing, would be, for Kant,

to banish ontology 4o the realms of the unknowable.

In any case one may sey that to discover the conditions
which make experience ox knowledge posaible implies that reality is
such that it oan be experienced oxr known in just this way. And
perhapa this is the point of Tillioch's analysis; perhapa this ia
the ontologlesl significance of what he is saying. Thus it oould
be maintained that 1f the smubject/object structure, or the
possibility of distinguishing polar opposites, or the possibility
of forming stable general concepis are the conditions of knowing
reality, then the roality which 1s known must be suoh as b0
demonstrate the subjeot/object struoture and such am can be

aomprehended in terms of polar opposites and stable general concepts.

In spite of this diffioulty of distingulshing between the
epistemologionl and the ondeological, however, the analogy between
Kant's oritique and Tillich's ontological analysis as he actually
enbarks upon it here, seems significant. At this point he does
seem ‘o be discovering the 1imi3§ng gtruoture which makes knowledge
possible. But what of the more detailed developments of his
ontology? Without pretending to examine this in all its detall,

I think we might mske the suggestion that moat of the more detailed
discussions whioh Tillich sees as having ontologleal signiflecance
are discussions of the aotual nature of man's personal existence,

this analysis being conformed to {and Zuurdeeg would argue
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eonfined within and hampeéred by) an application of thosge oategories

already discovered. *

Thus when we actually examine the outlines of Tillich's

_ontology it appeaﬁs as if 4t is indeed an objective analysis rather

than a subjective expression of inwardness. Not that he denies
Zuardeeg' s contention that experlence 1s vooted in, and infarmad by,
the subject's convictions Tillich himgelf may be making s sinilar
point when he says that 'the philosopher is s human belng and in
evory philosophical school human interests and passions are a
driving force.' TYat having sald this he gues on to ssy ‘the
effect of ﬁhiahexiatential element on maiaphyaiqs has not the
character of interference. The experientinl hasis and the logical
struoture of a metaphywles are not affeoted?g b In other words
he insists here that metaphysics, which is vexy closely related to
éntology, can claim objective validity. And we have suggested
that he would make good {this olaim for ontological analysis by
embarking on a logical analyaié of the conditions which make
knowledge poaéible;

Whether or not we eccept the results of Tillich's analysis

» Here I have in mind not only the discussions of Individualization
snd Partioipetion, Freedom and Desiiny and the rest, in the
Systematio Theology, but slso the discussions of Courage and
Anxiety in 0 Ba, and of Love Power and Justicge

tha Courage to
in the book of that title.

#%  See an artidle on The relation of Metaphysios and Theology,
in The Review of Metaphyaies, Vol X, No. 1. (Septembexr 1956)
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1s not of orucial Impowtance to us at present. The point we want
to make clear is that such ah analysls would, by virtue of ite

vary objectivity, be rejeoted by Kierkegamard if it should be olaimed
that 1t will point us bowards the truth on which we may base our

aternal happiness,

Let us now return Yo the consideration of Tillich's method
of correlation and let us ask how his ontology fits into this method.
In discussing this method Tillich tells us that 'the analysis of
the human situation is done in terms which todasy are called
existential' and this would seem %o make it cloar that he is not
speaking here of an onbologlicel analysis., We have already seen
that he accepts that 'generally speaking one c¢an descyribe essential
struotures in tYerms of detachment and existential predicament in
terms of involvement', * put 4f this ie 80, how then are the two
related to esch othex? The proposed method of correlation certainly
finds a place for existential analysis in theologieal work, but ocan
it find a plase for ontological analysiae?

It might seem that our whole dieoussion can he simplified
at this point by the suggestion that the methed of correlation
provides no place for ontology in theologleal methed st all, and
so our whole discussion of ontology has been a digression. But
thia wonuld mean ignoring Tillich'a own discussions of the relationship

of thaeology %o philesophy. In the article on Theology and Metaphysios

*  ibid.
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already quoted,* for example, Tillioh argues that inasmuch as
theology 1s an ordered 'logos~-determined' account of faith ('of
the symbols of ultimate concern') it must use metephysiosl concepts
which betray assumptions about the struoture of being. In this
artiocle we may feel that he is suggesting that every theologlan

betrays a particular vision of being as a whole.

This would lead us back once more into our discussion of
what T41lich means by ontology, perhaps now with the additional
question as %o whether this is the aéme as what he means by
‘metaphysion®. We do not want to take this question up again,

hawevcr. We shall simply point back 4o the result of our previous
| investigation and suggest that in his actual ontological analysis
Tillich seems in the end to be éaeking fér that structure whioh
makes knowledge possible, At the same time we must give due
attention ﬁo tﬁe fact that Tilliéh meems to hold that this struoture,
whioh we might describe as the struciure of consslousness, gives
some sccasg to 'being iteslf' in the different menses he gives to
that phrase. It is this whioh enables Tillich to make the
questionable assumption that having established a kind of axiomatic
inevibability of the cabegory of 'polarity’, he may then proceed
4o reduce any situstion Hto g 'polar' structure in which only two

L 1
faotors are involved,

If this kind of development from the structure of

consclousness to the stiucture of heing were indeed possible, then _

» ibhid.,
#%  Note Zuurdeeg's eriticism. op. cit. p.158
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1t would be emsier to see the relationship between ontological and
exigtentisal analysiss In such a onse ontological aategories would
at least provide a structural pattern whioch oould be applied to

the understending of personal exisgtence, just ss they ocould be
applied to any other realm of existence. Thus {0 quote the example
already suggested, having esiablished that all knowledge pre-supposes
the distinotion between opposites, and having exalted this to the
gtatus of a structural principle of being itself, we would then be
Justified in trying to radu@é the péttsin.af existenve to simple

and disorete polarities, and this principle aould be applied %o
elusidate personal existence Just as readily as 1t conld be applied
elsewhere.

But auialy we cannot assume this kind of eontinuity. It
was suggested earlier that the general ooncepts of Tillich's proposed
ontelogy would be of little use to the exact soiences, since they
would be too genersl to form the basis of any prediotive knowledge
of the aotual faots of the world. We would now add that they are
t00 general to be of much use to us in any detailed analysis of the
structure of existence whatever. We ocannot therefore assume that
our knowledge of such structural oategories as render knowledge
possible will automatically supply a structure for cur knowledge
of any particular realm of existence. And in pa:tioular we oannot
assume that Tillich's ontologioal analysis will give us a framework
for our underastanding of personal existence. Yot sometimes his

discussion seems to suggest that it will do so. The structure of
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his theologiocal system, for example, seems o assume a close link
between the existentlial analysis of which he speaks and the ontologiosl
analysis on which he embarks. In faot we may sometimes feel that

we find in his system not a correlation of existential guestions
(expressible in terms of involvement) and theological answers, but
rather a correlation of contologlcoal (essential) questions (expressible

in terms of detachment) and theological answers.

Nevertheless our discusslion so far seems to justify the
conclusion that whatever may be the place of ontology in Tillich's
theologicsl method it cannot be absorbed into the existential
snalysis which is one of the correlates of his method.  Whether some
kind of ontoleogy mey yet find a place within a theology ocommitted
to the method of correlation is something we shall have 4o take up

agein when we have examined the method itself more closely.
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CHAPPER IIXT ~ TILLICH'S EXISTENTIAL ANALYSIS

'In ueing the method of ocorrelation', Tillioh tells us,
'systematic theology proceeds in the following ways it mekes an
analyeis of the human sltuation out of which the existential gquestions
arise snd it demonstrates that the symbols used in the Christian
message are the answers to these quesitions', * Let us ask ourselves,
then, what is involved in making this anslysis of the human situation,

which he says 'is done in terms which today are oalled “existential''.

Tillich himself says that 'Today whoever uses terms like
"existence", "existentisl" or "existentlalism® is obliged to show the
way in which he uses them and the reasons why. He must be aware of
the many ambiguities with whioh these words are burdened, in part
avoidable, in part unavoidable'. " We must therefore start by
taking note of what Tillich tells us about the way he uses these terms,
80 that we might better understand what kind of analysis of the human
situation might in his sense be called 'existential’, Ve find this
whole igsue dlsoussed at the beginning of Part IIXI of his Systematic

Theol ogys nax The discussion is very compressed, occupying no more
| than iwelve pages of the book but it nevertheless attempts to explore
the ground guite fully. Thus he starts with an examination of the
etymology of the word 'existence', hefore moving on to the rise of

the existentialist problem, existentialism and essentianlism,

* ST Ip.T0

% 37 II, P.21
xww SP II, p.21 £F,
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exigtential and existentialist thinking and finally existentialism
and Christian theology. In order that we might understand Tillich's
attitude fully we shell follow through this discussion in some
detall,

He justifies beginning with an etymological enquiry on the
grounds that 'one of the import&nt tasks of theology is to regain
the genuine péwer of classioal terms by looking at the original
encounter of mind and reality which crested them'. =  In the
present oase We are faced with words which are burdened with
ambiguities but which orliginally sprang from the root verb to exist.
I% may therefore help us to undewatand %he present meanings, and %o
unravel the ambiguity if we look at the origins of this word itself,
Thus we may sfart by asking why the word 'exist' (latin existere),
the roab meanihg of which is '{to atand out'y came to have its present

referonce to the existence of things in the world.

Tillioch suggests that this is because existence is to be
understood as standing out of non-beings. To exist is to stand out
of nothingness and thls means to stand out of nothingness in the
gsengse of absolute non-being (Greock odic dv ) and also nothingness
in the sense of relative non-being (Greek ) v ). The
absolute non~being of whioh he spesks is the streight out nothingness

of non-existence, while relative non-being refers to potential being.

# ST II p.22
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Thus Tillioh suggests as a baockground to our understanding of
existence that it means standing ocut from nothingness, and standing
ont from the merely potentlal or possible modes of being. He élao
suggésts here that the fact that the word oxlstance bﬁhiaally means
'stending out' points to a view of existence as being in some sense
grounded in that from whioh it stands out; that is non~being. This
does not mean; however, that there is no reﬁl contrast betwéen
existenae and non~being. Existence does stand out in s very real

8361860 .

If I understand Tillich rightly at this point, he is
suggesting that the olassioal tﬁﬁdiﬁién which forged this concept of
existence séw existing wreality aa ariaing éut of non-being, so thal
axiﬁtenae stands over against non~béing, and yet has its standing
against the background of non~being out of which it has arisen.

In this sense we may say that exisﬁanca stands over againat the
emptiness of absolute non-being and the potentialities and possibilities

which are relative non-being.

These considerations lead on to the rise of the existentialist
problan. It is the repcognition of the contrast between relative
non-hoing and existence, which points 4o the whole development of
thought about the split between potentiszlity and sotuality and thus
forme the background of this problem. *Within the whole yealm of
being as it is encountered fthere are structures which have no

. »*
existence and things whiob have existence on the basis of astructures.'

% P IL, p.23
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Thus we can distingnish two levels of reality which we may call the
essential and the existentinl. Tillich holds that this was
recognised long before Plato and he suggests that 'the Orphics, the
Pythagoreans, Anaximander, Heraclitus and Parmenides were driven

%o their philosophy by the awarenesm that the world they encountered
lacked nltimﬂ$§ reali%y'gf In Plato, howeven, &ﬁa contrast hetween
existential and essential beoomes an ontologloal and an ethical |
problem, since for him existence is seen as thoe rsslm of mere
opinion error and evil, while true belng is essentisl bheing to be
encountered in the veslm of sssences, eternsl ideas or forme.

Hence inssmuch as man in his existence 'stands out' of potentiality
he has fallen from what he essentially is, and is thexefore faced
with the tmsk of rising sbove existence to the reslm of eternal

SNSAncaE,.

Tillieh claime that this attifu&é which he sserlibes to Plato
dominated the later anclent world, despite Aristotle's doctrine of
the dynam&avintewwdapen&anaa of form and matter in everything.
Aristotle falled to close the gap between essence and existence,
he believes, 'partly because of the sooiological eonditions of later
antiquity and partly because Aristotle himself in his Metaphysios
contrasts the whole of reality with the eternal life of God, ise.
his self-intuitions' " This last polnt means that participation
in the life of God remsins as a goal which requires that the mind

* a1 II’ Pe24
% ibid,
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ghould »rise above gll that is mixed with non~being into the pure

gotuality of divine being.

The scholastit philoscphers too accepted %hia contrast
betwoan essence and existence as far as the world was concerned,
while denying its applicability to God. God, they insisted, is
eternally what he is, aﬁd so they took up Aristotle's formulation
that he is pure act (or pure actuality) without potentiality. But
this formulation would appear +o deny the possibility of there being
any divine will, since will implies potentiality. The scholastic
philosophers did not want to deny the divine will, however. Hence
Tillich believes we would best unﬁewaténa thelr position in saying
that for them essence and existence must be applied gymboliocally %o
od, God is not subjeeted to the confliot helween essence and
sxistences But this is not because he is wholly existent, since
every existent, to be an existent, must be transcended by its own
essential nature, nor is it because he ls the univewrsal essence, for
thia would deprive him of any self-realization. Thus Tillich
soncludes that the acholastics rightly saw God as the one in whom
all potentiality wes fully actualised. This mesns that in God the
sotuality is a perfect asctualizing of the essence, ao that the gap

between essentlal and existential belng is overaomea

This applies only %o the reality of God, however, while
the universe is still subject to this split, So the scholastiocs

maintained, as Plato had done befoxre them, that in the universe as
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wa know it existence ig not a perfect actualization of essence ut

reprosenta a fall avay from the idesl world of essonces.

In the new awakening of the renailssance and the enlightsnment
TM1lioh believes that this attitudé changed. At this point nen
began 4o see existing things az the material in whioh essantial
poasibilitios were to ho actualized. 'To gtand out of one's
eagentlial being was not a fall but the way %o the actualization and
fulfilment of one's potentialities,! * Thus in n sense what had
baen afffirmed by ﬁhe secholestios ab&nt God is now afflrmed about man,
namely that his existense is an actualiszation of his potentialliy

in tho fullest and most complete senso. -

Tillioch %hinks thia viaw of the matter was not fully
'elaborated until the rise of the 'distinotly anti-enlighitened’
Gorman classical philosophy, however, and in particular untillﬂagel
elaborated his systems It is in thié system that we have the
sgholastic dootrine that God is deyond edsence and oxistence applied
to the universe. In this system, Tillich tells us, the world is
gsen as the progess of divine self-realisation. 'lixistence is the
exprosaion of essence and not the fali away from i%.' e And he
insists that it is againat thia development $hat the existentialist

protest is diyected.s For exisience as understood by existentialisnm

ia not this kind of raealization of theo ideals  The estrangement of

* S II, p.25
#%  ibid p.&?
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existence from the ideal world of essence (which astwrangement Hegel
doas not deny) is not overcome in the movement of historical

existence, or the selfwrealization of personal and soeial life.

In this oxpomition of the background of existentialism
Tillich seems in the end to suggest that thero are two possible
ways of understanding reality -~ an essentlalist way and an
oxistentialigt ways This is not just to say that in the one sass
thought is directed towawrd essences and in the other towards
existence. Nor ia it the spme as the traditional epistemologlcal
distinotion between realism ond idealism. We should be nearer the
truth if we said that the d&atimatiaﬁ is an ontological vather than
an eniatemolagiaal ones Tt le & qaaéﬁion of two differont ways of
understanding beinge Theo esseptinlist woy sees exisbtence as a
movement in which essential (ideal) reslity is continually being
realiseds Thus 1% is with Hagél, who sees the realm af ezistence
as & ﬁwaaass in which the imperfect nature of the weal is constantly
being overcoms through a @&aleéﬁical movement in which the ideal is
always realising itself. The axisﬁeniialigt on the other hand sees
the essential as an idesl paﬁ#axn of raalit& which is never truly
vealised in the realm of finite axiatenda, 80 that existence always
falls shoxt of esdenas, or the aétual élwaya falle short of the

posgibilities of the potentisl.

On the basig of this distinchion we wmay say that the

philosophy of Platoy, ag Tillich presents it, is above all
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exigtontialist, inasmuoh as it sees the world of contingeant

sxistonge, the world of appoarances, as a fallen world separated

from the ideal woxld and failing to xealise the ideal potentiality

of eosential realitys, Simllarly we may assume, ascording te Tillioh,
that the scholastic philosophers are on the side of the exlistentialista

rather than the essentislists.

If this bo a right undorstanding of exlatentiulism, how does
it stand in velation do Ohristian theology? Wiliich points oud
thet Christlanity nsserts that Jesus is the Christ, and this
aasexﬁi@n means that he 1s the ﬁringaw of the new age, the universal
regenoration, the now reallty. DBut this implios an old age in noed
of tenewals, The message of the coming of the Saviour pre~suppodes
a need of salvabions 5o Christlanity sbarts out from thinking in
Yorms of a world which nends $0 be saved and, acvording to the
prophetic and apocalyphie daaériptimns, this ie bovause it is &
world which is in a gtate of estrangoment from Gode Tt is this
antranged state of oxlsdonce whioh 1s yepresenied in tho biblical

myth of the fall,

But the existenticlist slec sees existence in texms of
estrangenent, and indeed in terms of fallehness, and therefore Tillich
goncludaes fhax ‘e#imtantialism is o naﬁuﬁﬁl ally of Christianity,.' *
He then goes oh to develop this iﬁéa“of an’allianoé by suggesting
that existantialiatm, depth psychologiste énﬂ artiatas have supplied

the theologian with an lmmense amount of material which he can use
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and orgaulse in the abtiempt to present Chyist as the answer o {he
gquestions implied in oxistenve. These sources of meborial have a
speeial importance since the traditional sources of suoh material
(the monastic theoleglans) have largely dried up under the impadt
of theologies of pure sonsciousness 'reprezented, above all, by

Cerbesianism and Oslvinism.’

Having followed Tillich's digeussion of existentislism thias
far, lol us now relturn to the quesiion of what he means when he
spoaks of existential analysis as one gorrelate of ‘the theologisn's
worke 'The main line of the argument geems 4o load towards the
conclusion that existentlaul analysis will be a lind of anelysis
which will present oxistence as sopavabed Ffrom ossense; which will
gee a gap boetween the potential and the eotupls Existentialionm
in this sonse seems to turn out in the ond €0 be a partioular view
of the world: whai we have c¢lsewhere called an ineginative vision
| of the world as a wholes * o have already avgued that the
devolopment of suoh a vision is atl leasst one way of undersitanding
what Tillich means by ontology. We might now suggest, therefore,
that existentialism reprecents ono oniological vision, while

esoandialien represenis anothewr.

This kind of onjological view certalnly seems to be open to
Zaundoeg! s oridicimn that it ia in fact expressing something like a

personal conviction about wrealiiy, rather than an objectively

* ST II pe30
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tostable hypothesis of any kind. ©  But having said this one might
add that exiatgntialism ig at any rate a convistion which can be
readily correlated with Christian convictions (i.e« biblical
sonvictions), while the emsentialist conviction cannot. This
understanding of existentianlism is hardly onough to supply us with
an understending of Tillich's method of correlation, however. He
is surely not suggeating that we should correlate un oxistentialiat
convicetion about ¥ealily with a biblical conviotion about reality,
ag if it were easier to arouse the first convietion, and this might
then serve as & kind of ground for arcusing the ssoond, If this
wore what Tiliich meant he would hardly talk of an existontiel
analysigy it would seem moyo appropriate to speak of an
existentialiet message, as belng in some sonse parallel to the

biblical message,

Yot Tillich himsoll would no doubi deny dhall the oxistentialist
vigw of reality is in this sonse a convietion ox a faith. He would
probably insist that 4% is arrived at by that method of speculation,
of *looking at', of sniologleal snalysis, of whieh he mpeaks in
other plases. Wo have aslresdy dissusgeed some of the difficulties
entailed in this congepbion of ontological anslysis, and we shall
not discuss it fuzrthexr hexevs Our present concewn is with his
presentation of the exicheniialist posifion, and he does seem to
present 1t zs s mebaphysicel position welated 4o the understanding

of reality.

*  funrdeeg loo. olt,
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In thig wholn disoussion of 'Ixisbtents snd Rxistentialisn’
which we bave been vonsidering hers, there is oue importont soction

which we have left ouk of conslderation, howevers This is.n

goution on Ex&s#enﬁ&al.amé‘gxiﬁtentialiﬁt=&hinking¢% I4 4s in this
section that he. seems o glve us grounds for our émxlﬁar aassriion
that he wnuia in faot make a diskinction betwsen onbtological end
sxintential analysessy It iz in this zection that we find the
asgertion wh&éh.wa quoted earlier $hat faéuewally speaking ane.aan
desoridbe casential stmuctures invmaﬁmé of detgahmanﬁggand
existential predicsment in terms of involvement,' And it is in this
éeaﬁian tﬂ#ﬁ aayxntmcﬁuaea an i@partant distinetion hetwoen the torms
toxistential! ‘and.' 'emawmi@liwb‘e 'The formen', he says, 'refers
t0 & human attituda; the labtter to a phillosophical scheols The
opposite of oxisbtential 1av&até¢h§d§ the oppeosite of existentialist

19 essgentialiat.! w

If we take thils distinction seriously then wo moy suggesd
that when Tillich apeaks of toxlstential analysls! and of discovering
'oxigdential questions?, as he does in digoussing the method of

gorrslation, he dose not mean the same thiﬁg a9 Lf he wore to speak

of sxistentialiat analysis., And again when ho epealts of the
contrast botween demeribing ossential styuctures {(in terms of
detachment) and existential predicament (in terms of involvemens)

he 4= not talking ahout the conirast between an essentialisd

W P I, pa 29
##  ibid p.29
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netaphysic and an existentlalist metaphysic.

Indeed it would be hard to maintain that this latter
contrast between two metaphysical beliefs could be a contrast between
detachment and involvement, for surely an essentialist metaphysic
might be held with just as high a degree of passion and with just
as intense a sense of involvemenit as an existentialist metaphysic.
And if the terms most appropriate for presenting an essentialist
metaphyslc are those of detachment, then should we not sey that
they will elso be the most appropriate terms for presenting an

existentlalist metaphysic?

It might atill be sald that the existentialist is especially
goncerned with the human predicament, to an extent that the
essentialist is not, since it is cenitral to existentialism that it
sees the existent facing a predicament, namely that he has fallen
awvay from the ideal possibility of his essential nature. Yet the
gssentialist might well say that he too is concerned with
understanding existence. Porhaps he does not see it as a pradiﬁamnnt,:
but rather as a realm in which the potentlial is continuelly
actualized, the essential realised. Thus if the existentialiat
needs to draw on the terma of involvement, then 8o does the
essentialist. If on the other hand it is olalmed $hat the
essentialist is presenting a view discovered by some proocess of
(rational) ontological analysis, and he must therefore be prepared
4o present it in the detached terms of disoursive reason, then we

may say that the same demand may be made of the exlstentlalist,
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if he is really attempting to present a rival view. There seems
to be no reasen to suppose that the existentialist analysis will be

any more 'existential' then the essentialist analywsisa,

This comparison of existentialism and ssgentialism is not
worked out in any detail by Tillich, although he does seem to think
that existential condern dominates existentlalist analysis, in a way
in which it does not dominate the analysis of essential structures.
Generally speaking ons can desoribe the latter in terms of
detachment, whersas in the former ‘since the element of involvement
im so dominant the most striking existentialist analyses have heen

made by novelista, poets and painters', *

At this point one wonders whether Tillich's distinctions
are shayp enough to avoid confusion. Does he really make it
pogsible teo distinguish belween existential, existentislist and
esgential analyses? Lelt ug try to sum up bis own exposition as we
have follewed ite According to the definivions he gives us, the
word ‘existential' vefers to & human attituder +the atiltude of
involvenent. Thovefore any analysis of any kind in which the |
subject is involved might presumably be described as existential no
matter what is the ebject of analysias. The word 'exiatentialiﬁt'
refers to a philosophlcal sohool, which baiievéa that there is a
gap between essende and existence. Therefore any anslysis which

forms part of the presentation of this philosophical view might
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presumably be called existentislist, Unfortunately, the word
'essential' is not defined in this discussion. It might in the end
have made the position much olearer if Tillioh had made a distinction
between ‘essential' and 'essentialist' parallel to his disgtinction
betweon existential and existentialist. In fact his discussion as

s whole meems %o aseums such a distinetion, for while the
existentialist necessarily repudiates the essentialist view of
reality, he does neot therefore reject the reality of essential
structures. On the contrary he seems to he committed to considering
esgential atructures in thelr relation to existence just as much

a8 the emssentialist isy, We may conclude therefore thalt an snalysis
of essentisl struotures need not proceed on the basie of an essentialist
philosophy, and equelly an existential analyesis need not proceed on

the bagls of an existentialist philosophy.

Yot not only does Tillich £ail 4o inbroduoce any diatinotion
between essential and essentialist into this digoussion, tut at
times it seems as if he does not accept ﬁhe implications of his
distinotion between existentisl and existentialist, When he
brackets together the exia%antialiat philosophaqothe paycho~snalyst,
the writer, the poet ond the artist, for example, how should we
understand this grouping? When he'apaaka of the insights into
human nature which existentialism (including depth psychology) have
given us, how should we understand thias?  ©On what grounds oould
he include depth psychologlats among the exiatentialists?  Suoh an

inelusion asppears to supggest that depth psychologlsts accept the
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existontialist ontologys that there is s split beitween the

agbuslity of existence and essential potentislities, so that existence
must be undersitood as falling away from essential possibilities or
stmotures. But can we assume that depth psychologists will accept
this? It seems very unlikely that Freud would have avoepted any
suoch metaphysical formulations Of course Tillich may suggest that
inasmuch as a depth psyohologist revognises the impoptance of
feelings of guilt, for exswple, ss basio to hwman personality he is
Implying that there 18 & gplit Lelween aspiration and schievement,
between the ideal and the weudl. Thue ho might srgue that even if
the depth psychologlst denies that he understands tho world in this
way, this understanding is nevertheless implied in bis payoheological

findings.

Thia éaisas onoe agein ﬁha quaaiian raisaa‘ﬁy Zuurdeeg in
his oriticism of ontology. ¥ Gan the fauﬁa of existonce really
provide a oampeliing ohjective grapnd for adopting a certain
conviction about the world as a whole? In relation to cur present
oxample, surely the depth psychologist may hold dthal the unrealised
ideals of humanity are no more than fantasies with no zeal
gignificance. In this case the aplit between the oal and the ideal
is not a split within reality, since the ideal has no reality.
Existing reality on this view is the only reality we oan sensibly
talk about. The tension which causes human neuroses nay be real

anough, but this is only begause it L¢ a tension gensrated within

* see above DP.99 £,
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existence, because an existing oxganism, man, entorvteines ideala,
Or again the depth psychologist may be a thorough-going Hegelian
esgontialist, who understandg the phenomencn of guilt as a significant

stoge in the self-reallsation of the ideal.

The poink whiah I wieh ta‘make here is thét a‘phenamennlogiaal
\ an@lysia of yeraanal axiaxenae ia wamking at a aiffamant level from
. developing a eanwia*iam about reality as a wholes, Thus when
Tillich pointa #a thﬁ ralaxianahip hatween the axistentialiat
philosopher and thn theologian, and #heg to th@ relationship between
the depth peychologist an& theiihaolagian, ha is surely indicating
two guite distinot xaiatienahipﬂ, We have already seen that he
suggesta that there may be an alliance beitweon the existentialiet
and the theologian, beoause both belleve in the importance of
eatrangement as congbitutive of reality. Now we come to consider
his smserbion that the systematic theologian Yneeds the suppord
of the practiocal explovers of man's predicament,' &  This
Ypraotical exploration' may well be what is meant by existential
analysisg, but it does not seenm to be the specific concemn of the

existentialist.

If we really accept Tilliah'a &iatimﬂti@n~he%Ween the terms
Vexistentisl® and ' exia‘&en’bialiﬂ%'. then, how are we %o undaratand
the existential analysis which Tillioh sees as one part of the

theologian's task? Tillich's analysis of existentialism suggested
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that we mlght find ourselves once more involved in all the
diffioulties of ontologicnl formulations. Pubt now the seperste
discussgion of the word 'existentlal’y, with "involvement' as its
definitive character, coupled with the coneideration of the practical
exploration of man'a predicament, suggests a way of understanding

existential analysis whioh is distinot from all ontological analysis.

At this point I think the posaibility of a resl comparison
with the thought of Kiexkegaard begina to emerge. IFrom Tillich's
actual definition of fhe word 'existential' it is olear that
existential analyeis must be an analysis in which the subject is
pexrsonally involved; and hie discussion of 'Existentislism and
Christian Theology' gives us grounda for coencluding that existential
analysis means any practical exploration of human existence. At
both these points the parallel with Kierkegsard is obylcus. He too
insisted that the subject must be invelved in his thinking, if he
were to epproach the realm of exisbtence, and he 400 turned to a kind
of thinking which might well be eslled the practicsl exploration of

man' s existence.

T4l1lich himself mentions Kierkegasrd as one of those
ninetecenth century exlstentialists who attaclked Hegel end he tells
us bhat *the cvommon point in all existentialist abtacks is that men's
oxistential asituation is & state of estrangemeni from his essential

nature' * and 80 he presents exisientialism as a philosophy which

* st II’ PUQT
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recognises this estrangement as fundamental. It is this whioh led
us to the conclusion that exietentialism comes to look like an
ontological theory. But I question whether this formulation
represents the nature of Kierkegaard's attack upon Hegel at all
adequately. Tillich seoms ‘o assume that Kierkegaard, among other
nineteenth century existentiaslists he mentions, accepted the
olgssical distinotion hetween essence and existence, but rejected the
Heogollian view which seos existence as the selfw-razlisation of essence

and instead suggested that existence ig estranged from essence.

To what extent doog our own analysis of Xierkegaard confirm
this view? We have already seen thai Kierkegnard does in fact
meke usa of these sonoepta of essence snd existence in his discussions,
but we also hgd oocasion o question whethexr he uses them in the
#same sense as»the alassical ontologists. Kierkegaard warns us that
in formulating the answer to the question 'what is meant by belng'?
it is inportant 'to tako heed lest the knowing spirit bo tricked
iuto losing itself in the indeterminaite, aso that 1t fantastiocally
bocomes a sonmething that no existing human beihg ever was or can be,
& soxt of phantom with whioh the individual ococupies himself upon
aocoasion but withoud making 4t clear to himself in 4erms of dialectical
intermediaries how he happens to get into this fantasbic realm,
what significance being there has for him and whether the entire
activity that goes on out thers does not resolye itself into a

tautology within a recklesnly fantastic venture of thought. *

# Postsoript, p.l69
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Thia long and difficult sentence mesms to be warning us against the
danger of answering the guestion of what is meand by being in terms
of pure thought. Pure thought Kievkegaard tells us 'explains
averything in such fashion that no decisive explanotion of the

pagential guestion hecomes paauihla"*

In view of this argument, surely we must conclude, as We
have argued earlier; that any dlacussion of the egeential, as
distinet from the oxlsiential, must elther ackaowledge that it is
an absbraction from existense to whisch axisbence it yeb remainé
rolated, or elea it must become a 'recklsasly fanbasiic venture of
thought's.  Thus wo may soy that Klarkegaard cerbainly acknowledged
tho asaéntial and the existeontial realms in the sonss that he
acknowledged the distinption hetween abstract universals and conorete
gxisting partionlars; but he would surely rejeot the Platonio
suggestion that in the sasential realm of universals we know the $rue
ideal reality. Tox us tho universels are no moye thain abstractions,
enabling us %o think sboul the reality we do knowy nomely, the
reality of existonce. Vo csonot know realily by geosping it in an
esseniisl systems. Wol that Kisrheguard deniss that such a system
is possible. He says that it is possible for him who is *outside
oxisbonce yet in exisbensey who is In his eteomnity Terever complete
and yet includes all exigtence within himself,* " Put for

Kleriegaard this is nob a deseription of man's siatey hut of God's.

*®  Pogtmorirt, p.278
% ibld, p.108
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‘Reality itself is a system - for God'.” Thus if we oan equate this
systematic knowledge with ‘esmential' knowledge, and I think there

is a parallel between the itwo, then this kind of 'esmential' knowledge
ig not within the grasp of men. Man must always relate his
underatanding of reality to that ocontaot he has with reality in

exintence.

We might cvertainly say of Klerkegaard's argument here, that
i1t ia opposing Hegel on the ground that in hieg gystem-building he
is failing to admit the contrast beiween man's finite limitation and
God's infinity. Kierkegaard cbjecta that Hegel claims to have
transcanded existence in hig thought in a way that is really quite
impossible. But is this what Tillioh means when he says that the
common point of the eximtentlalist attacks uwpon Hegel is that men's
exigtential state is a state of eatrangement Ffrom his essential
nature? Surely Kierkegaard's insistence on the contrast between
man's finlte limitation and God's infinity is not indicating man's
state of estrangement from his esseniial nature, This would only
be true if we could say that it was of man's essential nature to be
like God! Yet perhaps our disagreement with Tillich at this point
i8 not quite so sharp as 1t might appear. Klerkegasard certainly
does sse a tension in man's situation, inasmuch as man is an existent
thinker. This necessarily lnvolves a tenaion, since if he becomes
a pure thinker he leoses touch with his existence and becomes
fantasticy while to think at all is necessarlly to stand outslde the

*  Postsoript, p.107
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realm of existence, since 'all logical thinking émploys the language
of abstraction', * and this means that the thinker booomes as one
who would mee realiiy sub specie ascterni. Thus there is a difficulty
which *lies in bringing this definite something and the ideality of
thought together, by peneirating the conorete particularity with
thought. Abstract thought cannot even take ocognizence of this
contradiction sinoe the very process of abstraction prevents the
contradiction from arising.’ o Hera“Kiéfkagaaxd geems to be
desoribing & basic tension facing mah,'ﬁhiah may be aompérad to that
which Tillich has desexibed in hisvassertion that man is a finite
being who may yet transcend his finitude. Yet having said this we
may still hold, surely, that this is not the same as affirming an
existentialiat anﬁélogy such as we have heen disoussing in relation

to Tilliah,

Perhaps the most imporitant thing that emerges from this
inveatigation of Kierkegaard's understanding of existence is that
his protest againah idealism is not in the name of a straight-forward
roalist metaphyesic., The resliat objegts to the idealist way of
understanding reality and presents an alternative way. In the
realm of eplstemology the argument goss on as %o the relationship
hetween veason and experience, and perhaps among the ontologists we
may bave related discnssions between essentlaliste snd existentlalists.

But Kierkegasrd is not satisfied to tell the Hegelian that knowledge

%  Postseript, p.273
w%  1bid, p.267
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mast begin with eXperience, or with empiriocal existence. He goes
further and suggests bthat our direct contact with reality is not to
be found in our knowledge at all, but in our existense. It 18 no%
our thinking and aspesking as such whioh constitute our contact with
reality, it is something more fundamental than all spesking, namely,
- oy egiétanca. Thig may seem to be neither moremor less than a
new statement of the empirieist position. Yet I do not think it
would be a correst understanding of Kisrkegasrd ﬁa say that he is
Just telling us that our understanding éf realiﬁy miat start from

- eXperience. Hg rather seems to suggest that we have a direct
aon%a;§ with veallty in our being as existing individuals, and this
is a starting point which is mara»tunﬁamentﬁl than any actual content

of experience which we might have.

The immediabe Aiffioulty which Kierkegaurd musit face, bowever,
is the difficulty of Tinding any way of stating such a position, for
it seems as if his protest would be directed against any cognitive
grasp of reality whatsoever, He wad not unaware of this difficulty
a8 is olear when he writes thal 'existence like movement is a
diffioult sategory to deal withy for if I ﬁhink it I abrogete it
and then I do not think it. I% might tharefaﬁé gscom to be the
proper thing to say that there is something whioh qunat be thought,
namely, existence. PBut the diffioculty persieta i;ﬂ%hat existence
itself combines thinking with existing insofar as the thinker uxiats.'*

*  Postaoript, p.274
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This might well suggest that Kierkegaord's 'existentialism!
leaves no room for philosophlc reflection about reality at all., It
seems 40 follow that if we want to have any real understanding of
reality we should leave the philosopher's study and go out and

int, rather than falking about existence. Or if we do prefer
to stey in the study then our direct contact with reality is still
%0 be found in our own existence, and it is thls that matters, rather
than any systematic understonding of reality our rational thought

noy preduce.

How then is any developing understanding of reality possible
for Xierkeogaerd? It is possible through an exlstential pathos
which 'dedicatea 1ltself more and more profoundly to the task of
existing and with the consciousness of what existence is, penetrates
ell illusions, beaoming more and more concrete through reconstruoting

»*
exigstenos in actlon.t

This examination of Kierkogaard'é thought certalinly helps
us to see why tha word 'eximtential' suggests something which is the
very antithesis'of dataéhmant, for 'existential pathos is action.'
But just beoéuse he holds this so atrcngiy Kierkegaard seems to deny
the possibility of there being any existentialism (An existential

system is impossible -~ it oannot be fcrmulata&.)'** Thus on the
vasia of Kierkegaard's thought we might accept Tillioh's distinotlon

between the terms ‘existentisl' and texistontialist'y only to deny

*  Postsoript, p.387
#%  1bid, p.386



135.

the poasibility of an existentiaslist philosophy, if this should

mean an existential systems The only existentisl philosophy poasible
would be a philosophy which made no attempt to exprind reality:
systematioally, but whioh morely pointed man towards his own

exintence.

This would certainly seem to accord well with Tillieh's
account of the word 'exlstential' as éeféwxiﬂg to & buman atititude;
an attitude which ia(tha opposite of dét#ahmantm But we are left
with the further question aé to whé& k&hd of axistontial analysis
gould be ea&r&éd out on the haéié of 4his undoretanding. If an
axistential philosophy is intended to point a man towards his own
existense, can such a-philéaaph&'pracsed by means of any kind of
analysis?  Analysis suggests a procedure which sppromches the object
to be analysed and szamines 1%, And thie suggesis that analysis
wight enable us systematically to understand the reality of
empirical existence, ut Lf wo interpret Kierkegamrd rightly this
would not be, in his torms, to discover the reslity of our own
gxistence which we 'know' in oxisting. Tet when we turn do
Kiorkegaurd's own wpitings we do £ind what muast suvely be regarded as
extensive analyses of human exlstence, in such worke as Fear and
Treubling, The Coneept of Dread or The Sickness unko Desth. How
then should we undergtand these works?  Should we perhaps regard
them as otudies in the phenomenon of personal 1ife, or of consciousness,
end as being without truly existential significance? Or is it
poaesible that even in these snalytical studies fhe aim is %o point
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mon towerds a new aworsness of their own existence? VWhat ig the
relatlonghip between investlgating the phenomenon of consciousness

and illuminating man's own existence?

There 13 an intéresting disoussion of this issue, or of a
clogely analugaué issue, in the volume on the philosophy of Karl
Jasperg, edited by Paul Arthur Sohilpp., This disoussion is not
direatly related to Kierkegsard's writings but erises out of a
consideration of the welationship hetween the phenomenology of
gonsciousneas and the '4llumination of Bxistens' in the philesophy
of Jaspers. It is so olosely veleted to cur prosent soncern,
hovover, that it seensy worth-while looking at its Jaspers claims
thet there exists a radiesl difference between the phenomenology of
gonsaionaness and the illunination af-mxiatenﬁu* But this poses
the quastion as to whethey phbnomeonslogical demeription can
contribute anything at all 4o existential illumination. William
Berle, in s oritleisn of Jaspers position; ;(a eritiols which might
- eamsily be pe~framed ss o oriilcism of Kierkegasyd) saye thaﬁ no oue
- onn resd Jaspors ohapiers on Existens without oxtending his insight
inte the human situation. 'Butt, he goes on, 'how dismaying then
%0 dilscover that it ell is ngﬁ-té he interpreted as objective
knowledgs, hul as sppeals o the resder 4o Egggggihéggal£=‘**
Having recognised it as hasic to Jaape#d,yaait&ag tQQ% *illumination

of Bxistenz as thought ean not complete ltself uhk mmet finally

#%  1bid, pe532
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tranagcend thought and pass into nnﬁ’,* Harle goes on 40 argue thal
this in the ond loads us to the conclusion that Jaspers'existentisl
assertions ave really pasudo-assertions; they turn out in the end
$o bo hortatory in funchion, wather than sssertive. Vet Barle
thinks that even as exhordations they fall unless they are at least
4elling us what we are to he or what we are to do«. Hence they must
be asserting something« In the end Earle reasphes the conclusion
that 'a sound phenomenology of the toisl structure of the inner life,
and the mell could abaorb all tﬁat is vﬁluabla in the 1llumination
of Exlstonz without besoming involved in paradoxes and appaala.'**
In other wardé the positive value of the illumination of Exiateém
does not lie in directing people to that funaameétal gontact they
have wilth reality in thelr own existence at alls, And if one did
want so to dixeéﬁ people to axiaﬁenne,aniia might suggest, it would
not help to glve a phenamenolcgy-ef the total structure of the inner
lifes, This would be 4o develep & watibnal objective conatruction
which would give faotusl information, rather than illuminating

people's lives with a new awareness of existence.

“In the fage of this oriticism Jeaspers contimves to insist
that %ﬁére is o radlopl dlfference hetween the phencmonology of
&aaﬁai@ggnaas‘an& the illumination of Uxigtenzs 'YPhis differencat,
he ﬁgym, 'would be badly designated AL one wers to sull it s retum

from consclounsness o whet lies before conscicusness and supports it;

# ibld, p.534
wx  1bid, D.537
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3% 48 desoribed moxe correatly as the lesp from obsexving to
philesophining, that is from kuowing something to inner sction
through thinkings! On $he other hand he admits that 'in the
illunination of Exigtens X am oonstently making use of concepiual
sochemes, whlch as such make assertions about atwu&tuxaa',*’and in
this we may suggest hhaﬁ he leavgaﬂepen the possibility that the
insights of a phenomeyribloglcal: anglyaia'may ba talkten up asa
existentially 4lluminating.

In all this I think we could well assy that Jespers is
wopking out an position very olomely akin to that of Klerkegaard.
Thus while Kicrkegsswd denles the possibdility of an gfistentialiet
rhilosophy in a sysbenetic sense ('there.osn be no existontial
gystem') he wonld nevertheless have @aaapteﬁ~9hilaaaphizing which
was desceribable in Jawgeys' phrase as 'iuner action through thinking'.
Tt seens ¢lear that Klerkegaaxd recognized the need for such
phil@anphiaiﬁg* Although 1t might seem the proper thing to say
that there Lo something which cannot be thought, nemely existence,
nﬁvertheleas-the diffioulty persists in that exietence itself
gonbines th&nﬁing‘wiﬁh exishence inaoxar:aa the thinker exists.
Henoe he puts 4t to ug that % lo man's tosk to identify himselfl
with the aamtéat of his thonght in ozder to exist i§h§t,** This
esrtainly seems o suggest that the coﬁtemt of our %Béught can in

gome sense contriiute to ouy swareness of exisbence and thia not

#*  The Philosopby of Karl Jaspers, p«819
#*  See Postgoript p. 302 ’
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Just because it réppressnts s stook of information sbout the wordd,
op sbout human, 1ife even; it becamuse it can in sone way issue in

an inner section, based upon & vivid inner awsrenesss

This may surely auaﬁify.ﬁa iﬁ olaiming that fox Kiérkegaard
an axiatant1$1 analyaiﬁ-ia‘péséible, 1n&amuah g gortain analyses of
human existence may help 4o open 4o us in a new way the basis of
our own existenoce. Perhaps this énalya&a itaelf could be quite
correctly de#ar&baﬁ, as a'ﬁhanmmenQIOQy of the totsl structure of
the inner life (the phrase which William Barle uses) yet Kierkegaard
would 20111 heve had an intention beyond the development of a more
srbenaive objective knowledge, Indesd his intention might well be
desorived as 'hortatory' by ferle, slthough his aim i suvely not
g@ gxnert paople te do or bo be snything, but sather to open them
to & fulley kind of gsverenesw of - otne could almosd sey 2 new degreo.

of sensitivity 4o -~ 4he basio realities of thelr own existence.

From this disouseion it seems that we mey certainly conclude
that Tillich's stress on the importance éf existential analyéiu
has a parallél in the #hamgh& of Klerkegasrd inasmuch aa.Willioh
sees the task of existential snalysis as relating to the pwacﬁioal
exploration of man's pradisamanﬁ; At the same time this does not
mean that Klerkegaeord would heve a@ﬁapf&d the impﬂnﬁgnoé, or indeed
even the possibility, of developing an 'existentialist’ philosaphy.
Since Tillich himself spesks of 'existentisl' rather then

texistentialist' analysis in regaxd %o his methed of corrvelation,
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however, we may procecd on the assumption that it is this 'practical
exploration' that he is referring to. The question as to whethex
an exiatentialisgt philosophy oan have any plece in theology must
walt until we are considering the method of correlation in relation

to ontology.
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CUAPTER IV ~REVELATION IN TILLICH'S METHOD.

Of the two elements of Tillioh's ocorrelation we have so
far discussed in some detall the existential questions. We must
now turn to the other element, that of theclogical asnaswers, or as

he also calls them revelatory answers.

These answers, Tillich tells us, 'are contained in the
revelatory events on whlch Christianity is based',* and we may say
that 1t is only insofar as the events are reveived as revelatory
that they oan supply a correlative answer to the exlstential
questions. But what does Tillioh mean by calling the Christian
message, or the eventa referred to in the messsge revelatony?

T¢ answer this queshtion we should first look at what he says about
the Meaning of Revelation and the Reality of Revelation in his

»
Systematic wheolagy¢‘*

In discugaing the meaning of revelatlon Tillich begins with
gsome methodological remarks. First of all he says that theology
muat apply the ghenomenalogiaal approach %o all l%s concepts and
in partioular, therefore, in the concept of revelation.

For Tillich this meens that we must describe the meaning of all our
determining idess and give a ploture which is convinecing to anyone

who looks in the right direction. 'Phenomenology is a way of

* ST I, p.T2

#%  ibid, Chaps., V and VI,

w1t is clear that Tillioh's use of the word 'phenomenoclogical’
is rather more 'technioal' than my own. I shall therefore
diatinguiah Tilliah’a use hw underlining¢
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pointing to phenomena as they "give themselwvea" without the
interference of negative or positive prejudices and explanations'.*
This phenomenclogical method would have us inveatigate the concept of
revelation by taking a typical revelatory event and looking into it,
in order that we might mee, by a ‘'phenomenclogical intuition' the

universal meaning of vrevelation in and through this oxample.

Whaﬁ we are confronted with different or perhaps oonitradictory
examples, however, thls method gives us no exiiterion upon which to
base our cholce of a kypiscal example. What we really need here is an
example whioh has actually been received as & revelation, and which
furthermore is conaidered final in the sense that it is oritical in
respect to other revelations, so that all revelations might be judged
in the light of this critiocal example. It is not = iypical example
bﬁt rather a oritical exmmple whiqh we need heret an example which
has been grasped 'existentially*® by the subject and which is,
therefore, of oritical signifia#nae for him. This does not mean
thet the intuitive~desscripiive method of phenomenology is to be
abandoned, but it is rather to be united with, or is to proceed on
the basis of, this exisiential-critioal element. It is this which
provides the hasis of our investigation, and if we gbandon this
basis we should be reduced to abstracting a eoncept of revelation
from different examples, and this would depxive the examples of their
oonorete significance and reduce their meaning %o empity generality.

But having accepted such a basis wé may derive an idea of revelation

® ST I, pcllgo
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from the classical exgmple and aceept this idea as valid for every

rovelation.

Having aa'&evelaped the principles of his metho&clog&:we
may expect Tillich to turn now te‘the exposition of that revelation
whioch he aaoépta as being the oritical axamplaq' In faoct he géas
on to make further general xemarka.' His.diauuaaign of methodology
forms only the firat part of a d&sausaion.ef the marke of revelation,
and he now goes on %o discuss three marks which he regards as
essential to any revelation whatsoevers +hat it should reveal that
which is essentially and necessarily nysteriousy that it should be
received in ecstasy and that it should be given in a miracle or

ajgn-event,

This immediately raises a problem as %o whether his previous
insistence that our discussion must proceed on the existential-
oritical basis of a congrete revelation lesven any room for such
generalised discussion of the marks of revelation. How does he,
in faot, distingulsh these marke? He starts his disoussion of
mystery by considering the origin of the word ‘revelat;on', as
referring to the manifestation of that which is hidden, and this
leads to n consideration of the essentially mysterious nature of thim
hiddenness which is uncovered. This meems o suggeat that he
derives this first mark of revelation not from any concrete
axistential criﬁiaal case but from a conceptual or linguistioc analysis.
Similarly, the other two marke - the ecstasy of the reception and

the miraculous nature of the event - seem to be derived from the
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subjsct-object striocture of reality in which revelation ocours.
Thug these marks do not seem to be derived from Tillich's own
participation in a oconorete revelation whioh he belleves to be

¢pitical.

We must return %o this question later, when we attempt to
asaess Tillich's understanding of revelation. In the meantime, we
shall continue %o follow hie discussion, passing from the marke of

" vevelstion to the media through which it is recsived.

First we must look again at his disounssion of the three

- marks of revelatlon. Of the myetery which is revesled he tells us
that it has a negative slde and a positive side. The negative side
appears ‘when reason is driven beycgd itself to its “ground and
abyss®y Yo that which "precedes" reason s«..ss o the original fact
(Hxﬁgatagahe) $hat there is gomething and not pothing' and 'the
*atigma® of finituaa which mppesars in all things and in the whole
of reality and the "shook™ which graﬁps_tka mind whan it encounters
the thgaat_qf non-beling reveal the nega#iva side Qf‘thaZmyatexyw'
But this 'revesling' of the negative side of the mystery is to be
distinguished from ;aﬁﬁugl mavalatianf, for he goes on to way that
*the positive side of the mystery -~ whiah inoludes the negative side -
becomes manifeat in actual revelation' and thig pogitive side
appears as ‘the power of heing uenqﬁerine‘nunwbaing; it appears as
our ultimate concern and it expregaaa‘itaalf in symbols and myths

which point %o the depth of resson and its mystery.

% 51 I, p.l22
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Of the ousbasy which is the next maxk of wvevelation he says
it is a Ystanding outside ocneself" which 'points to a state of mind
which is exbraordinary in the sense that the nmind transcends its
erﬁinaxy gituations Hostasy is not a negatlon of reason, it is the
state of mind in which reason is beyond itself, that iz beyond its
subject-object structure.! *  This appears to bo an attempt to
deseribe the experience in which revelation is actually received.

It includes the "ontologloal shook“‘alweady reforred 40 in relation
to the negative side of the mystery, but it aleo includes the
alevating.powar of the divine presence which oyexcomes this 'shock'.
He then seys thers is a cognltive side do this socsbasy, which is
often called inspirabion. But we must not meke the mistake of
thinking that this refors cither to some non-reflective eot of
cognition (as 'T had an inspivabion' for oxampla) ox %o a strange
though authoritative body of knowledge {as some undenstand bibliocal
ingpiration). Rightly understood, PAllich believes, inepiration
opons 4 now dimension of knowledge -~ the dimenalon of undersianding

in yelation to cur ultimate conoern, and Yo the mystery of belng.

0f mirvacle, which is the thlrd mark of revelatlon; he asays
that it is 'astonishing, unusual, shelking without ocontradiciting the
rational siruoture of wéélity‘* In short a mirscle is an event
which has the powsy of evoking ecstasy in the sense of that word

elrveady described. 'The sign-events in which the nystery of helng

% S I, pel24
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glven itself consist in aspeolisl constellations of eleoments of reality

in corvelation with specinl conatellations of elements of the mind'.*

Moving on to the mediums of revelation, Willich disousses
firet nature, then bhistory, groups and'individuala, and finally the
word as mediums of vevelation. ,ﬁe auggeais that eny natural event
nay enter a constellation of ravélaﬁoxy oharacter, but this does nod
mean that natupral knowledge itself c¢an reveal the divine mystoxy.
Natural knowledge oan lead to %he gquestion of the ground of belng,
ut it éannot answer this quaation; 'It is the question of reason
about its own ground end abyss. It 15 asked by roason but reason

S %
cannod answer it. Revelatlion can answer iﬁ.'*‘

The position is very much the same in regard %o history
groups and individugless, 'Hiastorical evenis, groups or individuals
as fuch, ave not medlums of revelation. It is the revslatory
constellation into which they enter under speclal conditions that
meke them revelatory, mot thelr bistorical significance or their
asoolal or personal greatness.'*** Of couvse, %he situstion here
is not exactly the Rame & with natural knowledge for there is the
new possibility that a group whioh actually has the ecstatio
sxperience in relation to ite hiétoxy may béaome a medium of
revelation for other groupé. _‘Usually these revelations through
higtoriosl groups or indlviduals are accompanied or supported by

revelation thraugh nature, which might be expeated since nature is

w* 80 T, pal30
#%  ibid, p.133
#®#% ibid, p.133
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the basis on which history moves.

To oonsider the word as a medium of revelation is a bit nmore
complex, for it demands that we should in the first place dispover
what we mean by 'word' when we speak of 'The Word of God'. Seo
important does Tillich consider the symbols 'Word of CGod' and ‘Logos’
that he readily understands why attempis have been made to reduce the
whole of theology to an enlasrged doctrine of the *Word of God'.

But he objects to this nevertheless, because in order 4o comprehend
theology in this way one must either use the phrase 'Word of God!
in such a broad sense that it will embrace every divine self-
manifestation or else restriot revelation to actual spoken worxds,
But the first of these alternatives would deprive the phrase of any
specific meaning while ithe second (which would take the phrase
literally instead of symboliocally) would presexve the specific
meaning in such a way as to limit God to vooal self-manifestation.
Having thus rejected the attempt to make the phrase 'Word of God!
embrace every divine self-manifestation Tillich nevertheless does
ingist that 'the word' is not to be understood as one medium of
revelation among others. It is a necessary element in all forms
of revelation. Al this point Tillich seems to be speaking quite
literally of words - of human language, but not language seen as a
means of conveying in;t‘ama'tsa.on} * \Phe "Word of God” is not a word
of information about otherwise hidden truth'" he writes. The

prophets and apostles bear witness to revelatory events and

* ST I, Pn138

A&  But ‘thig whole discussion should be compared with the discussion
below, pil58 rf.
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experioncea bul they are not just informing us that these events
happened or that this ecstatic experience was received, Iore than
this, thelr witness itself bears with 1% revelatory power so that

it may ie received 1& eostagy. Thus the words of the witnesé are
not to be 1§enx1£ied with the Word of God, but inesmuch aé they
have revelatory power, they are 'transparent' to the Word of God

or the Word of Geod 'sounds through them'. It is in this sonse that
the phrase 'Word of God' is symbolic. There is no ocollection of
actual words which ¢an claim authomity as having been spoken by God,
There is no body of divine information which tells us faots of whioh
we should etherwiaé remain ignorant. DPut there are words - ordinary
human words - which in the oonorete historical setting in which

they are spoken have the 'sound' and 'volce' of the divine nystery.

From here Tillich passes on to the dynamics of vevelation,
which he dessribes in terms of original and dependent revelstion.
*An original revelabtion' he says 'is s revelation which ocours in
& constellation which did not exist before. This miracle and this
eostasy are joined for the fivst time', while 'in a depsndent
revelation the mivasle and its original reception togother form the
glving side while the receiving side changes as new individuals
and groups enter the same correlation of revelation.'”  Thus Peter
was part of an original correlation and it is this original
sorrelation whioch i3 the permanent point of reference which forms

the objective miracle whioh is recelved in the ecstatic pariticipation

*» ST I, p.140
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in ths dependent revelations. But the report of the original
revelatory event and its reception only becomes the oocasion of a
dependent revelation when it 1s so received. The report in itself
is no more than the communication of a plece of historical

information.

This lagt point is developed by Tillich in his suocceeding
section on the knowledge of revelation. IKnowlodge of vevelation
gannot be introduced into ordinary knowledge as if it provided
special information not otherwlse available. The knowledge of
faote and structures in the world as studied by various kinds of
natural soientists, historigns or sooiologists cannot he challenged
on the authority of pevelaiion. Thewre is no revealed information
ahout suoh mottersy Only where matters of man's ulitimate concern
are diascussed is 1t appropriate to spesk in the name of revelation
and suob matters are not the ooncern of the pmyechologist or of the
soelsl scientist, Of course, 1Lf matters of ultimate concern are
discumsed under cover of ordinary knowledge, then Tillich says
thaology must protect the tzuth of revelation sgaingt attacks from
distorted revelationsy whether they gprear aa genulne religions op
as metaphysically transformed ideas. Thisy, however, is a religlous
atruggle in the dimension of revelétoxy knowledge and not a confliot
botwoon knowledge of xevalamion and ordinary knowledge. We can
evaluate the oleims of knowledge of revelatlon, but only by judging
it according to its own implicit eriteria. 'It is the task of
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the doctrine of the final revelation to make these oriterias

expliuiﬁ.'*

If knowledge of revelation is not adding %o our information
we might ask why we 681l 14 knowledge at all. ‘What is 1% knowledge
oft Tillioch aéema to answer that it ie in the ond knowledge of
God, but it 4s Juet f&r that reascn symbolic or analogiosl (as is
all knowledge of God).

A1l our exposition so far hes been of Tillich's dissussion

of the Meaning of Reveletlon, We mueb now follow him into his

disoussion of Actual Revelat ‘ He begins this new
chaptey of his systen with the aﬁa&amant.thém 'wo have desaribhed
the megning of revelation in the light of the coriteria of what
Christianity considers to be revelation. éhe deseription of the
meaning of r&vela&ian was supposed fo cover all possible and actual
revelations, but the oriterion of revelation has not yet been
davelapaa.'** This immediately raises again the question we asked
in relation to his methodologieal remarﬁs. Onve again we are
reninded that discussion of revalﬁtion muast begin with the aotual
revelation which we acaept, and now T&lliéh suggests that his own
discussion so far must be underafond ﬁa'prooaading in this way.

But is the desoription of the maaﬁing of revelation really developed
'in the light of the criteria ofkwhat Christlanity oonaide?s to he

tavelatian?‘ If it 48 soy would it not have made the issue olearer

® BT I, p.145
#% ibid, p.147
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if the ascount of astual revelation had preceded the ascount of
ity meaning? As it stends Tillich appears to be saying that his
exposition of the meaning of revelation has. heen developed in the
light of oriteria whiah ho has not yet expoundeds This may be no
more than a formal objection to the effect that Tillich's form
belies his true intention. Yet such a confumion of form can
certainly lead to & misunderstanding of the whole exposition, as
oan be seen in a parsllel confusion whiah arose in relation to the
'Dogmaties! of Kerl Bapth. In the f1r5§ draft of his 'Dogmatios’
Barth tells us ha 'aimed to advance from the subjeative pomsibility
of revelabion t§ the desoription and valuation of its reality or
s it were from the problems raised by this congept to theix
solution’'.”  The struoture of his work ab this point led to

'a parlous obsouralion, at least in fomm', Barth tells us, May it

not be that Tillich has become involved in a similar obsouration?

This @uaat&am will have to be oonsideored in our assessment
of Billich's whole poaitions ﬁe auggps%s himself that his
voforonse %o the Gh&iﬂtién affirmation has oo far bhoen indireot,
but now he says we must turn $o A4 directly and dogmatically.

Frem the point of view of the 'theological eircle'y he reminds us,
asotual mevala#ian ig Dinal wevalﬁtiono And the ﬁhele of theclogy
must work within this cirele. But if one is opon %o othor

independent revelablons, then one has already left the cirole for

*  DBarths Church Dogmatics T, 2, pp.205-206.
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one is surveying the possibllity of revelation from an attitude of
detachment. Of course & man may etand within snother circle of
gommitment altogethery Tillich acknowledges. He may helieve that
no oonerete vevelatlon has finality, but that the ultimnte is beyond
all aonareteness so that all conorete revelations arve relative

(as in Hindulasm), O ho may deny that there is either actual or
final rovelation, affirming only moral sutonomy which may be.
'supported by the impyession of the Synoptic Jesus' (as in humanism).
But sush compitments pre outside the ciycle of Christisn theology,
for CGhrdstianity olaims to be based on Jeaus as the Christ as the
£finnl revelation, On this claim the Ohurch is established and
this vevelation is 'final' not Just in the senge of heing the last
oney, dut rather an ﬁha poin% of reforence of every wravelstion,

‘It means the decisive fulfilling unsurpassable revelatlon, that
which is the opitorion of all the otherst,”

Having thua recomnised the 'Cinality’ of the revelation in
Jesus s the Christy TAllish now wa&éaa the gquaation mn 4o whether
there sre any chavacteristios of this rovelation which may be tsken
pa . opiteria of its fiuality. = Ho insists that we cannot apply
griteria derived from outslde the revelatory situation hut he does
think we can find them within that situation itself, 1In fact it
might be hettor Yo say that he belleves that one oriterion oan be
Pound, for although he presents us with a oriterion whioh he says

" . et e

* ST x; D»‘143
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i the 'fixey and basle answer' %o the questlon of the finality
of Josus as the Christ, 4$his firest answer acems o be the only
griterion which ho glves use A revelation is Pinal', ho says,
VAL it haa the power of negabing Atself without leosing itaalfa'*
Wo gee this eriterion nanifested in Jesus who resistis the demonic
temptation to claim ultimacy for his own finitude spd finally

saerifices himself upon the wrosss

Az has already boen sald, this oriterion is itself éaxivad
from the final revelabions tha awpaaranaa of Jesus as the Christ.
This demamatratea the olroular ahamant&x of Systomatic Theology,
Tillich pqiﬂ%s au%, inasmich as ﬁha aritorion of final revelation
im derived from final mavalatﬁoaf And this aiw&ula&iﬁy im an
arpression of tho oxistentinl character of theolegy. Thua
Syetematic Theology in ide own psculiar ciroular way pxnvi&es 2
desoription of final revelabion inltwa wa&aa firat in terms of an
akatrast prineiple mnd second in terma of a conowebte pletures It
ig this conerete pipture, the pictube of Jesus s the Chriast, whioch
M™Alich now goes ob.to axamine, Two oulsbanding lmprenssions emerge
from the New Tostament prosentation of Jowus as $he Christ: his
saintonance of unity with God and his sserifice of overything he
might have gained for hingelf out éﬁ that unity. The New Tostament
witnessos $0 thess two charscterisbies and in mo doing witnosses to
the miraclo of tho Oharist. Tho New Postanont aluo witnesses 4o

hig recoption as the Christ and in so doing witnesses to the ecatasy

* ST I, p.l4b
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3 whieh this niracle was recelved.

But this eovent is not an isclated event. It pre~suppomed
& ravelatory history which was a preparation for it and in which
it was reseived. This revelatory history can be oalled history of
yovelation. This is not 4o be thought af as being the same thing
as history of weligion, howevers mnot even the hisbory of Jewish
and Ghristian religion. For revelation judges religion, Nor is
it the same thing as the history of all revelations, for one can
only %mik of revelation on the hasis of an exiptendisl welation to
i%s A history whish claimed %o embrace both wevelutions to which
the weiter had a velabioushlp of personal compitment snd those o
which he had no sush relatlionship woild in the end he merely &
solleabion af‘raparha-g@gﬁﬁbravﬁlamiﬁng rathar then. being a witness
%0 them, Bub the wecepbion of the final revelation corries with it
a regaption of the wevelatory significsnse of thoge things which
prapaved the way fox, op polntod towards, Uthe final vevelation.
Not that they ave received a8 independent rovelations but they are
posedived as a pyrepavaition Lfon the wrevelation.  Fusl sz subsequent
witneas to the one final revelabtion apming$\auﬁ of o new recepiion
of this same pevelation and iy thereforey idself part of tho same

rovelatory constellastion.

Of yevalation ogcurring in the period of praparation
Tillich says that 34 iz usiversal. This universality of which he

spoaks i not a general charasteristic or law absbracted from every
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revelatory expériqnaa; nor is it a 'natural revelation' which forms
as it were a nafuwal charecteristic of the human situation, noxr is
it a‘xavelatian1alwaya aaau&ming éver&wheéa. It is rather the
universal possiblility of raveiaﬁionz the universal preparedness

of man to receive that revelation which 1# for all.

In hisbory the preparation is carried through hy
consexrvation, by oriticism ond by sntioipations The conservation
referred to ig the congervation of that which has slresdy bheen
recelived as ra&&%&&nﬁy in g sacramental cult, This eontains within
it the danger of the saorsmental symbols becoming identified as the
content of the revelation. It 4s this danger of idolatry which
calls forth the word of griticeismn, whether it be the cxitioism of
mystios, of raﬁianaliaﬁa or of prophetn. Of these sriticisms it
1s the yxmphetia word which is decleive, and it is the Old Testament
prophets who arve hearers of the direct conerete preparation for the
final revelation. The 'antieiyatign' ie not seéarately disounged
by Tillioh, but presumadbly we may aﬁy th#ﬁ in their forward-looking

aspect the words of the prophets pass from criticism into anticlpation.

- After this disoussion of wevelation and history Tillich
paesos on 16 the question of revelation and salvation. He insists
thut revelation and sulvetion sre not to he separsbed., If
wevelation were understood in an intelleotuasl, nonwexistential mense,
then we aduld considor vevelation as the passing on of a revelatory
truth which is independaent of the receiving side and oan elther be

acoeptod or not as the heaver judges in his wisdom. But this ie



156,

to deprive revelatlion of its shaking transforming power. Neither
eostasy nor miracle belong to such an acoount. Bub for Moses and
Isaiah, for Peter and Paul, it was not like that. They were shaken

end transformed.

Agein, if salvation is understood as an ultimate fulfilment
boyond time and histoxry, it ds clearly not to be ideniified with
vovelation., But salvation mesns meking men whole, or healthy, and

this 1s something which takes place within time and history.

There are five more sections in Tillich's chapter on
Actual Revelation and Reality. The first thyee of these deal with
the way in which finsal revelation overcomes conflicts of reason in
axistence. Pirst he discusses the wey in whioh the final revelation
overcomes the conflict between autonomy end heteronomy. This is
the confliet between the xelativism of a groundless autonomy which
would seem to leave us no ground for choloe or decision and so
would undermine personal freedom and leave us only the poasibility
of blind response to the shtimulus of the moments or on the other
hand acceptance of an heteronomous principle or law which was
imposed upon us from outside and 0 limited our possiblility of free
ohoioe. To what extent this need be a real tension or conflict, or
how far Tillioh goes toward showing how ii is overcome, we need nov
disouss here. Briefly, he says that since Christ is completely
transparent to the Ground of being (i.e. he is at one with God) the

revelation saves us from groundless autonomy, and sinse the Christ
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o s

always points beyond himself? ('He who believes in me does not

beliove in ggg)* the bearer of the revelation does not become an
hetoronomous authordty,  Secondly, he discusses the way in whioh
final revelsiion overcomes the oonflioct beilween absolutism and
relativism. In the New Being manifest in Jesus as the Christ, the
conerote partioularity of Jesmua is seen as having unconditional
universal valididy, and through thias paradox of a conorete particular
with universal significance the confliot between relativism and
abgolutism is overcome for the bellever. Thirdly, he discusses

the way the final revelation overcomes the confliot hetween
formalism and emotionalism. 'When the mysteny of being appears in
a revelatory experienhce the whole of the personts life partioipamag'.**
This means that form and emotion are united. It is the claim of
final revelation 'that that which can be grasped only with

"infinite passion" (Kiorkeganrd) is idenbtical with that whioh
appears ag the eoriterlon in every sot of rational knowledge.' Thus
a 'theonomous' reason smerges from the revelatory experience whigh
is beyond the oconflicts both of sbaolutism and relativism and of

formalism and emotionalism,

In this summary of Tillich's dlsouassion many eritical
guestions remain unanswered and indeed unasked, but some of them
may be valsed in a consideration of his whole position. The

remaining two sections of hls disoussion are devobed %o the ground

#%  ibid.
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of revelation (i.e. God and the mystery of revelation) snd final
revelation and the doptrine of 'the Word of God's He says that
having approsched the concept of revelation from 'bolow’ (i.e. from
the side of man in the situation of revelation) something must now
bo said aboubd God who is the ground of revelatiocn. He therefore
gives a short summary of his understanding of the ferm 'ground' in
the phrase 'ground of revelstion', and since this *ground' is
believed to be God who 48 the ground of being, our understanding
of vevelation pre-supposes an understanding éf Being and God. But
this latter understanding is itsalf'aapenaénﬁ upon the doetrine of
revelation. This, he says, ie one of the major difficulties of
l’ﬁyatematia Theologyt 8ll the parts ave pre-supposed in each of the
parts. In order to try and meet this difficulty, Tillich tries %o
£411 out the desoription of revelation with a summary discussion
about 'God' seen under the symbol of the divine life. The divine
1ife is & dynamic unity of depth and form. The chazacter of depth
| he ealls !Abyss! and the character of form 'Logos' and the dynamio
unity of the two he oalle 'Spirit'. The shyamsl chavscter makes
revelation mysterious and the formal 'Logos' character makes .
revelation of the mystery possible and the spiritual character oreates

the porrelation of mystery and eostasy, in which mevelatlon csn he

received.

It 1s this logos element in the divine life or in the ground
of being which supplies the key to a proper understanding of revelation

a8 the Word of Gods There ave six different meanings to the term
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Word of God' in this sonas. First it is the principle or logos-
character of the divine life, Seoond, the medium of oreation.
Third, 1% iz the manifestation of the divine 1life in the history of
revelatien aund, fourth, in the final revelation. Fifth it refers
to tho doouments of the final revelation (the New Testament
doguments) and sixth to tha message of the Church proclsimed in ha&

preaching.

All those meaninga‘are gothered up under the concept 'Logoa’
and. 1% 49 with this mccount of the meaning of 'the Word' that |

Tillioh gompletes his disougsion of Aotual Revelation and Reality.

In view of this whole discussion, how ghould we characterize
Tillich's view of revelation? Perhaps the main diffioulty we must
fave in attempiing 4o answer thls gquestion is the difficuliy which
was vaised from the wery outset by hias methodelogleal oonsiderations.
How are wo 4o undorstand his gritical-phenomenclogical meithod?

We have already noticed signs of an inner confliot arising in this
conneotion. The intuitive~desoripitive method is not to be abandoned
but is to be united with the existential-critical element, we are
told. But how is this possible? Does 1t mean that we start with
the oritical case of revelation which we have received 'existentially!'
and then apply an 'intuitive descoriptive method' to this phenomenon?
Or does 1% on the éthém hand mean that we first carry out a
phenomenologioal investigation which absiracts a universal ldea of
revelation from the actual oxamples, and then show how this universal

ooncept is, in fact, roslised in the revelation we believe in?
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If it means tho latler; then a mothod of ¢orrelation
would seem to be incorporsted into the discussion of rovelation
iteelfs Tor on the one hand you have a gonception of ithe mesning
of revelation, developed phenomenologically (im Tillich's sense of
the word) while on the other you have an actusl revelation, the
authority of which isg displayed in the way in which it satiefies
this concept.

The form of Pillich's discussion might well suggost thet
his prosedure is of this kind, moving £rom the goneral concept of
revelation as derived from investigaﬁing the varioua cleims of
different 'revealed' religions, or differen} 'wrevelatory c¢onstellations’
to fthe partioular claimg of Jesus as the Christ, who, he believes,
will satisfy the requirements of the coneept. Thus when Tillich
asserts that 'in the hlstory of religiah revelaﬁomy’eventa alwayn
have been desoribsd as shaking, ﬁransformihg, demanding, significant
in an ultimate way'g* he appears to be auggeafing that this must be
taken as a definltive characteristic of every reported example of
revelation., And this gaﬁaralization appears in his discussion of
the meaning of revelation, before he has turned to the actual
revelation he believes in at all. Cerbainly he btells us in the
very next paragraph that there is no revelation 'in general', but
this again seems 40 be a generalization based on observation of tho
factsy an observation which shows that revelation is inveriably

revelation for someone in a concrete situation,

* ST I, Pe123
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This cextalnly suggests that there way be good grounds
for believing that Piilieh moves from a genoral voncept of whad
revelation is to the particular place where his own existentlsl
relatlonship o revelation hes its voolss in the ovent of Jesmus
a9 the Christ. Yot Tillioh himselsd expressly denles that his
progedure is to be undersiood in thie way. He ivsists that
digcussion of 'all possible and actual revelmiions! is carried on
in the light of what thiatiamiﬁy qoﬂsiaera o be reovelation, And
we must remind ourselves egain of hie insistence that thers oan be
no abstraet discussion of wrevelatlon, hased on an observation of
all pomsible examples, rather thau on an ex;a&enﬁially received

gritical caso.

If we are 10 take these affivrmations seriously, then we
mast assums that Tillich intends that his discussion of the
meaning of revelation should be derived from the oriticsl and finsl
vovelation. It may be objested here that even in regard 4o thia
final revelation he seems o demavd an abstract eriterion by which
we may test whether it is finsl or not, but then we must remember
that this oriterion is iteelf derived from the astual revelation
whioh is received as Finul, 'The ‘oriterion’ is nobt so much &
criterion as the oharacteristiic in virtue of whioh this particular

revelgtion ¢laims finslity.

Yet inasmich as Tillioh turns fixsd to the marks of
revelation, rather than to its actuality, we may woll Fecl that in

the event his prosedure conoeals rather than revesls his avowed
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intention. We must nevertheless take his avowal seriously.. Like
the first draft of Barth's 'Dogmatic' his exposition seems to be
involved in 'a parloua obscuration at least in form'.* We may feel
indeed that this confusion extends beyond the form to the matter
ltselfs IMay it not be thait through his failure to start with an
exposition of the actuslity of the oritical final revelaition he has
in fact developed a general theory of revelation in the abstract?
Yot this is socmething whioh according to his own acoount cannot

legitimately be donees

If we are to understand this account of the meaning of
revelation in the 1ight of Tillich's own prinoiples, then, we should
have to aay that all his talk about the marks, the mediums and the
dynamlcsa of revelation are derived from no other place than from
that particular revelation which he takes to be critioal and final.
Perhapa he would agree with Baxrth's asasertion that ‘when we put
the question about a self~revealing God we could not raise it in a
vaouun or in the light or revelation genexally, but only in the

*  yet Tillioh

1ight of the revelation attested in the Bible'.'
would hardly express the point as Barth does, I think. He would
surely agree that the reality of the self-revealing God cannot be
discussed in the light of revelation generally, but whether there
is a question of a self-revealing God which dves arise for man

outside the actual oontext of revelation is another matter. T411lioh

» Church Dogmatios I, 2 p.205

#*  ibid, p.203
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¢elearly insists thewe is some kind of question which arisce outside
the contoxt of revelation altogether, to which revelation supplies
the answer and ouly in revelation is the answer to be found."
Yot he does not oall this *the question about a self-vevealing God'.
Indsed, such a phrase would agem %0 snticipate the answer in the
framing of the question. Without antloipating our further diueﬁaaion
of the mothod of ocorrelation, we may say that, as far as revelation
is ooncerned; Pillich amcems firmly aammiiféd to ‘the view that our
whole understanding wusd bo uuntrellad by that finel revelation
which is the nxigin of all Ghmiatian thinking on this matter.
'Rovelation has an unshakeahle objectiva foundation', he tells us,
Yin the ovent of Jesus as the Christ and salvation is baged on the
éama evenﬁ'*** |

Assuning that this de the truoc baeis of Willich's position,
despito the formal indlcabions to the contrary, we may now ask how
sueh o pesidion can dake any eognizanco of any wevelstlon outweide
the contexnt of this exiticsl final constellations Tor anybody
who recopgnizes the fipel revelation, all other revelatory experiences
must be Judged by this final eritical cages Bud this being so,
doen it not mean that the final revelastion is the only original
ravelation, all other mevelatione being dependent upon 1t? 'An
eriginal revelation'y, Tillioh tells us, 'ls a revelation which

osours in a congtellation that did net exiot before'y, while a

% cp St I, p.69

#¢ 8P I, p.l62
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dependent revelation 1o a xeovelation in which 'new individuals

and groups enter the same correlation of ravala&i@n'.* But the
oonshellation which the Christian recognizos is the conslellation
originating in Josus sasen as the Christ and, thevefore, all othex
Ohedatian revelations sre dependent upon this final revelation,

Thua Tillich $ells us that *The histoxy of the Ghupceh is not a locus
of original wevelations in additlion to the one on which it is baged.
Rather 4t is the loous of continuous dwpané@n% rerolablons whioh

are one nide of the work of the divine Spixit in the ﬂhumah'i**

If this is so, howevery ¢an Pillich speak of rovelation in
3 way whioh would covey cawes outeide the Christisn Laith? He tells
ud that 'tho desoriplion of the mesning of revelsbion wan supposed
to cover wll poseible and sotugl revolations' " end this wowld
gocnm to ouggest that in some sensa the deau&ipﬁi@n vOvERH ORSESH
boyond the Chriatian faithe Yeld if he is 4o ltake veves beyond the
Cheistion falth serlously, and yob maintaln his compitment to Linal
vevelationy thon ho must ssy that these extis~chpletizn cases are
thengelves dependont fov their aubthorliyy or for thelr proper
wnderstanding, upon thei® belng roferved o the finsl revelsbion.
Yot they were not o veferned by those who rycoived them in an

agtual postatic experiences

The case of Pevelabion in histowical prepaystion for the

#® ST I, psl40
*» ibdd.
#%%  iblde p.147
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Tinal wevelastion (i.es mevelation in the 014 Teotament) is easier
o acoocunt for, sinee 1% eould always be argued that the revelation
dn the 014 Tesbamond Wag always referved forward by those who
regeived i%s  referved forward to the finel revelation for which
they waited. It was recognised as dependent revelation: dependent
on that which was yot %o comey (although this last formulation would
miggesty in Tillich'e terme, that the 01ld Testament revelation is

part of o revelatopy constellobtion 20 new that it has neot yet hegun!)

Yot for Tillich perhaps the reanl molubion %o this problem
i9 to g@kﬁ@wlédge from the aﬂ@mgt'ﬁhaﬁ the problem cawnot properly
be disoussed. For he ingists that our discuwssion of vevelation
muat be based upon our pariloipstion ing or recepiion of, a
partioulay revelatory constellation, In this oaso then, one can

- say nothing of the poseibilidy or eignificanse of auy revelatory
reality unless one has agtually grasped it and been grasped by it
in the ecsiasy of revelatory experiense. This may suggest that
nothing can be said sbout rovelatlon at all expept by wey of
reporting that which I have experienced - that which has grasped me
in my exiatence. To this Tillich might retort that these iwo
rhrasas 'that which I hove oxperienced' and 'that which grasped me'
do not refor 4o the same thing. The first rofeps to the subjeotive
side (what he oalls the 'ecstasy') in which the mevelation is
received, the a%hag'mef®$s to the objective side (what he ocalls the

‘miracle' or the 'sign-avent') which has the power to evoke this
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rovelatory oxperdentes Thns in dalkiuvg aboud revelation we need
not condine ouwsalves 4o pepurting on the evatasy whioch Forms the
subjective side; we may aldo point to the objeutive sign-ovent.
Nevertholess to talk as s Qhristlan about rewelabion is 4o talk on
the Wasls of our ¢ostatic zeocuption of the Christ~event as xomative.
Gther people may cerbninly talk from diffevent standpoints but for

ue Yhore ie ne other foundation.

This all suggests that in the end Tillioh'e concept of
original wevelation gecoms 40 he congruent with his ddem of final
rovelation, since i% in hawd to see how the Christisn theologlan
could wnderstand avy obher revelation whatuoevey as awything bt
dependients Perhaps 3% might seom uore cautiocus 4o sgy the Christiasn
theologlen could not ppeelve sny other wevelstion us anything hub
dependent, But if he could not recoive it could ho then understand
%7 Surely any ‘undopsbending' he might heve of such extra-
christian revelationg wWould noet be n 'theclogicel? understanding
(with an existontisl-ovitical basis) but merely an objeobive

agosiologlionl understonding.

For Tillich, then, we may say that revelation originates
in the finel revelation:  that is, ﬁn the historicsl ovent of Jeaua.
And yet it 4is not the ohjective deseription of the historical eveni
iteelf which provides a desoyiption of revelation. Hisbordcal
rasearoh cen néibhev astahlish‘naw &agtkdy the power of a reveletory

oonstellationy 1t can only delineate with grenter or less
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probability the objeetive hilstoricenl feaots which shond st the
orlgin of that constellafion.  Thus Pillich says that *Ffaith can
say that the reslliy which is wanifest in the Vew Destament pioturs
of Jegus ae the Christ hos esving power foy those who are grasped
by 4, no wmealler how much or how 1ittle cun be t¥ased to the

historical fMegure who 1s galled Jeosus Qf‘ﬁaa&wa%h¥.*

Haré mlmﬂh's poaﬁiaﬁ geems veory elose 4o thal of
Kierkegaard when he weites that '1f the contemporwey genorstion had
loft nothing bohind ther but these words "We have helloved that in
suabh and puch o yeapr God gppesved woong us i the bunhle figure of
o sevvant that he Lived ond toughd in ouw commnity, snd Finglly
dled?, 4% would be more than emqugh*.** Poxbpps Tillich remaing
somewhad vapde as W how the remalts of historical resesnwveh do £t
o the wevelabtory gounsbellation., At least he appesrs bo suggest
thed telong confronted with some historieal Test, or some alleged
Tats, noy be the coonglon of the shook, or the ecstamy, of the
rovelabory momends Indead in regard to the fingl revelation, %
goems thet confrontation with the historiecal fact of Jegug of
Bawereth,; no matber how muph or how little we know sbout him, is
nevessaRy to the ocemaion,  Buk mey this not mean thet some
mibseguent nomeny of historioal &iémnvary may he the occauion of a
farthor shouk im which owp provious belief is sheken? I think
Tillich might adwi® such a possibility and indeed ho might say that

#  The Dynsmios of Taith, p.88

H%
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in such an ovent the second oceasion would itself represent something

very like a revelatory moment.

This seems to open ue again to the possibility of a new
sonstellation of revelabion, which is no longer dependent upon the
definitive final revelation. The very fact that woe are involved
in o revelatory constellation seems o open us to the possibility
of roveletions other than the one we have received. Perhape the
reason why wo are turned bagk to this problem ig besanse of the
concept of ‘corrvelation’ which lies bshind the whﬁie disousaion.
Por when @iiliwh speaks of revelation comlng as an answer 40 some
‘gquestion' which is inherent in tha‘humén situablon, this at least
scems to open the possibility of the 'question' being met in some
other way., Noit that a boliever could oanceiva'erdany alternative
$o his belief. Tt would only be possible to conceive of other
sonstellations which would meet this ultimate existential question,‘
if wo started from a standpoint of dstaﬂhmenﬁt from outslde the
comnitment o any one particular revelatory constellation. To
stand in this position may be to pose the question of revelation,
but an answer ocan only be found if one is grasped by a revelatory

sonstellation and in this case one abandons the detached viewpoint.

Is 1% really possible for Tillich to hold that the 'guestion’
of mavolation can arise for somesne who hag never bhocn grasped by
& wevelaboxry constellabion, however? To raise this guestion at all

gt this polnt way be o anticipate our further dlscussion of the
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ﬁethaa of correlation itself, and yet some clarification seems to
be nevessary to a full understanding of what he means by revelation.
He olearly holds that an outside spectator could look at bellef in
revelation as a scoiclogical phenomenon to ba studlied, but could
suoh an investigetor roally be sald to understand the question of
revelation? We might put this question even moxe sharply by asking
whether Tillich can have it both ways. Can he both maihﬁaiﬁ the
necessity of partioipsting in a revelatory constellation before the
concept of revelation can be discussed, and at the game time olaim
that the qubation of revelation may arise independently of such
partioipation?

Perhaps he would ssy that this dilemms is an inevitable
olemont of the questioning situstion. We have alvesdy noted that
he gees the questioner &s one who hoth has and has no%jthé thing
he asks ahqut. I he knew nothing of it he would not be able to
pose ‘the questiony if he possessed 1t completely there would be
no occasion for posing the qneation. Thus the man wha»h&a received
no revelation may be in this paradoxical state of the quesiioner -
both possessing and not possessing what he asks shouts This kind
of position is well stated in two sentences of Rudolf Bultmann
1Thus T know what revelation is without having fﬁ@ﬁ%_revelaxion -
én&lyﬁt I do not really know it. For the blind Q;; #1&& only
really knows what 1ight is when he sees, and the person who is

friendless and unloved only weally knows whai ﬂrﬁendshﬁp and love

e oabark FEEy
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are when he finds a friend and is given lava'w* But oan we
maélly say that Bultmann's 'blind man' can ask the *question' of
1ight, if he has heen horn blind? Pérhapa in a sense we can,
inasmuch as he oan ask %hah‘qnaétien' of being able to move about |
freely from place to plaoe, knowing the geography of every room he
enters without £irat of all walking around 4o exploye it all, He
may also know that there are other people who have an answer to
this question. Thus, although he may know nothing of what seeing
is like, he may yeot know the 'question' to which seeing would be
the answer, This enalaogy would sugsmest thal tho man who knows no
revelation may lnow all too well the guestion to which revelation
is the answer, yet he may lnow nothing of revelation iteself, Thus
thers seema %0 be a cortain smbiguity in the phrase '"the question
of revelation's It can either mean the question as o how the
conoept of revelation is te¢ be underatood or the ‘question', in
the sense of the praptical predicament, to which revelation comes
28 an answer, Tillich does seem %o suggest that inasmuch és the
concept is a theologleal one, the first question can only be
disoussed on the basls of participation in the revelatory
constellation. This psrtieipation ig, therefore, aslmost e

gine gua nop for ralsing the question of the meaning of the concept.

% The Conoept of Revelastion in the Now Testaments (A translation
of Der Begriff der Offenbarung im Neuen Testoment Tubingens
J+0.Ba Mohr, 1929) See Existence snd Faith s Shorter writings
of Fndolf Bullmmnn, Idited by Sohubert M. Ogden.
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The possibility of overy man recognizing and asking the second
question is, of course, the presupposition of the method of

correlations

One other importaniy igane faces us at this point. We
turned to the problem of revelation 1n the firat place because
| Tillich speake of the Ohristian mesaage as one of the oorrelates of
the thaologian's method and he also refers to this as the event of
revelation. Thus we ave referred %o a message which relates to the
event of revelation. How then are we to understand this message?
Is it to be understood as a report of the original revelstion and
its reception? We have already observed that for Tillieh
‘revelation has an unshakeable foundation in the event of Jesus
éa the Christ' and so we may expeot that the message of revelstion
will be simply the xeporting of this events that is, it will bo &
atraight-out historical report. It is true that, while revelation
has its objeotive side in the ‘mirscle’ or 'wsigu-event’, however ,
Tillioh would neveriheless aany‘ﬁhat aﬁ cbhjeutive historical
desoription can really convey the message of revelation. Yet the
faot remamins that the message of revelation must he a measage which
points to the historical weality of its origine It must point %o
the sign-event itself, as well as desoribing this event in terms
of its reception, {i.e. in terms whioh convey the revelatory
significance whioch this event has had for those who have received
it in faith.)
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Thus the Christian message must always point back to the
final and original revelation., The belliever may ceriainly went
to bear witness 4o some aubaequsnt moment of dependent revelation,
tut the Ghristian messnge as such must refer to that whole revelatory
constellation which is Chyistianity, and so it begina with the
'deolsive fulfilling unsurpassable revelation' in Jesus as the Christ.
For thls reason we muat say that the message of revelation is
neosssarily the message of the Bidle, which claima to bear witness to
this event. At the same time we may also say bhat it is the
message of the whole correlsiion which was initiated by this original
mirecle and ite raception by the apostles. Thus the whele history
of the Church's response may be part of the message although
basioally it remains the message of the coming of Jesus as the
Christ,

If this message is to be proclaimed in these terms, however,
there still wemains the question as o how 4% is to be heard. In
Tillich's terminology should we say that every new reception of the
messege of revelation iv $o be recognized as a momend of revelation
in its own right? That is to say can the shaking miraculous
character of the mesgage beoome spparent, unless the hearer is
himgelf grasped by the ecstasy which is the central character of
the receiving side of pevelation? It would ssem to ascord well
wlth Tillich's condeption of dependent revelation to insigt that
all moments in which the message is reoeived arve in fact dependent

revelations, yet this would seem to involve emptying the word
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trovelation® of much of ils power,  Surely we might feel that

the term 'revelation', even 'dependent revelation', should be
reserved for something more dramatic than anything that normally
happens when the ghristlan message is proolaimed and xeaagniaad

as auﬁharita&ivu; And suxexy the word 'eaataqy‘ is too strong a
term to ume fbr th$ relativaely unmoved, perheps even superficial,
reaotiona the pweaahar gots even from quite ardent heavers! In
faot there must be an infinite gradation of responses to sﬁuh
proglamation, from complete indifference to gquite dramatic and
eatastrophlc gonversion, and it would indeed seem to be quite
arbitrary to,say that at a sertain polnt in this gradatlion we
should recognize the ecstasy of a ganuina revelatory moment. Yet
We may nevertheless say that this eostatic quality may be present
in greater or lesser degree, throughout this gradation, even as the
rovelatory signifioandce of the message may bhe partially visible and
partially hidden.

The same gueshion may then be zaised in xelation to the
objective side in the moment of preachings that ie ftoe osay the word
that 1s actually spoken. Can we reslly:say that this apeeoh forms
the objective side of a dependent revelation? Can we Yeslly aay
that suoh s proolamation of the Christian message has that mivaculous
quality which Tillich meeribes to the objentive side of every
rovelabion?  If not, can we weally speak of this proclamation as

revelatory at all?
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Perbaps the answer ‘o this is that the mirasulous duality
i in faot‘looatqd.in those original evepta %0 whioh the preacher
points, end so the response of his hearers is to that same original
ravelation which is the origin of the Christian meswage. Th@a it
woald be olalmed that the original revelation is an ever~present
rower, which is atill heing received in eostasy even as it was
veceived in the day of its original happeningﬁ* Tet this raises
questions as to whether the preachex must be sure that hls preaching
is historleally accurate, since it suggaats'thax he is simply
re-presonting the revelation as it happened. But is he really %o
be thought of as simply reporting éventa that_happaned years ago?
In faot hie reporting will be far from simple, since it will be
conditioned by generatlons of response to these original events,
and generations of historiocal distortion, misunderstanding and even
myth-making. Hence, if Tilliﬁh believes that the original
miraculous quality has been preserved in the witness at ally; he
peems o ha'fanaa with one of tﬁo alternatlivess either he can aay
thet this miraculons quality can still be seen $hrough all the layers
of ageretion and historvical distortion, or else ho cen say that
within the 1ife of the Church itself the miraculous quality has
heen presesved, ge that in scme sense Hthe aotual preaching of the
word has a mivaculous quality in its own right (op rather by right
of its relation to the power of the Gompel, or of the New Belung, or
of the Spirit, within the Chuxch.)

#*  op. Kierkegaard 'This contemporaveousness is the condition
of Faith and more closely defined it is falth,’
(Sxaining in Chrisbisnity s the Invooabiony pe9.)
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In the end Tillich might say that thevs ic a germ of tyuth
in both these alternabives. Perhaps he would allow that however
Litile we know sbout Jesus of Nezareth, something of the mirpoulous
guality of his life and death ie preserved for us in the witness
of those who responded to this revelation. This is not %o say
that we have an objecbtivo account of his life, but an objsotive
_ #ceount is not after sll wha# we want, wa went an sscount of the
whole nezus of xeve&a%ian o it was a&van and as it was yecelived;
and a subjective account of this total sitnatlion is given to us in
the New maatamantg On the olher hand Pillich might otill say that
the miveculous quality of those events would he lost 1T something
of this quality were nubt to be discoversed in the preaching of the
Ohuzoh, That 1s $o sy it would not be enough for the preaching
to desoribe the miragle, it must in some degres partioipate in the

mirasle, and reproduse oy po-prosent dt.

questiona la not easyy as he never speoifleally discusses this
issue in his disguesion of originsl and dependent pevelations.
Part of ouxr present difficulty arises oud 6f a lavck of clear
uudewatamdinglaf whot he neans by 'depondent pevelation's In smay
cage whedther the pweaiamaﬁian nf'the Christian meesage is yegarded
as revelatory or not, we may at least say thad iﬁlﬁilliﬂh’$ view
the signifiocsnce of the mossage will only appear through ita powar

to gpealk to men's gquestiongy and not simply through a foertultous
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miraculous quality of the events to which the preacher points;

It is as the message of tho preacher 'answeia' the 'quesiions’
implied in the hearexts oxistence that 1t will be vegognized as &
message, and presumpbly it is out of this recognibion that a

recognition of its miracoulous quality will anise.

At this point we might ask how this view of revelation
compexres with the view of Kierkegaard. In'ona way Kierkegaard's
understanding of revelation with its conatant insistence that
'aukhority is the oategory’ might seem much more uncompromising
than Tillich's, Kigwkagaard does not indulge in gny analysis of
the marks or the dynamics of revelation. He does not distinguish
hetween original and dependent revelations nor does he look for

eriteria hy which revelation nay be teated. 'The divine asuthority

is the gualltstively decimive factor'. This iy the only eriterion

which Kierkeganzd seems to allow, 'xﬁiia not by appralsing
sesthetically or philomophically the é&cﬁrine that ¥ must and oan
reach the conolusion that ergo he who has teught this doctrine lis
called by a revelation grgo he is an apostle'. And, so Kierkegasrd's
apostle says 4o the individual 'Whethexr the simile is besutiful ox ~
not, whether it is tattered or ﬁhreadbare that is of no account,

thou shalt refleot that what I aay was entrusted to me by a
revelation, so that it is God himaelf or our hnmd 3ﬂﬁu8 Christ who
speaks and thou shalt not engage presumpiuously in oritiocizing the
forme I cannot, T duve nob, compel thda to obey, tut by thy

consoientious relationship %o God T meke thee eternally responsible
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to God for thy velationship to the dootrine for the Ffact that I
hove proclaimed it an rovealed 4o me by a revelation and therefore

proolaimed it with divine auﬁh@raty'ﬁ”

whis might suggest #hé& fﬁr Kierkegaard the apostle alone
participates 1ln the reslily of revelation and on the basis of his
participation he proolaims a»éactmine'whiéh the hearer is to accept
without any participsbion of his vwn in the revelation which is
ﬁ%&ala&mad; We might say that in Tillioh's texminology, Kierkegasard
believes in ordginal revelation bubt not imudﬁpan&ant revelation.
Yot Klerkegsard is so oconcerned sbout the nesessity of the inward

suhjeotive sppropeiation of the Christian message that he cannot

" mean thet the 'doatrine' of the spostle is to hHe acceopted as so

maoh informetdon.  Surely he must bave thought thet something
devisive happened to the individusl when this spegtolic message was
presched.  And if this is so, we might curely mey that he would
heve acknowledged something at 19&&% analogons 4o Tillich's mgment
of dependent revelgtion, with ids 'shook! or 'ecstasy's 'Xn any
case we may say that Kierkegnawnd wantad‘ia bwing his #aaﬁera o s
deciaive moment in their relationship o the Christian gospel and
it was to achleve this that he embarked upon hisg analysis of

existence on the one hand and his edlfying discourses on the other.

Perhaps in the end Klerkegeard understands revelation in
what T might @#11 a,*aﬁawkaw‘ way than Tillich doesy That is 4o

% Qn Muthovity and Rovelatdon. p.107-108.
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pay he is loss prepsred to disouss revelation as a sweial or
paychological phenomenon in the affairs of mens I% is something
wholly othexr, whioh breaks into the affairs of meu ~ and with
euthority. Whether this would have made Kierkegaard less ready
%o consider the method of correlation as appropriste to theology
ig somaething which we may consider after a fuller examination of
that method. We shall now turn, therefore, from the consideration

of the elementa of Tillich's method %o tho nmethod itself.
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CHAPTER V - THE METHODP OF CORRELATION

'Correlation', Dillich tells us, 'is understood as
Hinter~dopendence of two independent faeﬁora"'Q* But this
immedistely ralses the quesiion as to whethexr it in possible for
two faatarsAto ba bhoth inter~dependent and independent &t the same

time.

Tillich's own explanation of this situation is that the
independence of the hwo factors means that the answors cannot be
derived from the questions, nor the questions from the answers while
the inter-dependence asrises out of the fact that for the theologian
hoth question and answer are embraced hy the '$heologicsel circle'.
'The existential gquestion, nemely, man himgelf in the conflicts of
his existentlal situation ia not the sourse of the revelsbtory
answer formulated by theology' end 'it is equally wrong to devive
the question implied in human existence from +the revelstory anwer.'
This is the ground of the independenco of gquostion and answex. The
problem of inter-dependenca can be solved only within the
heologloal civcle™., Thim eiycle can be understood as an ellipse
having two central pointay bthe existential question and the
theologleal answer. 'Both sre within the sphewe of rveligious

commitment but thoy are not i&emﬁi&al.‘%**

* ap Ix, Pt3-4'
#%  3bid, pp.ld and 15
#xn 4bid, p.l6
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Doos this account really explain how the guosilons and
answors con be both interwdependont and independent, howover?
Lf we acvept the ascount of the meaning of inter-dependence, then,
hag not the independenice been swallowed up or absorbed inte the
'thoological olrcle'? The original formulation may have seemed
vory paradoxlcal, but now has the paradox not baen resolved by
. auzrrondering the olaim of indopendence? If this is oo, how are
we %o underaband the claim that one cannot derive the gquestion

impliod in existence from the wevelatory answer?

Porhaps the whole position could he um&érsteaa more
cloarly in terms of a paptial independence of the two FPactors.
Porhaps they have n cerbain degrec of inﬂapenﬁan&ag deapite the
fact that the corrplates are bound together within the commitment
of the theologleal circles This nay seem to be a woeskening of the
paradox of Tillich's original formilation, whioh seoms to suggest
$hat the factors were al ovge quite independent éu& yeot in some way
intor-dopendont. Vot Tillioh himself goes on to say that
tporrolation means that while in some respeots guesitions and

, " *
answors ave independemt, thoy sve dependent in othor wespecta.'

Having sald $his, however, in what weupects are they
dependont and in what »espechte indepondent?  Porbaps Tillich's
slearost answexr to this questlon is in his assertion that *while the

maberial of the exlstential question is the vory exproseion of the

# ST LI, DS
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human px@&ieamaﬁt, the foym of the question is delermined by the
botal syatom and by the answers given to it.'*' He then goes on to
gay thay '"the question Jmplied in buman finitude io directed
towarda the anewer: +tho oternals The questlon lmplied in human
pstrangonent 1s dlrectod towards the anawer: orglveness. This
directednoss of the questions does not take away their seriousness,
tut it gives them a form determined by the theologiocal system as

a whola',

At this point the relationship between the two correlatos
of existontial gquastion end vevelatory anawer seems to he far more
aomplex than has becn soe far apparent and p@rhagﬁ Tillich realizes
the difficulbies confronting his method betier than some of his
orition have thoughts Thers arve thomse who would owitilcige the
very notion of corralaiion in thoolegy on the grounds that theology
mast abard with revelgbtion ard it can admit no understanding of
human nature apart from revelatlons "Mhe phenomenclogical method
may do well in Plelds whore there is litile disagveement between
Ahelievara and unhelievers but the understanding of huwan existense
is not such nafiela“g they will tell usu** But perhaps Pillich
wonld accept this, sinee he cerbainly admits that the way we
formulato the gquestions iumplied in oxistence is shaped by the
revelotion which enlightons tur lives. Yot abt the samo time he

doos seem to think that the material out of which these questions

#%  Opa. DeSe Gadrns who nskes thiz point in relation to theclogiang
who 4hink they can accept the yJ@n@m@ﬂG&b@l@&i Pindings
of Holdeggew (sos Gogpol withont Mybh. ppsdi=dd.)
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are Toxmulabted ig discovered by an ‘exisgtentlial' analysis, Thus
Pillich might well argue thebt existential knowledge mnd faith
knowledge (i.e. knowledge based on revelabtion) mighb be quite
weparate spheres of knowledge, were it wnob thab the bheliever cxists
ag a many, even as the unbeliever doos, and at the same time has this
sxigtencse in faith.ﬁ Fadith is the standpoint of the btheologian
who undertakes an avalysis of existence, and faith ie fundamental

t0 the existence he wishes %o anslyge; yet 1t remains human
existence, and all the material of phenomenologiosl studies must

thereforve he taken npy and recognized.

Thig seonms o suggesnt that there ia s vabher subble
dialectic between these twoe correlates and they are not just
developed in complede independence and lald side by side. Yot theve
8411l seeoms to be woom fer an independent oxiabentliel analyeis which
should be formulated, though the actual formalation ig in some way

determined by the megsnge of wrevelation.

In the lighlt of this understanding we mighﬁ now ask what
kind of investigation will discover this materisl which is 'the
very exprossion of the human predicament.!  Does this call for an
existential analysis in the sense of a pracstical exploration of
men's predicament or does it oall for something more - perhspa the

development of an exishontialist ontology? Perhaps we may hope to

% Op, Kierkegaardts supgestion that exlstente nounld not he
thought were 1% not that the thinker exlals.
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vodersband this guestlon bebler if we imagine how the method

pight work in practive. One can imaglue the theologlan explorviag
the humen predicsment and discovering the phenomencn of guilt; and
then dn the light of the blblical revelaition formmlating o guestion
in verms of bthe dostrine of sin. Now the exleobtonitial gquesiion has
been Formulated in the light of the revelation, the formulation of
the question, therefors, belng 'debormined by the enswers gilven

vo A%Y, the answer lu this case belng the gospel of redemptione

At vhis gloge it neems that Tillich s éugg@sﬁing that
the theologlan musth know as wmuch as poseible aboud the empirical
raelity of the worldy ox porhaps more parbticularly of buman
payohology and soelology, in order that he nay sleborate his
doctrine of man and Tho wowld in a living welationship te whet be
kooug about man and the world. This is not because the doctrines
are ablempts do desoribe the facts, or even in the mense of the
cmpinioal meiences %o Yoxplain' the facte. Hor ie 1t beoauss
dostrines are slobopmied out of the facts. TU 4s woelher beosuss
dootelnes met be related to facty in the way dhe heliover looks
ah those faots. The destrive of sin may be closely bound up with
the wey the believey locks ot the phonomenont &f guilt,; though it is
not itself a descripdion of thet phenvmenon. Aﬁﬂ it may be
important %o relate the dootrine to this partioular phenomenon, 1€
%hiﬁ phonomenon sesms of bagle lmporiance in understanding the whole

vhenomenon of mot.
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Yot wo have muggested earlier that for a thinker like
¥ierkegaard exisbtential analysis may have a deepor significance
than merely 4o des¢ribe phenomena. In working this out we
suggested that Kierkegaard's undevstanding was clodely akin to that
of Karl Jaspers, who speaks of a lesp from knowing something to
inner agtion through thinking., If existenitiel anslysis can really
- he understood in this wey, vhen we may expect it 4o play a more
dynamic role in theologiopl thinking than has been go far suggested.
And this is something whieh Millich himself would probably accept.
Ho has drawn our attontion to the faot that in existentisl knowledge
the subject is invelved, Iin a way thet makes 1% different from
objoetlive mowledgey and this means that it ¢an beo Aistinguished
from the objective hkuvwiledpe of emplrical psycholegy just as much
ae Lrom anshomy ox physiology. This at least means that, while
oxinbentinl anslysis may proceed in the gulse of an lnveastigation
of phenomena, the phenomona under investigation do not remain a
matter of objestive indifference. HMay it not alsc suggest to us
that the investigator &n so lnvolved in his subject matber that
something happens to him (something which we mey call a 'personal

illumination') as a vemlt of what he discovera?

If we soceptd this, howevery does A noi mean that our
existential analyels iteell beoomes a moment of rovelation? I
think Faspers would say that it dees, but then hé would not accopt
the view of revelation put forward by Pillich. Powr Tillloh the

gituation is perhaps move complex. Every moment of revelation is
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to be reforred to the final revelation in axaar»ﬁhai it nmey be
properly understood. Hence that which happens 4o us in the moment
of existentlal illuminstion could only have ravaia%axy significance
in its relation to the wevelation of Jesus as the Christ. Yet this
is not to deny that it is » moment of real significence within the
dynamic of revelablony but the nature of this significance remsins

ti be worked oub,

Tillioh's undewstanding here would also goom o accord
well with Kiexkeoganrd's dthinking. In Kierksgeand's thought there
in cerbainly a quest For a aaapar'undara%anaing of existence buk
thia quest iz always related to the gentwral problen of %he individual!
relotionghip to Chrinbianily - the problem of beooming & Christian.
Thus for hoth Tillich and Kievkegaard the quest af-axiaﬁantial
Lllunmination may seom e boe s kind of preliminsyy o preasching the

gospels

At this point in our discusgion we seem b0 be directed
towards that unvosolvad pvoblem of twentieth century theology «
the problem of natural theology. I it here suggested thai this
Yexistential illuminabtion' prepaves the way Lfor & man to reoelve
the revelation of the gospel, so that it io psrd of the apologetic
purpose of Tillich o oper men %0 a fuller realization of existence,
in order that they might be prepared to recognize the gospel when
4% is preached? Some such programme mey seem b0 be suggested in

his wee of the terms Yquosbion' and 'anawer?', in proposlng this
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mathod for theology,  Bub we havo meen enongh of the complexity
off hilso thought to hesltate bofore we characierizo his method in
this waye.  And what of Kiorkegaard? Did he welte hie woris of
toxdgtential analysis® in order $hat his readers might be enabled
46 heoar tho gospel? In a sense perhaps he did, but not in the
senge that he would suddenly overcome the resistance ox the
blindnoss of the unbeliover, bul rather in the denee that he would

onrich and deepen tho Falth of the baliever.

Porhaps the best way of expressing this is 40 eay thai
man' g avareness of existence is oneo of the Lactors that is at work
in the 1nner dynamic of his reception of the revelabion of Jesuw asn
the Christ. This is n@t %o say 1t ds tho factor, nor even
nocessarily that it ls tho most important factors dub it 1s one of
the favtoro just as physicel or montal health may be two other
factors. This self-awareness is not lteelf faiﬁh, however, and it
ig at this point that both Kiefhogaard and williéh goom bo bo
sharply divided from Jaspers, For Jaspors the '1llumination of
Ixigtonz' seems to reprosent somebthing like a wevelatlon in its own
right, while for Tillich 1t pgeluns significance im its rolationship
%0 the decisive rencwal of Dxistenz which comes not through selfe
illuninabtion, but through the rovelatory event of Jomus who is the
Ohriets  And it 1o this Cinal rovelatlon which is critical fox
overy vevolatlone For Jaspors the 'illumination of IZxistenz!
leoads o authentic exisbence, while for Tillich existontial
analyois leads only %o a question (albeit a gquestion of *ultimato

concern') and for Kiorkeganvd it loads %0 an swarenoss of despaiz!
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I we are »ight ghout the way in which Kievkegaard and
Palliok would intorprot texistential' undewstouding (what Jaspors
ealls 'illumination of Exiaﬁ@ngf)'in it relgtionship to Laith,
then we might sry that the significence they see &4 self-understanding
i3 comparable o the signifloance secon by the psychoe-anelyst.
For the paychowgnalyst seli-underetanding ssems 40 hagome, for some
povple &b loast, @ eriterion for :Mall menﬁal.haaiﬁh@ o perhaps
botiter fovr full mabuelly of life. Sinilarly, wo nay say thab
Rlervkogaard is conterned 4o Hring people to full maturity of faith
pd. this entails not only deaching them better blhlical theology
but alwo lnoreasing the awarencss of existence in their own personal
livess HFot that Kierkegaonrd would have said that biblical theoloéy,
propexly uﬁdersﬁaaﬂ, would have falled to lncrease man's spli-
awareness, but it was not the only way of dolng this; and indeed
in situstions where biblical theology is not properly undersiood
he would probably have quostioned whether 1t wan even the best way.
And this concern for g fuller gelf-awarcness suroly bhas a plave

in Tillich's thinking too,

0f couwsy, thizg does not mean that Tillich wonld dilscount
the imporbance of cur expleration of ithe humaw prodicament belng
ecorried out with thoe gresiest possglble objective lubogriiy.
The most thorough-going gragp of the phonomena bhemselves is basle
be our thinking., We caunot say thab since tur sim ie to produce
& highor degves of aalﬂmawaﬁenaﬂa and since 4his i not the same

ar Jmparting or discovering wore accurate informatlon, we neod
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not ha spetislly sonmniidded do gathering infnnma%ién or observing
PRENONONGe Thias would bhe %o assume that self-aWaroness can be
developod from any kind of deseripiion of personal phenomens,
whoreas Tillich and Klorkopeard (and indeed Jaspors boo) would agree
that o right self-aworeness develops fronm a right undorstandings

from true knowledge; indeed from gorrect informabion.

Hoy ghould we assume that the understanding of man'a
exdobence is pursued solely o achiove a special kind of personal
onlightemment. If this were what Rillioh belleved, then while
this self~undorstanding might play a pert in the dynamics of faith,
it would have no !1agiaal' significance within the dialectic of
theologleal thinkings It night help & man %o a more mefure degreoc
of Taith but 4% would pley no port in the conceptual elaboration
of & theology. T4 would merxely sorve as @ kind of preliminaxy
thepapy which had to be carvied oudl before theological thinking
bogan. But Tillich oertainly suggesto thal the theologlan's
doetrines of man and of history and of creation mush contlnuelly be
rolated o his phonomenovlosioal lnowledge of man and history and
perhapa even of ‘eresilon's  Thus to take the ozample we considexod
oarilen 1% is im@arﬁén% that the dectyrine of &iﬂvﬁhauld he rqlaﬁgﬁ
4o the profoundest possible understanding of gmiitg ginee if ony
knowledge aboul guilt i superfioial then our nnd@maﬁanﬁiug of min

will neoosaarily ba impoverishod.

In this senge thewn wo con understand Tillioch'a method of

aorraladion ag o gorrelation bebween 'existentinl guestions'
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ilgoovared by a prastiosl oxploration of man's pé@@i@&m@nﬁ aud
paswors supplied by the meoasage of wvevelsfion. Wo have given ne
sonsiderailon in this digoussion b0 a quostion whiah waes merely
montioned eavlier, howover: does Tillich's ﬁxiaﬁaﬁﬁial analysis
algo oall for the development of an exdstentialiat vntology? Let
ug now oonsider this guestion in the light of our discussion of
the theologleal dialsclie of Tillich's mebhed as we have been

gonsidering it so Lfar,

Wo suggested that knowledge about the phenomenon of guild
might supply bthe matewial out of which the 'guestlon' of sin is
formulated. May we now smy that before thia dootvinagl 'quesiion’
48 Formulabed wo must Firat of all organize tho maberinl
gysbomatioally and develop an ontology - an &nﬁaiogy of estrangemont
for example?  In tewme of Tillich's method %his might then be
underastood as part of that discovery of the mabeviel out of whioh
she exisbential guestion is formulateds; Tor &% is only such
discovery of matevial that can really claim iundopondence of the
vovelabory constellation, Vel presumably this aﬁﬁalagiea&
development oould ouly olaim 4o bho pard of our disoovery of nalerial
32 4% wewe o dlscovery of the acluel gbructure of the phonomena we
are dealing with - that ds 4 it were a kind of soviplogieal ox
payohologloal generalization. Bab 4% has slready heen suggesiod
that to moke psyohological op soslologleal generalisations is nob

the cone thing as o declave one's eontologleal oconviotions, We




190,

have alveady svgued, for oxawple, that the aisaaﬁeny of material
mode avallable through depth psychology will not in Ataelf lead,
with rational necessity, to conviotlons sboub realily as a whole.
We need only re-iterste horxe that il 'estrangement' ia presented
a8 an 'ontolegical' eantegory which applies %o the world as a whole,
then we have made a leap beyond the discovery of phenomens snd
phenomenal structure, 4o something of guite o different kinds an

ontological intuktion.

In thls cause, dho ontelogleal intultlon wegarding
egtronganont ceons 4o be an insight of the sams order as the
apecifically theologlosl deotrine of sin. IY io a comvicbion
abous hoing itself. And this suggests either ﬁﬁaﬁ guch g
conviotion can be recoived in some way entirely independent of any
revelation, or else that the ontologioal insight ie 1tseld
Fommloted in responge 4o revelatlon. And lan Bhis ovent one's
ontology does seem f¢ be open to Zumrdeeg's crdticien that it is

venlly a cvonosaled theology.

It we txy o incoxporate ontology inte ﬁhﬁ dialectic of
2illich's method in bthis way, therofore, 1t seems thsat in the end
cur understanding of being will become a way of answoring man's
guestions; and this would gerbainly be unaceeptable do Tillich.
if onvology leads ws to o unified vision of the universe, Lfor
ananple, should we not sy that this viglon should be correlated

with man's quest for unity? And might we not soy that this quesd
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has a central place in man's predicament? Ima@eﬁ the gquost for

a maified vislon of the univorse mey he an oxpression of man's neod
for finding meaning and significance in exlstences This seens %o
miggent thet we mlght correlate the questions discovered by an
oristential snalysis with the answers supplied by ontelogyl  But
this is nob thoe method Tiillich proposess mnor does It seem compabibleo

with bis bhellef in <dhe crmwoliel significanve of the final revelation.

Perhaps wo should remind ocurselves sgein at this point
that Tillioh hinseld doos not gpesk of an exlsbentialist ontology
having any place in his mobthod of correlations Do speske always of
an tozistential' »ather than on 'exlstentiallst' enelysis.
Furthormorey; his ageount of revelation would make a gorrelation
with man's existentisl problens mere unaermﬁam&a%i@ thoan a
sorrolation with his opbolosical problemss Rovelation in & chaking
phenomenon which discovers s man's ultimede concorn, rather than
hodng & rational apawer to gome motaphysleal guesbion. AL the same
ddme we must remembar that in hies disonssion of sevelation he does
gay that 'Hhe genuine myshery appoars when resson is driven beyond
ibself to its “ground and abyss" to that whieh “&m&a@a@s“ THOH0n
to the fact that “heing is and non-being de not®,”  This
sordalaly seems %o sllow for o more positive melationshlp bhelween
rovelation and ontology than we have so far gllowed. Hore the
Yoypteryt ; which ie an esgentlal wazlc of ravala@&mﬁg soems $0 be

gquite olearly sorrelmtod with dhe ontological guestion.  But having

c 51 Ly pe2
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g2id this we should notise how the ontologiceal guestlon lg conceived
ot this point. We have slyeady seen somebthing of the diffioulty
and Indoed the ambignity of this concept of "the ontologieal
gueatlon'; and so wo should do our best %o distinguish how it is %o
be undovrsbood in each meparebe context in which 1% sppoars. In
the present condexrt « the disoussion of the marks of revelation
we ove dealing with ¢ nyetery which stands at the Limite of the
aonmpetonce of human reason, Hente we mey surely say that here the
question of being remains b guostion. There e no place hore fox
the devoloping of o congeptuel system to answor the gmgﬁtimn,
Tadeed the vexry refforense to the point at which vosson B driven
boyond idself seems fo make % olear that no convepinal system con

o consgtructed at this polnt.

Porhaps we should say, thon, that Af mnﬁelagy i8s conceived
in this woy perhaps it has o plece in Pillich's theslogleal method.
Bk let us remember thad coneelved in this way Youbology' s no
longesr congexmed with developing metaphysical aysbemsy It i no
longer concemmed with the emsentlalist or existentisllst vislone
of wealliy. It is only concorned to remind us of the fact bhat
Theve is o mystery ab bthe Limit of onr knowledge of the unlversoe.
And dndeed we might well soy that In this 2t is pointlug us to one
parbloular aspoect of the humpn predicement. Thus we may say that
our analyols of man's oxlelence mast teke into asoount +the fact
that he 1o a thinker who ig able bo transcend the lwmediatoe

impregsions of the mounend through his thought. Ve gon for exemple
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contemplate what came before this prosent mam@atgv ond what ceme
hofore thaty and what cene before that again. Ho he can push baok
and back until he seems Yo he conbemplabting the possibility of an
infinito rogress, Yetb bthis Infinity of time is something he
ogunot comprekend; bul nor can he comprehend sny liwld which could

be called a begluning.

This is just one example of how an gunelysis of man's
existence as thinker may give us the material out of whieh the
guestion of the ultinate mysboxy might be formuleted. But can we
now say that the fowm of this question is detemmined by the
theologioal auswers given to L4? I go, can we impgine how this
material supplied by an soalysis of man se thinker night be taken
up dn the theological ¢lrole and formmlated as o dootrinal question?
Gan we set out the wmoments of guch a dialecile as wo d4id in the
sase of guilt, sin and sslvation? Perxhaps we wmighi say that our
axamination of oxletente povesls the phenomenon of manm pressing his
questions Yo bthe Limits of The universe as we know it and then
soeklng o look bheyond the Limitss and his pheonomepon provides
the maberial onh of which {he 'question' of aresition ig farmulg%a&;

ond thieg Yquestion' iy answered by the 'logoe-gignilicence' of Chriat.

Puls Foumulablon nmy lumediately avousa the smapioion thab
we gre Foroeing our thaology into the ‘quesiion sud anawer' forxm in
a most unjuabifisble woy, howevers Is this nob rether like Hogel

foroing evexything te conform $o the patbern of his dialectic?
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Surely thoe dootrine off oveation i in no senge s quesdlon. It i
wuch more like an auswors I% is a positive assertion, not a
doobrine, which poinds %o & need, 0¥ looks for a solubtion, as the
dootrine of sin soens 4o do, Honoe we should peovhops say that the
Tinddequeostions Yhow did the world begin'? or ‘why is thero something
and not nothing'? are fommulaled by man and are gngwered by the

dootrine of oreabion,

This understanding of the doctrine of creablon is not as
satisfactory as it might £irst appear, however, for the dostrine
gannet be a simple stroigbhli~forward anawexr 4o dhe gquestion 'why is
there a world'?, tho suswer being 'because God made it'. I this
were the way to undersiand this doetrine, then Piliich would have
$0 admit that somebimes wvevelation doss give us some pisce of
obherwise unobbainable information. TFor hero wo wonld have beon
given a plece of infowmabion,; and thig imfarm&ﬁid& answors a question
which pooms Lo transeend the very linmits of posslble knowledge
(and whioh for thins roason some people would say cannod even be
askod lobt alone answered). Bub it socms very doubtiunl whether the
nogerbtion dhat God oveanted the world is giving any very clesr
information of an explanatory nature at slls Tet 1L the doctrine
of orentlon is not to he undersbood as giving informabtion, how
should 1% he understood? Perhaps the best anawer be thig ia that
1% 18 in Pfact transforming our auestions sboud 'heleg' ianto the
guestion of God. Honee it ccases to be a quenhion of mebaephysiocal

spoculation and becomas a question of the meaning of tho unlverse
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for uss  And inasmuch as the dootrine is sluwedy determined by the
anawor 4o the questdon, it 1s 1tsell a positive affimmetion that
ene may look for meanling and significance in the universae, and one

ig not abandoned to n fatuous insignificance.

If this is how we underatand the dootrine of ereation, then
it doen stand in need of completion, in the positive revelation of
God and his purposes, without which the mere sssertion that God
araetod the heavens snd the eavth remains emply; sud in this sense
the dootrine may surely be understood as being a formulation of

the guestieon of beings

Of course, this does nob vezlly mean thaﬁ we have
incorporated ontology into the theological method, I4 might on the
eontrary suggast thab the question of being iv nob to be answered,
nor indeed oven to he Formulated, by onteologloal speculation, bub
in one gense at leash it avises as a formulated question within the
theological oirele and is formalated in the light of revelation.

It ig not suggested here that Tillich would agree with this
conclusion, though his {freatment of the tma&iﬁidnal grguments fox
the exigtence of Ge& suggesvts that he nlght not be altogether
vnsympathetic to our anrgument here. DBut whal is suggested ls that
if we accept the method he proposes for theology, then this ia ihe
way in whickh the question of being should be understood.

Having thus dealt with the question of heing as it arises
within the theology of correlation, does this mean that we have now

finally snswered the guestion about the place of ontelogy in
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theological discussion, or must we admit that the need for some
lkind of understanding of weality as a whole still remains with us?
We have suggested that du the light of revelation the limiting
guestion about the origin of the universe, while nob exactly
dismissed as meaningless, is nevertheless transformed into the
exigtential problem of God, which is the problem of finding meaning
for my own life (i.e. Klorkegaard's problem of finding an

' Avchimedean point'). The dootrine of crestion cerisinly does nob
ensble us to discover the owligin of the universe in the sense that
Darwin may elaim fo have discovered tho origin of dgpecies; yet we
mey nevertheless clalm $o have discovered thalt 4t makes sense to
lock for 'significance’ or *meaning' in existence, Bub does not
this affirmation itself demand some kind of vision of reality as

a whole? Oan we reslly escape the problems sssocisted with the
reality of God hy branslating the concept of God into the concept
of ultimate oonvern, as Tillich sometimes saems\%é do?  Surely

it is olear that the believer is asserting more than the mere
posaibility of man finding s point of ultimate concerny he is
paying that it is of the nature of things that there ls ouch a
point t0 be found, A% least this much musi surely be included in
the assertion that this is a God-orented universse, At least thers
sacma to be included hewe some kind of universal ssnction for our
faith and 1% is precisely +his universal sanction whioch distingulshes
the belief in oreation £rom a humanistic belief in Minding man's
ultimate concern within purely contingent socisl struetures, And

4his belief in a universal sanction does seem to call for a
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pavticular kind of viglon of the universe, It méy he aompsatlble,
Ffor example, with a vislon of the universe asg beling like a work of
art, which is being shaped and moulded by s divinse srtist, while

4% is muoh less obviously compatible with a vislon of the universe
ag belng like a random collection of energy concentrations, reacting

biindly in determinate patterna.

It is a% ¥this kind of point thalt the conversatlon betweon
the theologlian and the sclentist or the philogopher may still seen
to be inevitable. Tt may be called in question ﬁhéﬁher any vislon
of a Goud-created universe is possible, even us a significant symbol,
in the Fooo of what we know sbout physical stouobures. And again,
the thoologian may have to face the question of the epistemologieal
slgnificance of any symbolic visgion of the world as a whole.

And here the whole guestion of the epistemological significance of

any theological talk at all wannot be escaped.

All these probloms must he baken seriousiy by the theologian
and clearly they ave taken ssriously by Tilllich. snd perhaps to
$ake them seriously will demand of the theologien thet he answers
questions sbout how he doos in fact visuelize reollly as a whole.

Tat if Millich's method is Yo be accepied by the theologlan, such
guestions will not he the primary questions of hin theology.
Theology starts with the nmesssge of revelation and the way thisg
message addresses man in his exisbence and only subsequenily can we
ask how this fits into our understanding of universsl reality.

it ie the revelation and ity elgnifiocance for men's life, which is
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sruolal for the theologian and any attempt Yo relate this to ouwr
‘universal understanding' (or even our atbompls ¢ decide whether
any "universal undorstending' is poasible) must bteke inbto aceount
thie wrevelatlon which g of fundammnﬁal imporbance 4o cuy exisbence,
In this T £ind 1t Aifflonlt 40 accept Zunrdeeg®s copbention thei
becouse 'experiense in determined by what we arey, thet is to say,
by oux pariiculer conviotiong', it ‘does not offer at all the kind
of ineight whioch would enmble us %o know or Yunderstend” the
univwraaabaing, being-itselld on ﬁﬁ@a'* Perbaops Zwirdeog' s

polnt depends on the fact that the words ‘kunow' and 'undorestand’
are inappropriste to aress such as the area of personsl convictions,
or o abbempis to characterize the universe as a whole. He would
wish to reserve such worde, porvhaps, for ‘objective' lmowledga.
Bt while this would cexrbainly maan‘tha% our universsl visions are
not to be regarded as 'knowledge'! or 'undergtanding' it does not
mean that such visions can ever be formulated independently of
convietions. Indeed Zuurdeeg clearly thinks dthat they cannot and
4% seems Y0 me likely that Tillich would, in bthe end, agres with
hime For surely Tillich would sgree thal one of the facts his
undevstanding of reality muet take into account ls the faet of the
shooking ecstatic experience which grasped hiu In the moment of
revelation, and the way in which this enlightened and renewed his
peraonal existence, No matter how he may envigage w»eality, or

aven if he is to deaide thait it cannot be 'enviaagad‘, his whole

% Zuurdecg op. olbe pelsT
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roeaotion 4o the world must take this fact of wevelation and his

rouponse o revelation -~ that 1s his convictions - into acoount.

This means that the theologisn's attempt o answoer
questions about how he understands reslity is nat.an & priori
activity which ia prior to his declaration of the message of
revelation, devlared as an answer 1o man's predicesment, bub it is
an a posteriori activity which begine only afier the faith itself
hasg been expounded; and expounded, in aaaaraanae.wiﬁh that method
of coprelation which, we have mrgued, {inds no pla@a foxr ontologlical

gystomss This in burw means that this ogheriond discussion is

not of crucial dmporbance to dogmatlcs as suchs Thal la to sey,
i% is pot necessary o ocur right understanding of the faith thet
we should find answerg 4o the epistemological or metaphysical
questions of the philosopheras, Those who £ind different snswers
4o theoge guestions or even who find no answers may remain united
in mattors of faith and doetwine - that is in reletion to the

nessage of revelation gnd their reception of it
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APPENDIX TO PART II.

The account of the method of oorrelation given here may
be open to the objection that 1t takes too little avcount of Tillich's
actual theological writings. I% leans heavily on his discussion
of method without giving due attention to the way in which the
method is in fact applied. Tillich himself in discussing the
problem of theoclogical method has said that 'no method can be found
in separation fyrom its actual exerolses; methodological considerations
are abstractions from methods actually used.'* And again he says
that *methodological awareness always follows the application of a
method, it never precedes it.'** In view of these remarks can we
discuss his methodological proposals without looking at the shape
of the theology from which the method is presumably abstracted?
To this I would raoply that the study of method, like many other
abstract studies, may surely be worked out in terms of its own
inner logic. This does not mean, of course, that an abatract study
of method can be carried on without any regard to the project to
which the method relates, but it does mean that the sctual methodology
may be examined, and its implications worked out, without considering
in any detail whether the proposer of the method actually accepts

these implications in his own work. Thus Tillich's proposals

* Quoted from a paper on the Problem of Theological Method re-printed
in Four Bxistentialist Theologians (Fd.) Will Herberg
Doubleday New York 1958, See p.238.

*% 8T I p,39
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in relation to theological method may certainly be abstracted from
his theologlioal work as a whole, but it is surely possible for us
to examine the methodologieal proposals themselves, even though
this could point towerds theological writings different from

Tillich's own.

In saying this we do not wﬁnt t0o make any judgment as to
whether Tillich dces in féut deyartlfrom his own methodology. e
are only trying to olarify the aim and the scope of the present
discussion. The examlnation of Tillich's system is not our present
ooncern. Ve are concerned with the ratherlapecifia problem of

methodology as it concerns the thecloglan.

To £i1ll out our account, however, something more should
be sald about Tillioh's disoussion of the source and the nom of
syastematic theology, Ceriain suggestions have already been made
as {0 what sources the theologlen will draw on, both in our
discussion of the message of revelation, and in our discusalon of
existential analysis, but now we will look at Tillich's own

disousaion of these questions,

At the beginning of the second chapter of his Systematioc
Theology Tillich puts threse questions: What are the sourges of
systematic theology? Vhat 1s thé medium of thelr reception?
What is the norm determining the use of the sources?  Answering

the first of these questions Tillich points in the first place
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40 the bhiblical doouments as the basic source, since they are the
original documents about the event upon which Christianity is based.
This applies in particular tc the Wew Testament of course. But we
must also include the Old Testament documents in our source material,
a8 these bear witness to the same definitive event. On the other
pide of the event we should also include the reception of this
nessage by the Church. The recognition of thes¢ sources has
already been included in our discussion of revelation, and the main
thing to be added here is some account of the way in which Tillich
sees these sources as being received and interpreted within the

realm of theology.

First of all the biblical material must be taken up into
the construction of 'bibliocal theology's At first sight this may
seem to imply that biblical thecology is s kind of  historical-
eritiosl study, using the methods of what has sometimes been ocalled
‘goientific history'. Thue the task of gonstructing a bibliocal
theology would be a faimiy straight~forvard matter of considering
all the thought-forms and images in the work of this ox that
biblical writer, understanding them iﬁ theixr historical setting,
and drawing out aome kind of unified ploture of the writer's
understanding of the faith. Having done this with different
biblical writers it might then become possible to attempt some kind
of unified pileture which did justice to the whole of the New
Testament,. In any case one could at least ask what was oommon to

these different writings. Such an understanding seems to imply
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that biblical theology proceeds according to the methods of both
historioal and literary criticiem. But Tillich sees a further
dimension in what the biblical theologisn is doing. 'The biblical
theologlan,' he writes, "to the dogrec to whioh he is a theologian
(which includes a systomatio point of view) does not present pure
facts t0o us; he gives us theologlonlly interproted facts.® *

How then does this 'systematic point of view' £it into the work of
the biblical theologian? Perhaps it means that while tho biblical
theologian muat certainly begin Qiﬁh an hia%axiaalwaiitiual study,
he cannot rest there; he must go on to baring his historical
findings into conformity with his own theological system. This does
not necessarily mean that the hi#tafiaal findings must be distorted
in order that they may be maﬁeste agree with theological
presuppositions, for it may well be held that the relationship
botweon the system and the biblical souros material ﬁua& be
dialectionl, with each in durn bedng correoted in the light of the
other. Thus the system will be formulatod, and constantly revised,
in tho light of the historical oritical study of the bible, and

the facts discovered by thls study will be interpretéd in the light

of the systemes

This lkind of dislectlc may certainly be included in
Tillioh's understanding of biblical theology, tut it would seem that

in the end he sess the situatign as being rather more complex than

* ST. I p.40
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this would suggest. TFor the subjective commitment of the

bellever does not acem to have a necessary plave in the structure

of this dialectics It might well proceed according to a more or
leas explicitly formulated logic, accoxding to which each new
interpretation was examined and evaluated. But for Tillich the
commitment, or the devoition, of the theologian is an essentisl
element in any adequoate biblical theology. Thus the exegesis of
the bihlical theologian is 'pneumatioc (spiritual) or, as we should
oall 1% today, "existential", ! And so he bolds that 'systematic
theology needs a biblical theology whioh is historical-criticsal
without any restrictions and, at the same time, devotional-
interpretative, taking sccount of the faot that it deals with matters
of ultimate ooncexn,' * Unfortunately theology seems presently to
be suffering from the fact that there is an unbridged gap between
'solentiflc' oxepesis and 'pneumatio-existential' exegesis, but

it 1s only as thia gap i8 bridged that an asdogusite biblical theology
will emerge, Tillich helieves,.

Haviﬁg presented this understanding of the thecloglan's
relation to the biblical gource material, Tillich goee on to present
a similar view of the thaolagianis rela@ion %o Church history.

Hore again it is not just a maftow of laying hare the facts of

church history with the greatest possible 'sclentific’ accuraoy,

* ST.I p.dl
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but 1t also means e¢xprassing these facts in their imner relation
to the theologlan's ‘ulitimate concern', Thus we may say thai the
theologian should look for the development of what we wnight call

an 'historionl theology' perallel to 'biblical theology'. - Yot the
~ phraso 'historical theclogy" would probably be very mislesding,

. 8dnce it may well be taken to suggest a theology of history. We
are not converned here with history in thia general sense however,
but with the history of the Church, or the history of Christisn
thought. Yet Tillich thinke the phrase *hiabory of Christian
thought' may also mislead, as it could mean a detached description
of theological thinkers through the venturies., He therefore thinks
it preferable to desoribe #his 'higtorical theology' by the

traditional texm *dogmaiicst.

Having thue dealt with whet we might call the ‘revelatory!
side of the theologisn'e source materisl, we might now expect him
to go on to what we have qa;lad the 'existential' side. Thus we
might expect him 4o add to his exposition of 'source material'
the material supplied by the practical explorers of man's praaicamant.
In this preliminary discussion of the maiter he does not talk in
quite these berms, however, Xnataad.he sayes that 'a broader ascurce
of systematic ﬁhaolag&'ﬁhan‘all those mentionoed so Lfar ds the

material presented by the history of religion and gultuves' .

¥ 8T.,I p.43
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This may seem at first sight to be ouggesting thot we find in
religious and enlturgl phenomenz asn independent revelation or source
of information about our wltimate oconcern. Yet our previous
discussions of the nature of final revelatlon, as Tillich understands
ity makes it ¢lear thet he does not helieve that any revelsation can
really be independent of the event of Jesus aes the Christ, His
own discussion of this materisl presented by the history of
roligion and oculture suggests that it must be taken up by the
theologian in order that he may understand it in its relntionship
0 the being of man, and the New Being made known in Jesus, the
Chyist. Thisg naterial thualheebmes part of the materiasl out of
.whiah our understending of tho human predicament should smerge.
Thus we are reminded here that the practical exploration of men'a
predioament muat take into account the communal and historical
dimensions of humen existence. We cannod be sabisfied with
payohelogionl studies, but we must inolude studies of ocultural and
religions structures as well, Indeed we might may that there is
ne human sctivity which can be left out of account here. Man's
golentific theorizing, his ﬁeahni@al aotivities end even his casual
anusementsy 211 these msy have td be included in our developing
understanding of the phenomenon end the predicament of personal

gxistenco.

S0 much for the sources of systematic theology, which
T4illlch says displsy an almost unlimited xiohnesss VWhat of his

gecond question as to the medium of the reception of these sources?
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I% is in experience that he finde this medium. He distinguishes
three songes in whioh the derm 'experience' may be used in thils
connection. It moy be used in what he calls the 'ontological sense’
in which the pragmatists use it. In this sense veality is
identical with experience. It may be uised in a sclentific sense,
in whioh 'exparience' designetes the given in iis recognizable
structure. Hol just the given as such, but rather the given as
constituting an avrdiculated world.  PThixdly it may be used in &
mystical sense, in which exporience is understocd in torms of
participations OF thede three senses of the term it is the third
which Tillich finds of interost to the theologian.  All theologies
of exporionce, he maintelns, mist la the end vome to using the
word in refewvence to participation, And it is this perticipation
which is the modium through which we receive the yevelatlion whigh
is the source of our theolegys The perticipetion iteelf is not a
source of theological thinking, Wt ia only the mode in whioch all

HOUDOOH sve recaelved.

In answer to his third question about the noxm of
sysbomatio ﬁheaiqu we might expecot Tillich 4o point to the final
revelation itaself as the norm. But he holds that somothing more
precise is needad. In every age he seams %o think scome definitive
formulation of the meaning of this final wrevelation must be discovered,
in relation %o man's présent awareness of his predicament. 1 sgy

that this formuletion wmust be discovered, bevamse Tillich says that
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'the growth of these norms is a historical pxocess, which in spite
of many consclous declsions, is on the whole unaonacious.'*
Tillich establishes the norm of his own system in relation to the
faot that 'today man experiences his present situation in terms of
disruption, oconflict, self-destruction, meaninglessness and despair
in all realms of life. **  this leads hinm to the conclusion that
the material norm most adequate to the present apologetic situation

is the New Belng in Jesus as the Chriat.

Thias whole disoussion forms a background to our discussion
of the method of correlation itself and should help us to see
better the whole scope of this method. Thus we are reminded that
the preblems asssoeiated with bidblical theology and dogmatics are
not to be avoided, but in faot they must appear as scon as we hegin
t0 enquire more colosely lnto the sources of the theologlan's work 1

gouroes which are presupposed in all our discussions of method.

* ST.I p.54
*¢ ST I .55
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CONGLUSION

In the light of our ﬁisonasion so far can we nﬁw make
good our claim that.Kierkegaaxd'a-'exiaten#ialiam' seems to point
the theologian on to a method of correlation such as thaﬁ proposed
by w11110h3 This ¢lalm has been supporied by our inéiatenoe that
Tillich must be understeod aa'prupoeing a correlation of revelatory
elements ﬁith genuinely fexiatantial‘ eleonents. Yet in saying this
we did not in the end succeed in banishing the ontological question.
For we were still left with the question of the txuth of theology
in its relation to eality ss a whole (as distinot from the value
it may have in 1ty relation to the oxistence of the believer).

In view of this remaining ontologloal question oan we really claim
that this theology of correlation stands in the tradition of
Kierkegaard? Does it not in the end rejeot the principle that
truth is subjeotivity and recognize the need foxr gome kind of

objective understending?

Even though we asccept that the method of correlation
undertakes to develop theclogy out of an ‘existential' attitude
akin to Kierkegaard's, there seem to be good grounds for suggesting
that in the end Tillich would hold that Kierkegaard has overatated
bhis case to a point where he is 1n danger of hecoming lost in mere
subjectiviem. And so in order fo protect ourselves from this
subjeotivism we must make some claim to a truth which goes beyond

the subjeotivity of satisfying our own inwa.rd'naeda. On thise
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interpretation we should say that Tillich has indeed recognized
the importance of the existential starting point for theology. He
has recognized the need for a truly existential theology, Yet he
oannot rest in this, for he sses also the need to relate his faith
to reality itself. Thus having been grasped by the power of
revelation and having comprehended this vevelation in relation to
the human predicament we cannot esocape from attempting to discover

the $ruth of this revelation in the setting of reality as s whole.

Before sogepting this account however we must ask whether
Kierkegaard's own position 1s open to o development of this kind.
If Xierkegaord's ‘existential' annlysls le accepted, doeas it really
leave the way open o complemeniing it with any kind of ontology.
If Xiorkegaard 4id no more than remind us that faith is, by its very
nature, aoncerned with meeting the inward need of the existent ~
the need to find a hasis for his eternal happiness - theﬂ we could
argue in this way. For, 1f this is the way in which we understand
him then it may certainly mean that any exposition of faith must
relate it to the structure of personal existence and show how it
repews our existence, But there is no real neea to stop there.

No doubt Kierkegsard was right to objeot to a philosophieal trend
whioh would suggest that the #healogiaﬁ should furn straight to the
ontological or metaphysical problems of understanding revelation
in ite relation to the structure of realiiy as a whole t a method

which would thus by-pass the cruoial issue of faith as an inward
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personal response to revelation. Such a twend had to be resisted
bogaunse it would lead us to discusalng the metaphysioal implications

of ravelation without over feoing its 'existential' challenge. Dut

onge thé'point had heon elearly established that the reality of

faith was to be found precigsely in its existential challenge and

its power of exlstentisl vonewal, what then? Having thus acknowledged
the roality of faiﬁh might we not then go on to ansk how this fitted

in o our understanding of the whole of reallty?

But wo canunot 80 easily asscume thalt Klerkegasrd's thought
im open %o this kind of interpretation. In faet 1t often seens
that ke wants to do move than merely %o remind us that falth is
concorned with our ezistential prediocament, Indeed he seems %o
suggest that our only possibility of undersianding wreslity is also
4o be found in our own self-awareness « our awarenvss of reaglity

in our own exlatandw.

If this is pavt of Kierkegaard's olalm then his
ingistence that truth is subjectivity is morye than just a reminder
that the ohallenge af vevelation must be grasped in our inwaxdnasa.
It also means that our underatan&ing of reality munt be g@aﬁped in
this same way. And this would seem %o suggest that Ki;legaard
sinply abandoned the antolagiéal enterprise as impossible and
pointed us baok to faith as the authentic mode of our own existence
and said that thet is the fullest ‘truth' we can ask for. Yei we
may think he was pointing towarda a more poeitive conclusion than =

this, namely the conclusion that the truth which is subjectivity
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is in some menze that very 'truth' which the onlologist seeks!
That is %o say that the knoewledge of being which forms the subject
of the ontological quest can really be discovered in authentic

exisgtence.

We suggested iﬁ our disoussion of ontology that the
ontalaginal quest could be unﬁersﬁood in three ways st as a quest for
the most general atruatuzaa or aatagarias discoverable among
phanomana, as & quest for a viaion or image of veality as a whole
or ag a quest to experience reality as a whole., Our precent
interpretotion of Kierkegnard neemn to suggest that he would have
meen the possibility of knowing 'being itself (had he uned this
lenguage) in neither of the first two ways, but possibly in a way
more like the thizd. But thip doss not mean that he held that
we oould ‘undershand! or ‘comprohond’ roality through e mystical
reflection or o mystical participation. It was rather through an
texiptontial pathos' which 'passes into autian*, or in Karl Jeaspers'

phrase an inner action ﬁhreugh thinking.

Yot howeveyr positive cuxr interpretation of Xierkegaard
might be at this point, the fact remalns that he does seem to deny
the possibility of understanding reality as s whole through any
kind of systematic cognition. Whether or not ha is proposing some
kind of 'exiatential ontology' (though certainly not an existentialist
one in Tillich's sense) to replace all traditional oonceptusl

ontologiea, he does at least seem 4o deny that realiiy can be
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comprehended coneeptually (that is in a ceneeptual system). Hence
‘he would surely deny the poasibility of giving any straightforward
answer to ontological gueations, about revelation, if this should
mean answoring questions about the systematio undersitanding of falth
and reality. For Klerkegaard, the question of the tzxuth of reveletion
can only be answered in the inward reality of faith. It may
cerbginly be possidble to develop an account of revelation in
correlation with an exictential analysis, but thers is then no
further possibility of showlng that this revelation has any real
significence beyond its power to grasp (as some might say to obmess)
the life of the bellever, Yet Kierkegasard might reply that the

only way one could possibly comprehend the relationship of revelation

to reality is in the actusl inward conviction of falth.

If we think that theore remeins a sense in which Kierkegaard
interprets oxistentlal convietion as having a genuine 'ontological!
signifioance, Tillich on the other hand might he ssld b0 interpret
rational ontology as having on existential basis, He wonld
probably say that any complete existential analyasis of the human
predicament would have to take into accpunt the rational aide of
man's exiatence. It 48 part of man's predicament that he wanta to
understand reality rabtionallys He wanis some kind of rational
ground for understanding the truth of his faith, Dillich certainly
acknowledgos that this grouad camnot be discovered in the form of
logioal or ompirical proofy of the faith, as in the classical proofs
of the existenae of Gode Yet he does seem to think that some kind
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of ontology vcan be formulated which will supply a ground (perhaps
one might oall it & 'background') within which the reality of

. faith can be understood. And the need for such a ground, he

would perhaps say, 1s given in exlstence itmelf.

To this Kierkegeard might retort that even if one sees
this need as a 'quesilon implied in existence', or perhaps preoisely
when one sees this need as a 'question implied in existence', one
is foroed to the reaiiaation that it is & 'quemstion' which ocan only
be answered in the innex p@aaian of falthe * The problem of the
truth of faith indeed appears as an existential problem, but perhaps
for that very reason the enly possible solution to the problem is
also existential. There seems %0 be no ohjootive ground beyond
the reality of faith itself which can be used to estsdblish the
truth of the goapel or the suthenticity of revelation. This
authentloity oen only be realized inasmuch as faith ls realized
in the 1life of the boliever.

Po this no doubt Tillioch would mgree. Faith is nob
identical with knawleﬁge;' It is not an intellectual hypothesis.
Yot thé question remains, iﬂ thé light of a yevelation which is
anthentioated in faith, can éne avold trying to understand this
faith in rational terms? Is not this precisely the concern of

theology? And if one refuses to go beyond the reality of faith in its

#  Kierkegaard would surely agree with the i#lder Zossina, in
Dostoeveky's The Brothers Karamazov who, when faced with the
questionss ‘How then am I to get back my faith? How 1s one to

prove i%? How is one to be convinoed?', replies 'I% is something
one cannol prove. One oan be convinced of it though « » . by
the experience of adstive love.'
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relation to the humen predicament, one may gertainly arrive at
a rational understanding of faith as a phenomenon of personal
existence, but it may be queationed whether %o est in such a
phenomenoclegy will satiefy the bellever's desive to claim

authenticity for the revelation to which he would bear witness.

We have slready noted that Tillich himself sometimes
seams to suggeat that we should he satisfied with such phenomenology,
inasmuch as he sometimes seems satisfied to limit the meaning of the
word 'Qod* to that which concerns us ultimately. In one of hias
germond he seys that if the word God ' has not much meaning for you,
translate 1%, and spesk of the depths of your life, of the socurce
of your bheing, of your ultimate congcern, of whal you take seriously
without any reserwvebions! * And one can find the same note
scunded in his talk of 'the God above God' in his hook The Courage
3o Be. He sometimes aaémﬁ to suggest that if one is seriously
concerned, then this concern is in itmelf an affirmation, and in the

preosence of this pffirmation of ooncern it is appropriate to say 'God.!

We shall have to disouss this relating of '"God' to
*ultimate consern' more zﬁlly later on, but we shall only notlce
ﬁexe that Pillich does not present this concept of *ultimate concern'
as being free from ontological impliéatiana@ In his affirmation

of coneern the doubler may be affimming the 'Goed abeve God', and

%  The Shsking of the Foundabions, p.57. Conpare Klerkegaard's
remark that ‘one who &iatinguiahas absolutely has a relationship

to the bseiute 5 ln and ipso facto also a relationship to Ged*,
pﬁ&t;@r t PP a M p
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i€ we say that he isg, then perhaps we shall slregady imply that

this is an affixmation of "thoe powew of being which works through
those who hoave no name for 1t¢'* And iT we dwaw any such cdonclusion:
from the concemn Ltself, ag Tillich seems to¢ do, then we ore still
grounding the concept of flod in an ontological affirnstion about

*the power of being'.

All this may be taken to suggest that in the ond Tillich
doag inslet that theology must go.en from the exigtontial acoount
of falth to glve au onlbelogicel account. Henee 1f one accepts ouy
'oxlaotentlal' adoount of ithe method of eorrelation, one must add that
the developnent of sueh a aerraiatian is not the whole of theology,
bt le only ao initdel stage, which must be followed by some kind
of ontclcgicél claim ﬁelating to the reslity, or the ontélogical
significence, of the Laith which has been desoribed. This would
mean calling in guestion whethey Tillich stands in the tradition of
Kierkegaord at allse Tor Kierkegaard the existential acccunt of
folth is surely the only way of socess to its authenticity. For
Tillich, on the other hand, it begins to look as if this existentlal
acoount is only 2 mathodological preliminzxy which still leaves the
task of disploying the yeal authenticity of thet faith, which has

so far only bhoen declsred as a subjeotive phenomenon.

This last soncluslen about Tillich's thought will not do,

however, for it taskes too little account of his beolief in the reality

» The phrase is Tillioh's. See 8.0, II, peld
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of vevelotion. T in surely clear that Tillich deoes bold that

it is in this Peality thot the suthentielty of felilth ls grounded.
The theologlan must werlk within the civele of Peithy, on the basls
of the wvevelation which has grasped and Illuminated his exictonces
He ds pot primawily ooncerned %o establish the suthenticity of bhat
revelation, but ouly. to bear witness to i%, and %o present n
'aystemstie! account of its reelity. In view of this we ;ay surely
meintain our olpim that T4llich's theolegy ie fundamentally
exlastential in its bagls amélin‘ita mebhod,  Jfnd we mﬁy go on to
saggest that hls search for an ontologicsl comprehension is mot in
any case an attempt to discover » final syetematic comprehension of
reality as a whole, I% 4s rather an acknaw%adﬁment of the fact
that in our existence ss thinkers we need (and Tillich would say we
inevitably pre-suppose) some Riﬁd of understanding, or conceptual
model of xaaii%y* a8 a haokground ﬁm ocur thinking, This does not
mean that any such unﬁeratanding can in any sense olaim to bs the
xight one; (or for that matter the Christian one) but it means we

should txy to develop the most adequate ontolegy we cen,

The difference between this olalm of Tillich and the
entologloal o¢laims of HMegel againet which Kiorkeguord directed his
atbaolk may no% seom very greads It moy meem thabt though Tillich
doss not olaim thol we can dissover a Tinal or gbsolute ontology,
he 1 neverthsless commitded %o %hﬂ\aama quent for o systemabioc

oomprehenaion of the absolnte. Yot the difference beotween Hegel
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and Tillich is greater than thia, if our intevpretation of Tillich
is correct. For he sits muoh more 1$ghtly to ontological
constructions than Hegel seema Yo have dones« For Tillich no such
construction is moyre thanla partially effective device for meeting
the need to see reality as a8 whole and to see faith in its relation
to reality., It therefore meakes no final ¢laim o have grasped

the abéolute, tat is simply the way of understanding which at present
seams Yo be more adequate thah any other that is offering. On this
understanding it is doubtful whethexr an ontology could in any final
gense be crlled the 'right one or the 'true' one« I% can at beat

make the more modest claim Yo being the most adequate one.

I% ie An view of this understanding of ontology that we
deny its primary place in theology. Given a final system which
sould comprehend the abselute, then surely the theclogian might be
feced with the task of ascounting for his faith within the framework
of the system, But if no such system is possible then the position
is rather different, for ontological proncuncements cannot claim

the same right %0 shspe or control one's confession of faith.

The theologian is in the firat plave concerned with
defining the Chaistlan wosvage, the message of revelation, and this
he wust do in weleblon Yo his own falth and ¥he present faith of the
Churche This wmeans he must be prepared o draw on the whole .
hisborioanl witness to thoe evont of wevelsbion on the one hand and

the reception of that event in the personal hisboricsl existence of
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contemporary man or the other. It is in this way that the meseage
of the Church, the definitive dootrine of the Church, may be
understood., Tiscussion may subseguently go on ass to the most.
adequate ontologiocal framework for comprehending this message in
ite relation to reality, but such discussion will not control the
definitive understanding of the message itselfs Indeed such

_ discussion may seem in the end to helong within the province of

| philosophy rather than that of theology. ‘"Phe philosophical basis
ie the ontological analysis of the skruoture of being. If the
theologian needs this analysis eithedr he must take 1t from a
philosopher or he must himself become a philosophex®, Tillich writes.*
And we mighit add thait even the question as to whether any such
analysis is pousible is a philosophical rather than a theologloal

auesbtion.

Understicod in this way Tillich's method of correlation
frees the theclogian from the metaphyslcal task of presenting the
Christisn message within the framework of » total Christian
comprehension of beings  And this means thuat in defining its
dogmasa, the Uhurch should be cpmmiﬁﬁad to existentisl rather than
ontological formulations. The significance of this last point
might be made olearer if we sonsldered its implications in relation

to one or two classical examples of theological disputation. One

oy

* BT 3:, P:a{}.g
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such example concerns the presence of Christ in the eucharist.

This has understandably figured in theologleal debates as an lassue
of vital importance {40 the dogmatic self-understanding of the Church.
But in terms of oux present understanding thls dogmatic issue should
not be formulated in ontologloal terms such as 'trensubstantiation'
or ‘consubstantiation'y, for this would be to make the issue a matter
of ontology. ‘The doctrinal formulatlon on the other hand, must
simply present the eucharist as realizing the power of the gospel,
and in some sense presenting the gospel and Christ himself to the
believer, in a way which meets the bellever's present need. One
may go on to ask metaphysioml questions as to how this comes about,
but any answer one gives to these questiong, whether 1% be in terms
of substance or a spirdt-matter dualism or any other terms at all,
cannot be of oruolal significance for the definition of the dogma
itgeld,

The same kind of thing might be sald about the dootrine of
the perason of Christ. Here is an issue at the very heart of the
Church's message. Bub if our understanding of doetrinal formulation
should be accepted, then our dogma cannot be developed out of a
metaphysical disoussion of how the divine and human realities oould
cow~exist in the man Jesus. The doctrine of the person of Christ
magt affirm the Church'a belief in the saving and renewing
signifiocance of Jesus' 11fe,“death and resurrection, And this must

be framed in its reference to our understanding of men's predicament.
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This might certainly lead us to accept Tillioh's formulation thet
Jesus is the beaver of the New Being (following St Paul's word
'If anyone is in Ohrist he is o new creature') as long as We
understand this as referring to a renewal of our own existence or
our own lives. If this reference to New Being is thought to have
ontological implications, however, we meem to have left the realm

of dogma and turned to the realm of speculative philosophy,

If thia understanding of theology im accepted, then it
seems to follow that at least asome of the disputes whioh have
divided the Church on matters of dootriné may in fact have been based
on a misunderstanding of the nature of dootrinal issues, TYet such
historical judgments should not be passed too easily, If we take
our first example we may be tempted to say that inasmuch as the |
reformers were divided from the Thomiats on the gquestion of the
prasenﬁe of Chrigt in the eucharist this was a metaphysiocal division.
Henoe they were both seeing a metaphysical issue (the issue of
transubstantiation) as having cmoial dootrinel signifiocance. TYet
perhaps this inbexpretation would be lacking in real perception.
Perhaps the point at lasue had a far more 'existentlial' significance *
than we are allowing. Perhaps the reformers resl concern was that
the offiocial Thomist dootrine was falling to point to the eucharist

as a ve~preosentation, or a realization, of the power of the gospel

*  that is a significance toucshing the believer's personal
response to the eucharist,
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within the lives of men. Perhaps the real complaint was precisely
that this dootrine no longer had relevance to¢ the present human
predicament; and so it tended to reduce the eucharist to a mechaniecal
operation rather than allowing it to be a dependent revelation.

Olearly a carsful historiocal investigation would he needed before

we could reach a firm conclusion on this issuwe, Yet at least we

ocan say that gontemporary disputes about the eucharist would completely
forsake the proper ground of theological debate if they became

inveolved in ontological questions such as the question of

transubstantiation.

One conld argue in a very similar way in relation to the
disputes of the first centuries of Churoh history about the person
of Jesus, Whatever may be the right understanding of those debates
in their historical :ﬁﬂ#iz‘zg, for us 0 renow such debates in our
own time would surely he a very aqueasfionable progedure. Vhatever
may have been the real significance of disputes bastween monophysite
Churches and other psrte of the Church in their origine, such
divisions in the present appear to be divislions between Christians
who develop different ontological structures f£or understanding thelr
faith in its relation to reality. And if this ia so we may question
whether these are really divisiona on matters of doctrine, as we

understand the term, at all.

Perhaps the most difficult question to be faged by a

theologlan adopting this understanding of his work is the question
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of the reality of God., Can the theologisn reslly confine his
formulation of the doeirine of God to the categories of the Christian
measage in its relationship to man's predicament? This is of course
t0 raise again the queation we raised earlier in relation to the
meaning of the word 'God's Can we really maintaln that this word
has a purely existeniial connotation, free from sll ontological
reference? We pointed ont earlier that this might be done if we
defined the word 'God' as meaning *that which concerns us ultimately'.
If we stick »igldly to this definition we may then say that the
theologian is conoerned in his dootrine of God to outline what it is
that provides this point of ultimate concern for the Christian.

But this need include no speoﬁlative questlions ahout the ontologlcal
atatus of such a point, And so it becomes a matter of philosophical
speculation, rather than theologioal formulation, to ask any furth#r
questions shout God's raaliéy. Much of our discussion so farq
certainly seems to ﬁoini to”this kind of conclusion. Yet this seema
to call.in question the theistic basis of Christian theology. It
geems to open the way for a thwoligy which certainly finds its
ultinmnte concérn in the Christian message tut whioch ramains elther
ra&ioally agngatip or even atheistic ih relation to the question

of God's being.*

#  Perhaps in terms of our present discussion 1t might be hetter not
to speak of a theology remaining athelstic, since we are suggesting
questions of God's being are outslde the provincoe of theology,

We should perhaps better speak of the theclogian as remaining
atheistic ir his philosophiocal ontologye
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At first sight such an athelstio theologian might seem
unthinkable. Indeed strictly speaking it wmight seem like a
contradiotion in terms. How can anyone work out a theology without
theog? Yet the possibllity of such theologleal work certainly seems
to be posed by Professor R.B. Bralthwaite in his lecture An empiricist's

view of the natuve of Reliploug Belief, OF course it may be
claimad that if the word 'Ged' is really defined in torms of

'ultimate concorn' then the question of an atheist theology does not
roally arises Since every theclogian asknowladges a point of
ultinate concern, he acknowledges, by definition, a God. Whatever
he may say about the relation of this foous of concern 4o reality,
or whatever he believes about the ontological status of his concern,
he nevertheless has this ooncern and hence he has ipso facto a
belief in God. *  But gan the theologimn's dooirine of God really
be reduced to these terms? It has already been suggested that for
Tillich the interpreting of the concept *CGod! in terms of ‘ultimate
concern' can never be final. It is true that Tillieh is prepared
to sey that 'the athelsts are those that deny the God of the theists,
but they do not deny the God above the God of the theistge-- thaey
cannot, even if they try serioualy %o do so. For their seriousness

]
in trying to be athelsts witnesses against their clalm to be atheista, "

#  We have already noted that for Kierkegasard to be related to an
an abaolute telos (actually %o the absolute telos) is ipso facto
to be related to God.

#%  Ouoted from a tslk given on the B.B.C. under the title
The God above God and printed in The Lisgtner of August 3rd 1961.
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And thils might bhe taken to mean that the 'God mbove God' oan at

least be identified with *ultimate ooncern' without remainder.

Bat even here Tillioch's position is not 30 simple, I do not believe
Tillich’s position here can be summed up by ssying that the atheist
in denying God ls denying that he is concerned, but in making the
denlal he showas that he is aoncerned, (i.e. concerned enough to

make the denial) and hence the denial is gelf-contradioctory. I
believe that Tilliech is rather arguing that the seriousness of the
atheist's obneemnvpﬁints beyond itself, to the ground of all
sericusness, whioh is God, Thus he ig giving an ontological

significance to the sexriousness of the atheist.

Whether he is justified in thus rejsoting the unbheliever's
claim to he en atheist need not concern us here. Our point is that
he doss not really give us grounds here for a purely exlistential
doetrine of God: a doetrine which lesves the onbtoleogioal question

open.

But having posed this quesiion of the veality of God am
the most 4Aifficult guestion which a truly existential theology has
to face, it would seem appropriate to take this argument astill
further. Suppoge we were to take up this relationship between 'CGod!
and 'ultimate concerxn' and work it out more vadioally and less
amblguously than Tillich seems to have dona. Would this meet the
difficulty? In order to explore this possibility it might be

valuable to examine an aunlysis by He Richard Niebuhr whioh seems
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to push the undersbanding of Ged ss the object of man's concern

even further than Tillich's disoussions doa

In his book The Idea of Rg&iea; Mpppt?l}sm Professor Niebuhr

sﬁégasﬁs that while the ﬁora ;Gad"haﬂ many maaﬁinga'the theologlan
shauld use ii only in-iia ieférghaa to the paanibilit& and reality
of the faith which graaps the life of the heliever. And this
reality of faith he defines as 'dependence on a value centre and
loyalty to a cause's Henoe he says that ‘when wa apesk of “gods",

. , *
we mean the gods of falth, namely, such value-sentres and ocauses'.

Heorse we have o definition of 'god' which even avoide the
absolute concept of uliimete oconcern for it lesves open the
possibility of 1ife being orientated towards a plurality of relastive
consexns, all of whioh are thua 'gods' for him who agcepts them all.
And in the face of thim definition of 'god® it does indesd seem
plausible to deny the possibility of atheisn, for i4 seems unlikely
that anyone could deny the reality of god in dhis yadically -
existentinl senge of the words ‘'To deny the »eality of a supernatural
being oalled God 4= one thing', writes Niebuhr, '#o live without
senfidence in some candye of %a&ua and without loyality to a cause
is another.' '  Hore, we may feel, is an understanding of the
term *god' whish xeally works out the implications of an eguation
of Ge&, with pexsonsl 'concern' in a manner more radical and single-

minded than anything we can find in Tillich's weidings.

%  Redical Monothelsm, p.24
#¥ ibpid Po 25
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Yot if we follow Niehuhr through his discussion of
‘polytheism and what he calls 'henotheism' (i.o« finding one's good
or one's valus-asentre within some particular sooisl structure or
even some natural struciure within the world) $o his disoussion of
radical monotheisnm we f£find him concluding that 'for radical monotheism
the value-~centre is nelther closed society nor the principle of such
& soclety, but the principle of heing itaalf@'* This may suggest
to us that in the end the radlcally existentisl connotation of the
word 'God' has not been maintained sinoe the radisal monotheist
doctrine of God is in the end linked to an ontological formulationt
2 formulation in terms of the principle of beings We are not here
confronted firet with a gospel of God and then lafs to give an
ontological justification of the reality of the (cd we bellieve in.
We zeem rather to ha'tela that whatever the radicsl monothelst
finds to be the principle of being, ithat will ke his god! This
would certainly seem %0 land us back in a position not unlike
Hegel'ss first we must find the absolute and then we ghsll have our
God, But Niebubhr says this is not what he means, ‘Radlosl
monotheiem is not in the fixet instance a theory abaui boing and
then a falth, az though the felth orientation btowwrd the principle
of being as value-cendre needed %o he preceded by sn ontology that
established the unity of the realm of bhelung and its source in a
gingle power heyond its' It is rather thet 'ithe principle of being
iz identified with tha prineiple of value and the principle of value
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with the principle of heimg,'* This lagh phwade to the effect
that the principle of value is ldentified with the prineciple of
being might be taken to wmean that the objevt of faith, whabover

it may be, is iuvested by the radicnl monotheist with an ultimatbe
ontological significance. 3ud this la counter~balanced by its
dialeotical opposite thet the principle of being is identified with
the principle of values But as to how these principles ave to b
discovered we may not be gquite clear., Niehuhy does later.suggeat
that raedical faith is elicited in the situaition of revelation, and
this nmay mean that the radioal monothelst's use of the word 'God!
remains within ths theological cirele and he spesks of God in terms
of the message of revelation and man's reception of that message.
Yet thiam monctheist is s3il)l necessarily committed to ontologloeal
formulations it wonld sgom. But this leagves us with the guestion
whother Profeasor Nisbuhx's radioal moneothelsm is an appropriate
deseription of Shristian faith., In terms of his undersianding of
faith as & value centre and loyaldy to a cause, where does such a
gentre lie Tor the Christian?  Surely i% lies, as Tillich insiatis,
in the final revelations the vevelation of Jesus as the Christ.
Surely it is %o the oonatellation-of revelation, {of value and
oonoitment) which was inaugurated by this revelabtion which is for
4he Christisn both value centre and cousey, demanding loyalbys

Bat for Niebuhr's podical monotheist the whele pealm of heing seems

40 be this centre and cause. Therefore one may want o question

%  ibid pp.32-33.
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whether the Christian Taith can be describsd as radical monothelstio
faith at all! Inasmuch as the Christian finds his value centre in,
and gives his loyalty to, a specific revelatory constellation within
the historical prooess it may seem that Christianity is, in Niebyhr's
Yorms, more like m henotheism, Perhaps if the Christian sees in
this revelatory constellation a message of renewal for the whole
ereation then thig henothelstic falth has a relation to being iiself.
But this would surely be better presented in Kierkegasrd's terms of
paradox rather than under Niebubr's category of radical monotheism.
Kiorkegaard at least vecognizes that there ls something paradoxical
about olaiming an absolute significance for a partioular revelatory

congtellation,

Professor Nieluhr suggests ihat 'insofer as the Christ
event elicits radlcal falth 1t is seen as demonstration of Being's
loyalty to all heings'* tut how this absolute prinoiple is
demonstrated by the particular event, he does not sey, except that
it is demonstrated through the eliciting of radical faith. Perhaps
we should understand him as suggesting that the Chriset event does
not supply a value centre in itself but rather pointe one to Being
as the true wvalue centre. And this meems closely parallel to

Tillioh's insistence that the Christ always points beyond himself.

Having so far explored H.R. Niebuhx's discuasion of the

concept of 'God' in Christian theology we seem ‘to have been led

* ibid, p.44
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straight back into all the problems of ontological formulations.
Yaet 1t is not suggested here that the theologian, having first
presented g self~understending of faith in its relationship to the
predicament of personal existence, must then go on to develop an
ontologiocal system to ascount for his belief, It is rather
suggested that the understanding of faith in its relation to being
is part of the very self-understanding of faith. By this I mean
that the very symbols of faith themselves oarry some kind of

i~ ontological significance, and the separaie development of a separate

account of the structure of being is not called for, Indeed we
might say that Niebuhr is eimply drawing attenition to the fact that
the Christian concern is a concern about reality; the Christian
commitment is a commitment to réality iteelf soen as a meaningful
whole. And this is asomething which we have already suggested is
included in the dootrine of creation, or in the correlation between
the 'question' of oremtion and the 'snawer' of the logos-significance

of Christ.

I% may be questioned at this polint whether the intreduction
of Niebuhr's snalysis at thias stage of the arsument has really done
anything morve than further eemplicate ocur problem by introducing
a new viewpoint which has not been fully explored. And yet I think
that Niebuhr's sttempt b0 work out his position on the basis of a
radiocally 'existential' definltion of the terma 'faith' and *god’

has enabled us to take our own investigation further. And 4in his
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undorstanding of the relationship between faith and ontology we
may well find a olue which will help us to understand Tillich's
position better« For Wiebuhr tho acoount wo give of our faith
miat include the faet that this falth in some way meets our neod
0 comprohend reality as a whole, and in this sense it stands in
rolation to the quenition of being. With this wo might suvely
expoat Tillich 4o agrees But the guestion which we have atill
failed to resolve is the question whether this very understanding
of faith imposes an ontologieal task upon the theologian. Does it
or does it not mean that the theologlan's expositlion of tho faith
muet show how this faith is related to being?

Our own answer, in terms of our exposition of the method
of correlation, has heen that although the theologiun cannct avold
the question of the relation of faith to reality, this is not his
primary concerns His primsxry concern is to sed out in scmething
liko a phenomenological way the nature of the constellation of
revelation in itas correlstlion with man's predioament. It is at
this level, we have argued, that the gospel iz Yo be declared and
the dogmnag of the Church are o be formulated. Yet we have not
denied that it will be nocessary to go on from here fto face questionu,m
about the 'ontologieal significance'! of this faith and clearly such |
questions may become a matter of debate among theologians, If

this is go 1t might be better to propose the method of correlation

as a method for dogmatics (that is the formulation of dogma)
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rather than as a method of 8l1 theclogical woxis If metaphysical
discussion has any significance at all * then we muy expeot such

discussion to bhe of real intorest to the theologian even if it is
not relovent to hig dogmatico formulation, se pevhaps the division

wo have drawn bebween philosophy.and theology han boen too sharpe.

ﬁp mey in any.eéae 9ﬁ§gést that the diatinctioﬁ we have
drswn betweeﬁ the ontélogical and ﬁh§ existentiél is much sharper
than we can find in Tilliéh%a work. Indeed this opens to us the
most vulnerable aspect of the whole of the present discussion of
Tillich, Is it not true that the pxeaent disongsion has depended
upon taking certain atatements and certain sections ocut of Tillich's
writings ~- sections and statenments in which the distinction hetween
exlastential and ontologlaal thought is most sharply drawn ~ and
fron them extracting en secount of Tillich's method?  And does
this scoound not ignore unany other passages in whieh his work
presents a markedly different aspeot? Is it not etrange that we
oan develop & theologloal method which is indeépendent of philosophical
considerations, out of the work of a man who has writiten that 'no
theologlen should be teken seriously as o theologlan, even if he is
a grest Christian and & great scholar, if his work shows that he

does not teke philosophy aaxiauaiy'?**

To answer these charges I can only say that it would be to

*  the queation as to whether it has or not is left open in the
present disoussion.

#% Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate Reality, pp.7-8.
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misunderstand the intention of this whele discussion if it weve
taken to be an exposition of the thought of Paul Tillich. In
proposing the method of correlation, Tillich hias pointed the way
down a rvoad, and it has teen the intention Iin the prasent work

to go down that road and explorae it. Whether Tillich would go with
usy, or how far Tillich would go with us, is something whieh perhaps
we cannot finally deoide. In any oase a vonsbant atiempt has been
made to remind onrselves of the resorvationa and disagreemonts which
ho would be likely %o express with our conelusions. Tebt we are
st1ll ahle to maintain that there are discepnible in Tillich's

methodologleal propesals the seoeds of thoroughly existential theology.

It is in this thet we have diseerned the relstionship
between Kierkegasrd and Tillich. Perhaps Tillleh would not accept
Kierkegaard's olaim to have laid bare the impobtence of abatract
speculative thinking, And perhaps Kierkegasrd would not hawve
ascepted Tillioh's preocoupation with systematle ontology. Yet
¥ierkeganrd's work does seem %o discover the demand for an exigtentlal
rather than a metsphysical theology and Tillich'e methodology does
seenm to glve majway of developing such n theologys Tt is this
methodology, we mainteing; which might guide the Church in the
formalation of ite dootrine; while ontologleal questions should be
handled with fresdom in the unity of faith rether than being seen
as definitive of faith itself.

Thia may not seem to & very momentous oonelusion to have
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reachod. It may seom to amount o no more than a shifting of the
houndary beiween theology and philosophy. The theologisn is not

in the ond relieved of the need to grapple wilh onbologleal problems,
but they are now to be reogarded as falling outeide the sphore of
dogmatic theology, Bither they should he regarded as philosophioal
problems, or perhaps as problens conserning a special philoscphical

branch of theology iteelfs’

| Yot our conelusions may have a rather more positive
significance than this would suggest. Tn particular they surely
have important implications for the discussions which ave oarried
on between ﬁaliavars and unbelievers. Traditionally much of this
digcussion has sentyed asround the ontological guestions of theism
and atheisms If our conclusions ave sccepted, however, it would
lead to a significant shift im this frontiers. The question of
bolief and unbelicf becomes a question ag %o whether the
congtbollation of Ghristian revelation, as an historical phenomenon,
really has the power o renew and fulfil human life; whother it
demands an absolute comuitment and has the power bo‘answer! the
deepest needs (to use M™ilich's word the *pme&iﬁameﬁt’) implied
in our existence. It die this issue which is ¢ruedal in the
declaration of the gospel and in the moment of feith or of unbelief

it is this existential mossage of renewal which is mcocepted or

# Thero is no inbentlon heve to pre-judge the lssue ms to whether
any rational ontology is possible at alls The logioal question
as to the very meaning or possibility of the ontologionl quest
is obvionsly a question of primary importance for the
philosophiecal discuasion, but not for dogmetic theology.
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rejected, The question of the ontological significance of the
falth must be asked anbaequently'and the decisive response o ihe
message iféalf need not be affected by the answer given %o thias
question. Indeed 1% need not be affected even if it is decided
that no aatiafaatany answer can be given, The argument as to
whether the universe is to be understood theistigally or atheistically
is an dn#oiagiual ismue ah& as such is not of grucial importance to
the decision for or againet the Christian gospel, Christisn dogma
does not include even the claim that any correct, or finally true,
ontology can ever he embraced by man's reasons (Whatever the
affirmation *I believe in God the Pather almighby' may mean, it
surely does not nmean 'I have developed a sabisfactory theistic

cntblagieal system!! )

If our exisbential understanding of dogmatio theology
really implies this attitude to ontological questions then it would
sgenm to he a conclusion of some significance for the Church bhoth
in ite underatanding of i%s own unity in faith and in its

understanding of its evangelistic task.
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Philosophical Fragmenitss Translated by D.F. Swenson, Princeton, 1944.

Ixbrects £rom the Journals of Kierkegsard are in most cases taken
from the seleclion translasted by Alexander Dru and published by Oxford
in 1938, ox else from the selectlons translated by Gerda M. Anderson,
published by Peter Owen, London, 1961,

Seoondery Sources, (Woulis sbout Kierkeganrd)
The Mind of Kierkegsard. James Collins, Secker and Warbuvg, London 1954,

Kierkegaord' @ Dialectic of lixistence, Hermann Diem, English translation
by Harold Knight, Oliver and Boyd, Edinburgh, 1959.

Kierkegnard snd Heidegoer, by Wichael Wyschogrod, Roukledge and Kagan
Paul, London, 1954,

Dogmaticsn, Hermann Diem, Pnglish translation by Harold Knight,
Oliver and Boyd, Ndinburgh, 1959. (Only a small seotion of this book
is devoted to Kierkegmawrd)s
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Primary Sources

Systhematic Theoloey Volume L, Pspl %illich, Nisbet, hondon 1953,
Systemstlo Theology Volume 1L, Paul Tillich, Nisbeb, London 1957,

Bibliesl Religion and the Search for Miimate Reality., Poul Tillich,
dmbet, London 1655,

The Dynanics of Falth, Poul Ti1lich, Haxper Bros., New York 1957.
The Shalking of the Foundetions, Paul Tillich, $,G.M. Proas, London 1949,

Artiele in Heview of Metag@xsigs, Vole Xy Nos 1., Seoptembeor 1956,
Tho Relation of Mebmphysios snd Theolopy (By Paul T411ich)

secondary Souroesn {(worke which have bearing on the discussion of Tillich)

An Mnlytical Philosophy of Religlion, Willem I Gardesy, Allen and Unwin,
London 1955. ;

The Philosophy of Xarl Juspovs, Pmul Arthur Schillp (eds) Tudor, New York
1957+

Radionl Monotheism, H» Richerd Niebuhr, Faber & Pabew, London 1961.

O%hor Works consulted bup wot disoussed

In
(a) On Riexkegasrd

Pagoal and Xierkeagaard, DeGels Pabriolk, Luttezworth, London 1947
Subjectivity and Paradox, Js Heywood Thomas, Basil Blaclwell, Oxford 1957.
Xierkogaard G omnent a T«Hy Oroxall, Wisbet, London 1956,

Klerkegaard Studies, TwHe Croxall, Iuttermworth, London 1948,
Kierkeauard's Philosophy of Retigion, R. Thomte, Painceton, 1948,

xigtentialiom and Religious boiief, David B, Robowrts, Oxford U,P.,
Now Tork 1997w

(b) Op Tillich

Re?%glen and the Christian Paiih, Hendrlk Xrasmer, Luttﬁrwerth, Liondon 1956.
ragmer devotes two chaphers to the discussion of Tillich)

Of Millich's own wrltings which are not actually clbed in the text
mention should be made of a paper which is of importence %o our clismsaicn.i
Yhis is a paper on The Problem of Theological Mothod, originally published
in the Joumnal of Relizion Vel, XXVIE, No. 1., Jaauary 1947, ond xe-
printed in Four Existenm{;&ist Pheol ogiansg, Will Herberg (ed,) Doubleday,
New York 1958.
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