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The thesis, first of all, seeks to demonstrate
Kierkegaard's use of paradox. It is affirmed that
Kierkegaard's paradox is "basically a paradox of ontology:
the historical God-Man, the man who appears absolutely
like all others, but who demonstrates Himself as being
absolutely unlike all others both by word and by deed.
The offense taken at this objective kind of paradox is
both intellectual and moral in nature.

Secondly, similarities of Kierkegaard's understanding
of paradox are noted as they appear in the thought of
Tertullian and Luther, upon whom Kierkegaard relies. While
both Tertullian and Luther hold similar views in terms of
the ontological paradox and basic theological approach, a
greater difference is noted in terms of the moral aspect
of the paradox. Kierkegaard appears to be closer to
Tertullian than to Luther in this respect.

Thirdly, Kierkegaard's use of paradox is compared
with the pajjgdox found in much of twentieth-century
theology*. (Barth and Bultmann). Paradox in much of
contemporary theology has come to mean a paradox of
appearance of phenomenon. That is to say, there was
nothing unique in the life of the historical Jesus which
would separate him from other prophets and religious
leaders of his time in terms of the ontological aspect
here described.

Fourthly, it is argued that such an understanding
on the part of contemporary theology, is a breach not only
with Kierkegaard's understanding of paradox (as Vernard
Eller has pointed out), but with the understandings of
Tertullian and Luther.

Lastly, such a "breach, it would seem, raises a
dilemma for contemporary theology: either the Christol-
ogies of Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard (which take
Scripture largely at its face value) have been shown to
be ill conceived due to the findings of historical
criticism; or historical criticism is, at some point,
lnadeq.uate and in need of qualif ication.

It is affirmed that Kierkegaard's ontological
paradox retains its validity for two reasons: (a) reason
can be "no viable criterion" regarding the paradox, and
(b) critical judgment can make no claim (either positively
or negatively) regarding the "practical certainty" of an
historical occurrence, since historical evidence is lacking.
Thus the believer is free to believe in the ontological
paradox because he is so told. This is the point of
Kierkegaard's often-quoted statement from Philosophical
Fragments: "If the contemporary generation had left nothing

Use other side if necessary.
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"behind them but these words: 'We have "believed that in
such and such a year the God appeared among us in the
humble figure of a servant, that he lived and taught in
our community, and finally died,' it would be more than
enough." Faith is the only organ which may "apprehend"
such an ontological paradox as having happened in
history as an objective historical occurrence.



Summary

The thesis, first of all, seeks to demonstrate

Kierkegaard's use of paradox. It is affirmed that Kierke¬

gaard's paradox is basically a paradox of ontology: the

historical God-Man, the man who appears absolutely like all

others, but who demonstrates Himself as being absolutely

unlike all others both by word and by deed. The offense

taken at this objective kind of paradox is both intellec¬

tual and moral in nature.

Secondly, similarities of Kierkegaard's understanding

of paradox are noted as they appear in the thought of

Tertullian and Luther, upon whom Kierkegaard relies. While

both Tertullian and Luther hold similar views in terms of

the ontological paradox and basic theological approach, a

greater difference is noted in terms of the moral aspect

of the paradox. Kierkegaard appears to be closer to

Tertullian than to Luther in this respect.

Thirdly, Kierkegaard's use of paradox is compared

with the paradox found in much of twentieth-century

theology (Garth and Bultmann). Paradox in much of contem¬

porary theology has come to mean a paradox of appearance

or phenomenon. That is to say, there was nothing unique

in the life of the historical Jesus which would separate

him from other prophets and religious leaders of his time

in terms of the ontological aspect here described.

fourthly, it is argued that such an understanding on



the part of contemporary theology, is a breach not only with

Kierkegaard's understanding of paradox (as Vernard Lller

has pointed out), but with the understandings of i'ertullian

and Luther.

Lastly, such a breach, it would seem, raises a dilemma

for contemporary theology: either the Christologies of

Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard (which take Scripture

largely at its face value) have been shown to be ill con¬

ceived due to the findings of historical criticism; &r

historical criticism is, at some point, inadequate and in

need of qualification.

It is affirmed that Kierkegaard's ontological paradox

retains its validity for two reasons: (a) reason can be

"no viable criterion" regarding the paradox, and (b)
critical judgment can make no claim (either positively or

negatively) regarding the "practical certainty" of an

historical occurrence, since historical evidence is lacking.

Thus the believer is free to believe in the ontological

paradox because he is so told. This is the point of Kierke¬

gaard's often-quoted statement from Philosophical fragments:

"If the contemporary generation had left nothing behind

them but these words: ' .Ve have believed that in such and

such a year the God appeared among us in the humble figure

of a servant, that he lived and taught in our community,

and finally died,' it would be more than enough." Faith is

the only organ which may "apprehend" such an ontological

paradox as having happened in history as an objective

historical occurrence.



"What...the age needs in the deepest sense
can be said fully and completely with one
single word: it needs...eternity."

Sefren Kierkegaard, l8*+7.
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Paradox is one of the most used and confused concepts

to be found in twentieth-century theology. Seldom is the

term defined. Ronald Hepburn in his book Christianity And

Paradox does not attempt a definition in any concise manner.

Likewise many theologians such as Niebuhr, Brunner, Barth,

and Bonhoeffer use "paradox" as well as paradoxical language,

yet without stating precisely what is meant by such a word,

or by such usage.

Martin Heinecken, writing in The encyclopedia of The

Lutheran Church, provides us with a useful structure of

definitions.1 After mention of its derivation from the

original Greek aaradoxon. meaning contrary to received opinion

or incredible, heinecken goes on to isolate three primary uses

of the term which are especially prevalent today.

The first is "counter to appearance", here something

appears different to the senses than what is in reality the

case. He gives the example of how a straight stick, when

partially submerged in water, appears to be bent due to the

refraction of the light. In such an example, there are two

seemingly contradictory facts which upon closer examination

may be resolved. Yet while the issue is resolved, as long
as the stick remains in water only "counter to appearance"

Martin J. heinecken, "Paradox", Che encyclopedia of
the Lutheran Church. Vol. Ill (Minneapolis: Augsburg Pub¬
lishing house, 1965)j p. I6V3.
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is it a straight stick, and hence remains paradoxical in

this sense.

It should be noted that this definition is basically the

definition used by Dialectical Theology. Emil Brunner, for

example, even uses the stick and water analogy. He writes:

Like a rod in water, God's Word is broken in the
element of the world; just as the Christ could
only reveal the glory of God through the form of
a servant, so all speech concerning God, if it is
in the sense of this revelation, is necessarily
'paradoxical'. It is only by means of the contra¬
diction between two ideas—God and man, grace and
responsibility, holiness and love—that we can
apprehend the contradictory truth that the eternal
God enters time, or that the sinful man is declared
just. Dialectical Theology is the mode of thinking
which defends this paradoxical character, belonging
to faith-knowledge, from the non-paradoxical
speculation of reason, and vindicates it as against
the other.,

Likewise Karl Barth demonstrates a similar understanding

of paradox as he rejects the term as a means of describing

the Word of God. In passing, it should be pointed out that

this kind of theological paradox which runs contrary to

appearance is not to be resolved by ordinary scientific

investigation. Barth writes:

A paradox...is not only made by means of a
a 'phenomenon', but is to be regarded, if it is
to be understood at all, 77a* t *]V £o£«v
i.e. contrary to what the phenomenon as such
appears to express. Just because the Aord of
God alone fulfils the concept of paradox with
complete strictness, whereas in all other
thinkable 'paradoxes' the opposition between
communication and form is such that it can be
dissolved from some superior point of vantage,

Lmil orunner, ,'he Word and The world (Lexington, Ken¬
tucky: The American Theological Library Association, 1965),
pp. 6-'/.
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it is to be recommended that in theology more
sparing use should henceforth be made of this
concept now that it has done its part, not
without causing all manner of confusions.-.

The second definition that Heinecken gives is "contrary

to general opinion". This definition is in keeping with the

root meaning of the word, but has relatively less signifi¬

cance for our purposes. Here the disjunction is between what

people generally hold to be true, and what is in fact true,

he uses the example of the belief of the few in Columbus' day

in the sphericity of the earth, as opposed to the common

opinion. These two kinds of paradox—those of appearance and

opinion—are resolvable, Heinecken observes, with an increase

of knowledge.

The third form of paradox Heinecken isolates is that

"involving a logical contradiction which is not resolvable."

Before dealing with this, however, he is careful to distin¬

guish between that which is simply a contradiction and a true

paradox. A contradiction is of such a nature that if one

proposition of the contradiction is true, the other must be

false, and vice versa. They cannot both be true nor both

false and remain only a contradiction. Consistent thinking

depends on this "law of contradiction". Contradictory evid¬

ence, he observes, is not acceptable in the search for truth

and is the incentive to further investigation.

Yet if logical paradoxes cannot be overcome with the

evidence at hand, then man is unable to resolve the

1:'arl Barth, Church Cogmabics, Vol. I Part 1, trans.
G.T. Thompson (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clarke, 1936), p. 139.



contradiction. In that case, Heinecken continues, he

affirms the paradoxical or that which is apparently a contra¬

diction. Ke is faced with a phenomenon which he cannot

adequately describe or understand. The example he gives of

this kind of paradox is that of light which must be treated

as demonstrating itself both in the form of waves and of

particles. "A system of thought," he continues, "must be
free of contradiction, but life itself is full of contra¬

dictions.

Heinecken does not deal in this definition with examples

of paradoxes which are resolvable, and rather prefers to deal

with "true" paradoxes which are "not resolvable". Ronald

Hepburn, however, writing in Dictionary of Christian The¬

ology. does list some paradoxes of this resolvable kind which

are worth mentioning. One is Zeno's argument against the

possibility of motion. He states the problem briefly:

...to transverse a distance, half the distance
must first be crossed, then half of the remaining
distance, and so on, ad infinitum. But it is
impossible to transverse an infinite number of
lengths in a finite time. Therefore motion is
impossible.2

Another paradox of this kind is the "Barber" paradox.

It is "lighthearted", and reminiscent of a children's puzzle:

Suppose there is a village barber who shaves all
those villagers (and only those) who do not shave
themselves. Does he shave himself or notv If he
does shave himself, he belongs to the class of
non-self-shavers and thus is one of those whom
the barber shaves: i.e. if he does shave himself,

^heinecken, p. l8*+3
2
Ronald Hepburn, "Paradox", _ Dictionary of Christian

Jneology (London: 3CM Press, Ltd., 19o9), pp. 2pl-o2.



he does not; if he does not, he does.-j

Hepburn resolves both of these paradoxes by pointing

out the confusion inherent in them. In the case of Zeno, it

has not been proved that motion is impossible, since we know

that it is possible. Rather the confusion lies in space and

time as continue—finite distance and infinite divisibility.

Likewise with the Barber, the conclusion must be drawn that

there is no such person, so described. The philosopher's

task, as he sees it, is to show how a paradox arises and how

it may be resolved.

Of the various forms of paradox described above—those

of appearance, opinion, and logic—it is heinecken's des¬

cription of what he calls a "true" paradox which comes the

closest to Kierkegaard's usage of the term. Yet in order to

avoid confusion with the many other kinds of logical para¬

doxes (such as the kind Hepburn mentions), we may refer to

this "true" paradox as one which demonstrates a contradiction

in ontology. Light demonstrates itself to be both waves and

particles. If this contradiction truly occurs at the same

time and under the same conditions, the resulting situation

may be described as an ontological paradox.

Let us, therefore, attempt to define Kierkegaard's

"Paradox", however we will have to keep in mind the diffi¬

culty of such an undertaking, for the definition itself

becomes paradoxical. tod the temptation is always present

for reason to correct the paradox and thus render the paradox

1m^., p.252.
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unparadoxical as a matter of course. To use an analogy,

reason abhors a paradox, as nature abhors a vacuum. Thus it

would be best to cling to the literal meaning here described

even though it may sound strange and awkward. Unfortunately

Kierkegaard not only uses paradox in a highly specialized

sense, but neglects to state a definition adequate for our

purposes. Thus one is forced to glean his meaning from

various sources. His paradox may be defined as follows:

"Paradox is the term used to describe an ontological contra¬

diction in which the absolutely unlike ('eternal divine

essence') comes into being in the absolutely like ('exis¬

tence') as an objective historical occurrence and there

reveals itself by virtue of the absurd."

This paradox, it will be argued in this thesis, is

different from what Dialectical Theology traditionally under¬

stands Kierkegaard's paradox to be. The paradox of

Dialectical Theology is basically one of appearance:

Kierkegaard's paradox is basically one of ontoloey. Yet

unlike the example of light which is theoretically explain¬

able through further knowledge, Kierkegaard's "Absolute

Paradox", since it involves the Absolute in time, is not

theoretically explainable to further knowledge. It may only

be believed, since as Kierkegaard observes, it is impossible

to be knowing about a "qualitative" fact; one may only be

believing.

Such a difference of interpretation is easily made,

especially in Kierkegaard's more abstract writings (i.e.
hilosoohical fragments. and Concluding Unscientific

ostscriot). Yet even here there is the basis 'or the
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ontological paradox expressed above. Kierkegaard later

clarifies his abstractions in Training In Christianity.

Let us look at this matter of interpretation with reference

to Kierkegaard's writings.

An often-quoted passage from the pen of odren Kierke-

gard has served as a theological axiom in recent years. It

reads as follows:

If the contemporary generation had left nothing
behind them but these words: 'We have believed
that in such and such a year the God appeared
among us in the humble figure of a servant,
that he lived and taught in our community, and
finally died,' it would be more than enough.^

D.M. Baillie in his book, God ^as In Christ, suggests

that this passage has influenced the theology of Rudolf

Bultmann and Karl Barth, in that both scholars appear more or

less agreed that the "revelation" to be found in the histori¬

cal Jesus was a virtually hidden affair. Bultmann was even

of the opinion "...that our Lord never regarded Himself as

the Messiah of all..." Similarly, Baillie maintains, Karl

Barth sees little value in a "Jesus of history" movement.

Barth understands that, in so far as one is able to uncover

the historical Jesus, "...there is nothing remarkable to be
■3

found in His life and character and teaching. Ihe life

"''S^ren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, trans.
David ?. Swenson & Howard V. Hong (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 196?), p. 130.

O

D.M. Baillie, God Was In Christ (London: Faber and
Faber Limited, 19^8), p. 22.

3lbid., p. 36.
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that Jesus led on earth did not reveal God but only con¬

cealed Him. The Christian Faith, therefore, is based, for

Barth, upon what ensued during the Resurrection and the forty

days which followed up to the Ascension. While Barth does

maintain that there were during Jesus' life occasional

anticipations of the Resurrection glory in the miracles and

the Transfiguration, these as well, however, were dependent

upon faith completely: "It is only the eye of faith that can

find any revelation of God in the human life and passion of

Jesus...""'' Again the paradox here involved is contrary to

appearance, or phenomenon.

This way of thinking (i.e. that which tends to separate

what Bultmann calls historic, the actual scientific fact, from

ueschichte. the reality of that happening for us presently)
is not held without difficulties. D.M. Baillie comments

directly on the passage above from the Fragments and indi¬

rectly on this understanding of history:

Would it really be enough and more than
enough? There is the wnole question in a nut¬
shell. And one is disposed to reply: If no more
than this was necessary, why was even that
necessary? What would it avail us to be able
to say so much, if we could say no more.'' If no
revelation of the nature of God were to be
found in the incarnate life, what could be the
gain of believing that God therein became man?
If the 'divine incognito' remains in this
extreme form, what saving virtue is there in
the dogma of the incarnation? If there is no
revelation, no 'unveiling', of God in the
human personality and career of Jesus, but
only a 'veiling'; if God in Christ is as much
as ever a deus absconditus. not a deus revelatus.
what are we the better of the coming of God in
Christ? Where is the light that saves us, the
knowledge that sets us free-2

2ibld.. p. 1+9.
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Professor Baillie raises a significant criticism here,

not only of Kierkegaard's passage but of Dialectical Theology.

The point he makes is straight forward: If Jesus Christ's

life in the world was completely an 'incognito', what real

basis is there for the Christian Faith? Indeed could the

faith have any content? Certainly that for a contemporary

generation to say, "We have believed that in such and such a

year the Cod appeared among us in the humble figure of a

servant, that he lived and taught in our community and

finally died",1 is not "more than enough"; nor for that

matter can it, by any stretch of the imagination, be con¬

sidered adequate by Processor Baillie. There must be more

substance to the Faith than this.

However before we answer this criticism let us look

more closely at what Kierkegaard himself has to say. In this

section of Philosophical Fragments. Kierkegaard is writing

concerning the problem of the "disciple at second hand" (i.e.

everyone removed from the original disciples), he argues

that there is really no such thing as the "disciple at

second hand". Everyone is on the same plane when it comes

to faith. "The testimony of the contemporary provides an

occasion for the successor, .lust as the immediate contempo¬

raneity provides an occasion for the contemporary.1,2 This

is a significant point. By way of analogy, the contemporary

1
ierkegaard, vraHrnents. p. 13b.

p
ibld.. p. 131• Italics mine.
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generation (i.e. the authors of the New testament) provides

an occasion for us, just as "the God" (as Kierkegaard calls

Him here) provided the occasion for the first disciples.

Thus Kierkegaard does not distinguish between what we might

term the "Jesus of history" and the "Christ of faith". The

"occasion" for faith remains the same for the contemporary

as it does for succeeding generations.

Jesus' "incognito" was not the strict incognito that is

so often attributed to Kierkegaard's understanding, he makes

this clear at several points in the Fragments. For example,

he states:

But the God did not assume the form of a

servant to make a mockery of men; hence it
cannot be his intention to pass through the
world in such a manner that no single human
being becomes aware of his presence. Ke will
therefore doubtless give some sort of sign,
though every understanding resting upon an
accommodation is essentially without value for
one who does not receive the condition /i.e.
for faith?; for which reason he yields to the
necessity only unwillingly. Such a sign when
given is capable of repelling the learner
as of drawing him nearer. He humbled himself
and took upon him the form of a servant, but
he did not come to spend his life as a servant
in some private employment, attending to his
tasks without in any manner making himself
known, either to his master or to his fellow
servants—such a measure of wrath we dare not
ascribe to the God.^

Likewise he writes a few pages later:

here at the outset let us take care to make
it clear that the question of an historical
point of departure arises even for a contemporary
disciple; for if we are not careful here, we
shall meet with an insuperable difficulty later
...when we come to deal with the case of the
disciple whom we call the disciple at second

1ibld.. p. 69
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hand. The contemporary disciple gets an
historical point of departure for his eternal
consciousness as well as any later disciple;
for he is contemporary with precisely that
historical phenomenon which refuses to be
reduced to a moment of merely occasional sig¬
nificance, but proposes to interest him
in another sense than the merely historical
presenting itself to him as a condition for
his eternal happiness. If this is not so,
then (deducing the consequences conversely)
the Teacher is not the God but only a
Socrates, and if he does not conduct him¬
self like a Socrates, he is not even a

Socrates.j

The facts which distinguish Jesus from his contemporaries
2 1 b

are his behavior, his teaching, and his mysterious deeds.

Here in the abstract Kierkegaard does not tell us what the

content of these "signs" involve, nor does he give us con¬

crete examples as he does in Training In Christianity. But

it is obvious that Kierkegaard's understanding of the "hist¬

orical Jesus" is at a far remove from Garth's understanding

that would find only God's "concealment" in the human
5

existence of Jesus. Kierkegaard's implication is that Jesus

ranks historically as a greater personality than Socrates.

The Paradox for Kierkegaard, does not lie in the iden¬

tity of Historic and ucschiehte.^ Rather the paradoxical is

to be found in the historical person of "the God". Thus the

1lbld.. p. 72. 2ibid.. p. 70.

-ibid., p. 71. +jj3id., p. 86.

^Karl Barth, Credo, trans. J. Strathearn McNab (London:
nodder & Stoughton, 1936), p. 78. Italics his.

See: Chapter Pour, "Paradox In Dialectical Theology."
^Kierkegaard does not make this distinction, although

he does distinguish between "secular" (i.e. objective) and
"sacred" history.
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Paradox always remains the same either for the contemporary

generation or for us.

i'o return to Professor Daillie's criticism, in .-hiloso-

phical Fragments Kierkegaard argues for an incognito to be

at work, isut this should not be construed, as it often is,

that therefore there was nothing extraordinary to be seen and

heard had one been a contemporary oneself. The historical

Paradox to which the quotation bears witness is this: that

"...God appeared among us in the humble figure of a servant..."

Had one been a contemporary, for Kierkegaard, the hard core

would be on the one hand the ordinary person before one's

eyes, and on the other how this person acts, teaches, and

performs. Or as Kierkegaard writes in a later and more con¬

crete way in Ppalnihg Iq Christianity, "...directly there

was nothing to be seen but a lowly man, who, by signs and

wonders and by affirming that He was God, continually posited

the possibility of offenge."'L Or again, as he states at

another place in the same work:

•History', says faith, 'has nothing whatever
to do with Christ. As applying to Him, we have
only sacred history (qualitatively different
from history in general), which recounts the
story of His life under the conditions of His
humiliation, and reports moreover that He
himself said that He was God. lie is the para¬
dox, which history can never digest or convert
into a common syllogism.2

13bren Kierkegaard, draining In Christianity, trans.
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971),
p. 69•

?ibid.. p. 33.
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Kierkegaard's paradox is primarily an ontological para¬

dox. It is made up by an ordinary man, and by the contra¬

dictory fact that the man demonstrates himself through his

actions to be anything but ordinary.1 The paradox of appear¬

ance pertains to Jesus (if it pertains at all) only in terms

of his personal bodily appearance, and not in any other way.

Baillie's criticism of Kierkegaard's statement quoted

above may be in order: It is too brief, too imprecise, etc.

It leads to misinterpretation. But, properly understood, it

is faithful to the point he was attempting to make; namely,

that on the universal plane of world history this statement,

in a theoretical, algebraic sense, may serve as the point of

departure for a successor to paradoxical religiousness. The

statement attempts to defend the paradoxical polemically

against the immediacy of the Danish state church. That is to

say, Baillie's questions may be best left to the interpreters

of Kierkegaard mentioned above than to Kierkegaard himself.

Kierkegaard is here suggesting that an ontological paradox

as an objective historical occurrence may only be "apprehen¬

ded" through the eyes of faith due to the extreme paradoxical

nature of such an occurrence.

Even though it may not appear so at first glance, much

of the difference between the paradox of Dialectical Theology

^One is not seeking here to maintain S.K.'s understand¬
ing against the conclusions of modern historical criticism.
Rather the point is here being made that Kierkegaard's
understanding is significantly different. The problem of
sustaining such a paradox is reserved for the conclusion of
this thesis.
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and Kierkegaard's paradox may le understood as the difference

between what Kierkegaard terms "Religiousness A" and

"Religiousness 3". In the Concluding Unscientific Postscript

Kierkegaard seeks to clarify the meaning of the Fragments.

and finds it useful to distinguish between these two terms.

Religiousness A, Kierkegaard affirms, "...is the dia¬

lectic of inward transformation; it is the relation to an

eternal happiness which is not conditioned by anything but

is the dialectic /pf/ inward appropriation of the relation¬

ship, and so is conditioned only by the inwardness of the
1

appropriation and its dialectic." The prime example of

this kind of religiousness is the Monastic Movement during

the Middle Ages. During such a movement, men strove to

become closer to God through personal piety. Guch is the

dialectic in the first instance /i.e. of "becoming" in one's

relationship with God/. It is not conditioned by an

external specific, but rather is a heartfelt expression of

a sense of God, or of the Spiritual, or of an expectation

of eternal blessedness. It is the religion of most men, be

they Christian or pagan. Yet it remains man's highest

reach, the most exalted attainment of his humanity.

Religiousness A, according to Kierkegaard, must be present

in the individual before there can be any realization of
2

of Religiousness B.

"^G^ren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientlf1c Postscript,
trans. David F, Swenson and Walter !x>wrie (Princeton: Prince¬
ton University Press, 19^1), p. 1+9l+»

p
Walter Lowrie, Wierkegaard. Vol. II (New York: Harper

and Brothers, 1962), p. 323.
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Religiousness B, however, is the paradoxical religious¬

ness. It "...has the dialectical in the second instance,

Zanc|/ does on the contrary posit conditions, of such a sort

that they are not merely deeper dialectical apprehensions of

inwardness, but are a definite something which defines more

closely the eternal happiness...not defining more closely

the individual apprehension of it, but defining more closely

the eternal happiness itself, though not as a task for

thought, but paradoxically as a repellent to produce new
1

pathos." Religiousness B indicates the specifically Chris¬

tian religiousness. This is only possible where the

historical message of Jesus Christ is known and believed.

It is the doctrine of the Incarnation that separates Chris¬

tianity from the other religions of the world. Christianity

is an historical religion in the peculiar sense that it

maintains that the Eternal has become temporal, not in mere

theory alone, but in existence. This is the category of

the Paradoxical, or the dialectic in the second instance.

Of course, it is a contradiction in terms for the

Eternal to become temporal. This is what Kierkegaard means

by the "absurd". However the "absurd" 3hould not be con¬

fused with mere nonsense. "Every man", for Kierkegaard,

"the wisest and the simplest, can qualitatively...distin¬

guish just as essentially between what he understands and

what he does not understand..., and he can discover that

there is something which is, in spite of the fact that it

-l

Kierkegaard, Postscript, p.
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1
runs against his understanding and way of thinking." It is

the grasp of the "absurd" held by faith which qualifies one

as a believing Christian and nothing else.

the Concluding Unscientific Postscript. Kierkegaard

puts forward three theses concerning the category of the

paradoxical. Let us take each one in turn. It must be

remembered, as we look at these theses, that Kierkegaard is

not seeking to explain the problem of the paradoxical but

merely to state it.

1. I'he dialectical contradiction which is the breach;

tp expect etQfhal hqpplnegg lU friqp through a pelatlPhshfo?

to SPfnethlhg else ih tlpae.2
While Religiousness A sees the individual during the

course of time as coming into a relationship with the eternal

and thinking about it in the sense of immediacy, Religious¬

ness 3 i& time (i.e. in existence) comes into a relation with

the eternal Aa time (i.e. in history). This relationship

conflicts with all thinking whether one thinks in terms of

the individual, or in terms of the Deity;J for either to be,

at the same time, the other is an absurdity.

hfcidM p. W.

2lbid., P. 505.
i'his problem is Leasing's "ditch". It is interesting

to note that Lessing did not reject S.K.'s paradox of the
man who did miracles, rose from the dead, etc. on historical
grounds. Rather he did reject basing one's eternal happi¬
ness on these historical facts. This was a transition
into another kind of fact entirely.

Of course, the Christian believer has no problem with
this chasm, having already made the "leap". Kierkegaard
seams to be suggesting that the size of such a chasm is
basically a function of the will. See: ?ostscrlotf p. 86ff.

3lbicl.
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In Religiousness A £he eternal is ublaue et nusauam.

yet concealed by the actuality of existence. Immanence lies

at the base of existence and sustains it. The eternal is

concealed in life and, as concealed, is present. Religious¬

ness B places the contradiction absolutely between human

existence and the eternal at a definite point in time.

Bxistence, in this instance, "...is abandoned by the con¬

cealed immanence of the eternal".1 The breach with immanence

is understood to be that the eternal is at a definite place

in time. Therefore one's relationship with the Bternal is

qualified by the fact that the eternal may be found only in

time (i.e. historically). The paradoxical religiousness,

therefore breaks with immanence, and runs against it.

"There is no longer any immanent fundamental kinship between

the temporal and the eternal, because the eternal itself
2

has entered time and would constitute there the kinship."

In Religiousness A, Kierkegaard claims that there is

no historical starting point. The historical, as in the

case of the Danish church, is given only lip-service. It

is in time that the individual comes to "recollect" that he

is eternal. This happens all within the realm of imman¬

ence. "It is another thing," Kierkegaard writes, "when the

historical is outside and remains outside, -and the

individual who is not eternal now becomes such, and so does

nob recollect what he is but becomes what he is not,

becomes, be it observed, something which possesses the

dialectic that as soon as it is, it must have been, for

1lbid. r p. 506. ^ibjcl., pp. 507 -5b8.
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this is the dialectic of the eternal."1 This is Religious¬

ness 3. Here the proposition which cannot be thought is

that one should become eternal although one never was eternal.

Existence plays a key role for Kierkegaard. In A,

existence is a moment within one's eternal consciousness.

As such it is a lowly thing, preventing one from becoming

what one actually is, that being infinitely higher. In B,

it is only by means of existence in extreme lowliness (the

paradoxical being accentuated), and subject to death, that

one does become eternal. Consequently existence becomes

necessary In the scheme of salvation. Redemption, one may

go on to say, cannot be separated from the created order.

2. -'he dialectical contradiction that an eternal

2
happiness is based uoon something historical.

As mentioned above, Religiousness A does not base one's

eternal happiness upon one's existence, but rather lets the

relation to the eternal transform existence. ,,7?rom the

individual's relation to the eternal, there results the how

of his existence, not the converse, and thereby infinitely

more comes out of It than was put into it."1 The relation¬

ship, therefore, is the starting point and not one's

existence and the historical paradox of Christ. What Kierke¬

gaard seems to be saying Is that it is Christ who defines

the relationship and not the relationship which defines

Christ.

"ibid-, P» 50o. '""ibjd

-Void.« p. 509.
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In Religiousness 3, the dialectical contradiction lies

essentially in the second place, for historical knowledge,

even at its maximum, remains only an approximation. The

contradiction is to base one's eternal happiness upon such

an approximation. This may only be done when one ceases to

have an eternal determinant (i.e. an understanding of

immanence).

That all historical knowledge is only an approximation,

Kierkegaard writes, is not a criticism of the historical

method of his day. But it illuminates the problem at hand

of bringing the utmost passion of subjectivity into contact

with something historical. It must be remembered, however,

that this history does not speak of any "unwarranted

passion", but of the most profound passion of all. Nonethe¬

less it is a contradiction to base eternal happiness upon

something which is at best an approximation. One only over¬

comes such a contradiction when one is given the "condition"

(i.e. of faith) from the Deity. Then it is that one becomes

a new creature.

Characteristically enough, Kierkegaard compares the

situation to human love:

If a woman who is in love were to receive
at second hand the assurance that the man she
loved (who was dead and from whose mouth she
had never heard the assurance) had affirmed
that he loved her—let the witness be the most
reliable of men, let the case be so plain that
a captious and credulous lawyer would say it
is certain—the lover will at once detect the
precariousness of this report; it is hardly a
compliment to the woman to suppose that she
would not, for objectivity is no crown of
honor for a lover.-.

^ibid., p. 511



20

Certainly, he adds, she would eventually give up this

passion and console herself with the eternal.

But Kierkegaard points out, concern for eternal blessed¬

ness cannot be given up. One finds oneself in the

contradiction of either facing the reality that there is

nothing eternal to console oneself, or to base one's eternal

happiness upon something historical, which again remains

only an approximation.

Within the realm of Religiousness A, Kierkegaard places

the comment: "...let the six thousand years of history be

true or not true, to the exister, as concerning the question

of his blessedness, it makes no difference, for in the last
1

resort, he reposes in the consciousness of eternity."

Likewise, Kierkegaard warns, to change the historical specu¬

latively into an eternal history in which the Incarnation

comes to mean an on-going event or what-have-you, is only a
p

play on words and an evasion of the problem. "

Again, the problem is that I should place my life in

jeopardy by basing my eternal happiness upon a relationship

to the historical. Yet it is only in this manner that one

may believe:

...and when, with truth confronting the indivi¬
dual as a paradox:, gripped in the anguish of pain
and sin, facing the tremendous risk of the
objective insecurity, the individual believes.
But without risk no faith, not even the Gocratic
form of faith, much less the form of which we
here speak.

Void., p. 512. "ibid. Void.. p. 188.
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Should one thus come to believe, Kierkegaard states, it

would be foolish to think that such faith could be understood

since it conflicts with all thinking. The contradiction

remains a contradiction. Should it cease to remain contra¬

dictory, then one has ceased to base one's happiness upon the

historical, and by doing so has opted for Religiousness A or

some other "stage" in life.

3. _qie djhlbCtjqal contradiction that thb historical

£nct here j,h ..q^estiph Is hot a simple historical fact» but

is constituted by that which only against its nature can

beconc higtcrical» hence by vjrthe of the abgu.rd.1
The basic assertion of the Christian Faith, according

to Kierkegaard, has been throughout the centuries that the

Deity, the Sternal One, has come into being in time at a

specific point and as an individual man. Such an affir¬

mation, Kierkegaard states, has led speculative philosophy

to accept a "pleasant illusion"; namely, that as an

historical fact, it is a simple one, and moreover, can be

understood eternally. Kierkegaard sees this as missing the

mark entirely, as (A) if the contradiction is to base one's

eternal happiness upon an historical fact, then this contra¬

diction is not resolved by explaining away the contradiction

of the fact itself, when one is nevertheless to hold fast

that it fi.e. the fact) is itself historical; and (B) any

eternal explanation becomes "ludicrous" as the eternal can

only be explained from the point of view of the eternal

1ibid., p. 512
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(i.e. by being eternal). Kierkegaard maintains that

speculative thought, at this point, leaves out the one

contradiction and explains the second away.

Religiousness A declares that "a man in accordance with

his possibility is eternal and becomes conscious of this in

time."1 Against this Religiousness B proclaims that the

eternal against its nature became temporal, was born, grew

up, and died, This, as well, is a "breach with all thinking".
As a project for thought, Religiousness B is not diffi¬

cult to understand. The difficulty arises in that we are

not here dealing abstractly. The difficulty, the Paradox, is

that it is real. "In the fantasy-medium of possibility God

can perfectly well for the imagination be fused with a man,"

Kierkegaard observes, "but that this should occur in reality
p

with an individual man, this precisely is the paradox.""

The significance of this comparison in relationship to

Dialectical Theology lies in the fact that if Dialectical

Theology understands by "paradox" a paradox of appearance

instead of Kierkegaard's ontolorical paradox, for that very

reason, it is to move from Religiousness B to Religiousness

A or to some other approach. Religiousness B is based upon

what Kierkegaard terms an "objective uncertainty". i'hat is

to say, the paradox recorded in the New Testament is

uncertain both in view of the complex nature of this

historical fact per se. and also because of the approximate

nature of historical evidence. A paradox of appearance,

however, used in its strictest sense, would exclude—or at

3mc|., p. 513. p. 515
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least be indifferent to--the ontological paradox as an

historical occurrence, since all phenomena are, by definition,

ruled out. If all phenomena are ruled out at the outset, so

is paradox in Kierkegaard's sense, and one is again under

the rubric of Religiousness A and "immediacy". For since the

historical aspect has been negated, it can only be through

some form of immediacy that the paradox of appearance becomes

paradoxical. Kierkegaard's paradox, on the contrary, is

paradoxical in an objective historical sense, independent of

any sort of immediate revelation whether it be in the indivi¬

dual or in the Church.

What is basically at issue in Kierkegaard's understanding

of paradox is an alternative approach to theology, one quite

distinct in style and direction from other theological methods.

In this thesis we will examine more closely what Kierkegaard

means by "Paradox", and the implications inherent in the

term, while Kierkegaard relies upon many famous figures for

his understanding of paradox," two which he mentions will be

dealt with in the following chapters as being especially

significant for Kierkegaard's understanding. The first is

Tertullian who, besides being memorable for his paradox

(quia inepturn). is mentioned at length and with admiration

in Kierkegaard's journals. A second figure is that of

Martin Luther. Luther, likewise, is fond of paradox and

appears throughout ierkegaard's writings, both public and

private. After exploring these positions and noting their

ierkegaard, Krarments. pp. 66-67.
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proximity to Kierkegaard on the subject of paradox, a com¬

parison will be made with the understanding of paradox as it

is found in Dialectical Theology. Karl Qarth and Rudolf

Bultmann will be singled out as being representative of this

theological school. And lastly, the dilemma that Kierke¬

gaard's understanding of paradox raises for contemporary

theology will be discussed in the Conclusion.

Paradox is a term which has been under attack both from

theology and philosophy in recent years. Critics claim that

the usage of paradox is anything from "confusing" to

"irrational". While, in the wrong hands, such may indeed be

the case, others like Bernard Nilliams find in paradox the

formulation of something "essential to Christian belief."1
I share this latter opinion. The reader is thus advised of

this prejudice so that he may judge accordingly.

13ernard Williams, "Tertullian*s Paradox," in New
Cssavs In Philosophical theology, ed. Anthony vlew and
Alasdair MacIntyre(London: 3CM Press Ltd., 1955), p« 192.
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Siziren Kierkegaard once wrote concerning his pseudony¬

mous works that, "...their importance...absolutely does not

consist in making any new proposal, any unheard-of discovery,

or in forming a new party, or wanting to go further, but

precisely on the contrary, consists in wanting to have no

importance, in wanting...to read solo the old text, well

known, handed down from the fathers—to read it through yet

once more, if possible in a more heart felt way."x This

statement which appeared at what was to be the end of Kierke¬

gaard' s pseudonymous works, here appears at the beginning of

this chapter and of this thesis. It is with the question of

continuity—especially in a Christological sense—that this

study is concerned. Let us keep Kierkegaard's declaration in

mind as a point of reference throughout the following essays.

This essay is divided into two sections. The first

section concerns itself 'with Kierkegaard's "Paradox", and

with the historical problems associated with it. As Training

In Christianity describes the paradox in a more concrete

fashion than do his other works, it will receive special

emphasis as a primary source. The second section will trace

the "Implications Of The Paradox ^or Speculative Philosophy".

Here we will compare Kierkegaard's approach to the approach

used by German Idealism—especially Hegel. The fundamental

differences in methodology, as used by Kierkegaard in

^Grfrea Kierkegaard, . IerHoward's Concluding Lnscien-
tiflc Postscript, trans. David Swenson(Princeton:
Princeton University Tress, for American-Scandinavian
foundation, 19*+1), p« 55*+•
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contrast to the dogmaticians of his day, will be outlined.

It may be noted that the majority of Kierkegaard's

works cited in this chapter were written by pseudonymous

authors. The use of pseudonyms, such as Johannes Climacus

in the case of Philosophical fragments and the Postscrint.

and Anti-Climacus in the case of Training In Christianity,

create various problems of interpretation. An examination

of these difficulties is dealt with in Appendix A: "Under¬

standing Kierkegaard's Authorship". A stance is there

adopted in regard/' to these works which will be followed
throughout the discussion below.

The Paradox

Before dealing with Kierkegaard's paradox per se.

comment is called for in regard/' to the historical question

so often associated with it. It was Lessing whom Kierke-

gard cites as giving rise to the historical question, and

which now occupies so much of the attention of modern

theology. Lessing objected to basing one's subjective

"metaphysical" and "moral" convictions upon the "accidental"

truths determined by objective historical inquiry. Or as

he states:

That the Christ, against whose resurrection
I can raise no important historical objection,
therefore declared himself to be the Son of God;
that his disciples therefore believed him to be
such; this I gladly believe from my heart. For
these truths, as truths of one and the same
class, follow quite naturally on one another.

But to jump with that historical truth to
quite a different class of truths, and to demand
of one that I should form all my metaphysical
and moral ideas accordingly; to expect me to
alter all my fundamental ideas of the nature of
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the Godhead because I cannot set any credible
testimony against the resurregtion^of Christ:
if that is not a <.<; ecc, yiVzc,,
then I do not know what Aristotle meant by this
phrase.^

Yet it has been Christianity's persistent assertion

that the Eternal has entered time, that He was born in the

form of a servant, revealed himself as the Truth, died, and

lives and rules eternally. Moreover it has been precisely

because of the historical, Christianity would contend, that

there has been any revelation at all.

Thus the paradox arises, for Kierkegaard, from the

claim that a superhistorical Being (God) has revealed himself

within history as an individual man. The paradox does not

arise from the fact that God in his very nature is para¬

doxical, but rather from the fact that God (essence) has

entered into history (existence) taking upon himself the

limitations of time and space as an individual person.

This, for Kierkegaard, should not be confused with pagan

mythology. For we are not talking here about God entering

time as a "possibility" (an eternal divine becoming), as an

illusion that is turned into an "actuality", but rather God

entering time as the apparently "well known", yet the "abso¬

lutely strange" which turns actuality into a deception.

As Johannes Climacus states, "In the fantasy medium of

possibility God can perfectly well for the imagination be

fused with a man, but that this should occur in reality with

1Gotthold i^phraim Lessing, messing's .theological
Writings. trans, henry Chadwick (London: Adam <x Charles
Black, 1956)» p. 9+'



25

an individual man, this precisely is the paradox.""

The problem which arises at this point is that if we

should at least be attentive to Christianity's claim, how

are we to apprehend such a fact? What is there to demon¬

strate the truth of such an ontological paradox, and

therefore, its historicity? Furthermore, even given its

historicity as paradox, how may the implications of such a

fact be personally appropriated?

Vernard dller summarizes this problem in an under¬

standable, concise manner as follows:

If God's self-revelation appeared in terms
that were totally amenable to historical cate¬
gories—that is, to historical reflection, to
historical evidence capable of being handled
and adjudged by the scientific criteria of
self-evident fact or absurdity—then clearly
it could not be the self of a su^erhistorical
God which is revealed. History and historical
observance simply do not comprise a big enough
medium for the immediate and transparent reve¬
lation of superhistorical reality. And yet if
God is going to reveal himself to us historical
creatures he will have to do it through the
medium of history, because that is where we
live. The best God can do, then—although this
course is dictated by our limitations and not
his—is to create within history a disturbance
which calls attention to the fact that some¬

thing queer is going on. However, because the
evidence itself can be nothing other than the
historical—which is all that we are capable of
perceiving—the matter is most paradoxical.
The option necessarily is open for us either to
interpret tne event as the superhistorical's
effort to communicate himself or to interpret
it simply as a freak occurrence, a delusion, a
fake, or a misreport of something purely his¬
torical. if the event is indeed an act of God
no amount of reflection over the evidence will
prove the case, because historical evidence
simply cannot be put together into a combin¬
ation that spells suaerhistory. The two

^"Kierkegaard, Postscript. p. 515n.



alternatives of the paradox equally and eter¬
nally are ">pen, and there is no conceivable
way to tip the balance either one way or the
other

In a word, we are bac. to what Lessing termed, "the

ugly, broad ditch." ' This is, of course, the problem that

Johannes Climacus deals with in the fragments and the Post¬

script. Kierkegaard argues, using this pseudonym, that

whereas the results of objective historical research would

only serve to underscore the essential paradoxical nature of

such an undertaking, and hence, is brought to a halt, sub-

je tively, the objective chasm may be bridged. What Reason

finds to b-j absurd, Faith finds sublime, but only, it should

be noted, because the condition for Faith in this sense, has

been given by God.^
Ibis is what Kierkegaard understands to be "subjec¬

tivity", and should not be confused with what we have termed

"objectivity" (nor with "subjectivism"). Subjectivity is
!+

the subjective certainty of an objective claim. The

3"ernard Filer, "Fact, Faith, And foolishness: Kierke¬
gaard and the New luest," The Journal of Religion. Vol. *+8,
No. 1 (Jan., 1968), p. 57.

^Lessing, p. 55-

srfren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, trans.
David F. Swenson (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1962), p0 79. Faith in this sense is not assent, but rather
revelation. This should not be confused with 3arth's under¬
standing of revelation, as no new knowledge is imparted.

L
Thus in a comment on Luther, Climacus writes, "Did not

the papacy have objectivity enough, objective determinations
to the point of superfluity? What then did it lack? It
lacked appropriation, inwardness, 'hut these hair-splitting
sophists say nothing about faith when discussing the sacra¬
ments, but merely prate industriously of the real power
inherent in them (the objective), for they are always
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difference between subjectivity and objectivity, according

to Bller, "...lies not in the intrinsic nature of their

truth claims, but in the method of their proof or certainty."1
Thus, to this way of understanding, if what we are

dealing with is essentially a paradox (i.e. in Kierkegaard's

sense), there is little point in pushing the investigation

further on objective grounds (as an essential paradox is one

which cannot be resolved), nor should one's subjective

response to the paradox be postponed (as it concerns one's

personal salvation)This is another way of saying that

once the paradox is understood to be essentially such, to a

degree, faith is already present. If faith was not already

present, the investigator would be convinced that the paradox,

while presenting certain problems, is not essentially a

paradox; and therefore will soon be resolved, if not

immediately, by next week at the latest. The fact that

during the past "1800 years" the issue has not been resolved,

is pushed aside by the investigator's faith in "the present

age", and its abilities.

When and if the investigator becomes a believer, he

finds little interest in further objective research, because

the subjective certainty, of which Kierkegaard writes, is

certain to the degree that reflection is certain of a self-

evident fact. Kierkegaard would argue, indeed, that

learning and never arrive at a knowledge of the truth.'
But if objectivity is the truth, this is surely the way
that they ought to arrive at it." (Postscript, p. 328).

^Lller, p. 62. 'ibid.. p. 63.
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subjective certainty is the greater, as it involves much

more than merely the intellectual assent of objectivity,

subjectivity resting on a personal assumption. Just as the

scientist is subjectively certain of his assumptions, so in

the same manner, the believer is subjectively certain of his.

As filler states—or perhaps overstates it:

When the Christian believer affirms that
Jesus is the Christ, he intends a same order
of fact as when the scientist affirms that the
earth is round. In short, God was uniquely in
Christ, whether anyone ever became aware of the
fact or not, whether anyone likes the idea or
not—just as the earth is round, whether anyone
ever discovered this or whether it is the
preferred shape.^

It is this objective revelatory fact, therefore, which

Kierkegaard seeks to defend on two fronts: (l) against those

who would try to prove that such a fact is true—thus intro¬

ducing an inappropriate organ of apprehension (i.e. knowledge

instead of faith); and (2) against those who would try to

prove that such a fact is false—which is equally ridiculous
to the believer since the fact is certain. Let us discuss

each of these arguments beginning with the second argument.

Kierkegaard comments in regard to those who wish to

prove falsity:

I assume now. ..that the opponents have suc¬
ceeded in proving what they desire about the
ficriptures...What then? Have the opponents
thereby abolished Christianity? By no means,
has the believer been harmed. By no means,

-"ibid.. p. 6b,
Ihis statement is rather confusing, as filer's emphasis

is on the manner of the subjective assumption, and not on
the nature of the objective fact itself.

p
See: e.g., Kierkegaard, Postscript, p. 2(yff.
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not in the least. Has the opponent made good
a right to be relieved of responsibility for
not being a believer? By no means. Because
these books are not written by these authors,
are not authentic, are not in integral con¬
dition, are not inspired (though this cannot
be disproved, since it is an object of faith),
it does not follow that these authors have not
existed; and above all, it does not follow that
Christ has not existed. In so far, the
believer is equally free to assume it; equally
free, let us note this well, for if he had
assumed it by virtue of any proof, he would
have been on the verge of giving up his faith.
If matters ever come to this pass, the believer
will have some share of guilt, in so far as he
himself invited this procedure, and began to
play into the hands of unbelief by proposing
to demonstrate that the revelatory fact
existed/. ^

In other words, Kierkegaard points out in this passage

an apparent non seouitur. namely, that just because something
2

has been proven in regards to the biblical material—its

unreliability in various respects—it does not follow (a)
that the authors of the material in question did not exist,

and (b) that Christ did not exist. We are back to the famous

phrase from the Fragments quoted previously: "We have

believed that in such and such a year the God appeared among

us in the humble figure of a servant, that he lived and
q

taught in our community, and finally died'. mven this brief

statement "ierkegaard would find to be "more than enough"

as a point of departure for paradoxical religiousness.

Therefore the believer is free to assume that his faith has

1l'oid.. p. 31.
2
Just what would constitute "proof" is an interesting

problem in itself. It will be discussed more fully in
relationship to Qultmann in the Conclusion.

^Kierkegaard, "fragments, p. 130.
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historical basis. Seeking to prove such a basis would only-

serve to call into question the nature of his faith.

However Kierkegaard is often criticized at this point

because it sounds as if he is simply postulating the fact of

revelation and its historicity, due to his personal, arbit¬

rary, but albeit paradoxical beliefs. Thus the Gospel

instead of flowing from the self-attestation of Jesus has
X

been made into but one facet of an existential philosophy.

Hermann Diem comments on this point:

What now are the implications of the fact
that man the disciple believes all this /i.e. that
the claims of Jesus were justified, etc7/2 In the
first place, on the basis of his experience exis-
tentially he believes in the significance of the
event in which the God-man is revealed, and only
in the second place, and in consequence of the
first consideration does he believe in its
historical factuality, and even then he believes
it in its aspect of 'double potency,' i.e. he
accepts it as an historical fact which is also
an eternal fact. Hence it is faith which
through the existential fulfilment of the
believer transforms a specific historical fact
into a revelatory fact, and this change comes
about through insight into the meaningfulness
of that historical fact.p

Similarly Richard Campbell comments on this passage

from the Postscript (p. 31) which we have singled out above.

He writes:

Row as a matter of logic, Kierkegaard is right
in this. men if there be no evidence whatever

^Richard Campbell, "Lesslng's Problem And Kierkegaard's
.Answer," Scottish Journal of L'heology. Vol. 19 (1966), p. 51.

O

Hermann Diem, 'ierkegaard's Dialectic Of Existence,
trans. Harold Knight (Edinburgh and London: Oliver and
3oyd, 1959), pp. 182-183. Italics mine.
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that a certain Blizer Gehoups lived in Windsor
Castle from the year 1900 until 1932, I can
still say with great passion and conviction
that he did, if I want to. But why would I
want to? The only answer would be that ,£o me
saying this has some great significance.
But then, the assertion about Glizer Gehoups
does not really say anything about a person
who lived in Windsor Castle; it says some¬
thing about me. And the 'creative personal
decision' not only brings belief in the
meaning and truth of the fact; it brings
belief in the factuality of the fact itself.-^

Two comments should be made at this point in regard

to Kierkegaard's argument. First of all, it is often over¬

looked that Kierkegaard's discussion falls under the rubric

"even if". That is to say, within the context of his dis¬

cussion the possibility of the opponents having proved what

they sought to prove regarding Scripture is dealt with as a

hypothetical case.

Generally speaking, it is a difficult thing to prove

anything either positive or negative in regards to history.

This becomes all the more difficult when the historical

object in question is the paradox that Kierkegaard describes.

If one's criterion for judging what has occurred in the

past is that of "probability", the paradox might well ask,

"Comedies and romances and lies must needs be probable, but
2

why should I be probable?" The miracle involved in Kierke¬

gaard's paradox shuns this kind of test. Thus the most

reliable form of historical evidence would be some form of

1Campbell, p. 53 •

p
Kierkegaard, fragments« p. 65.
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documentation, which is, of course, what the New Testament

represents. It is difficult, therefore, to conceive of the

kind of evidence that would make 'lerkegaard's hypothetical

argument a proven case, even though biblical unreliability

is suspected.

Secondly, that there is "a fact in question", albeit a

paradoxical fact, remains in spite of Campbell's remarks

about there being "no evidence whatever", The reason for

this is that, as Kierkegaard points out, even if the oppon¬

ents' case is proved, it does not follow that the authors of

the documents in question did not exist. Hence we are still

faced with a certain body of evidence (i.e. the consequences

of their writing). This evidence is "more than enough".

This precludes what Diem refers to as "transformation"

and "change" in regards to the "specific historical fact".

It, likewise, precludes the "creative personal decision"

which Campbell rightly sees as affecting "the factuality of

the fact itself."

Such a position is confirmed by what Kierkegaard states

at various places. In his work On luthorlty And Revelation,

he writes:

Christianity exists before any Christian exists,
it must in order that one may become a Christian,
it contains the determinant by which one may
test whether one has become a Christian, it main¬
tains its objective subsistence between the
subjective and the objective. Though Christianity
comes into the heart of never so many believers,
every believer is conscious that it has not arisen
in his heart, is conscious of the objective
determinant of Christianity is not a reminiscence
...Mo, even if no one had perceived that God had
revealed himself in a human form in Christ, he
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nevertheless has revealed himself...^

Likewise Kierkegaard affirms that the soteriological

element is present objectively. An entry from his Journal

dated September 18, 1838 reads:

The objective reality of Christ's atonement,
independent of its subjective appropriation, is
most clearly shown in the history of the ten
lepers—They were all of them healed, though
only of the tenth, who thankfully returned to
give honour to God, is it said: Thy faith made
thee whole. What was it that cured the others??

i'he answer to this question would suggest that it was

Christ's work which healed them and not their faith, as

faith is only pronounced after the fact.

Yet this does not mean that Kierkegaard did not con¬

sider the possibility that in Christ's entire life on earth

his divinity was a completely hidden affair. Such would be

a more absolute paradox than the one traditionally presented

by Christianity. Yet he rejected such a notion, however,

not because it was a more radical paradox, but because it

failed to communicate what was supposed to have been com¬

municated: ^

3f6ren Kierkegaard, on Authority And Revelation, trans.
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
19551» pp. 168-169.

Of course to speak of a revelation without there being
someone to whom the revelation is revealed is a highly
specialized statement to say the least.

p
Coren Kierkegaard, the Journals of S8ren Kierkegaard,

ed. and trans. Alexander Dru (London, New York, Toronto:
Oxford University Press, 1938), (223) p. 63.

^George 1. Arbaugh and George B. Arbaugh, Kierkegaard's
Authorsnio (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 19o8), p. 156.
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Hence when a mystification, a dialectical
reduplication, is used in the service of a
serious purpose, it will be so used as merely
to obviate a misunderstanding, whereas all the
while the true explanation is at hand and
ready to be found by him who honestly seeks it.
To take the highest example: the whole life
of Christ on earth would have been mere play
if He had been incognito to such a degree that
he went through life totally unnoticed—and
yet in a true sense He was incognito.^

Closely related to the objective nature of Christianity

is the fact of its "unthinkable" quality. Later in his

Journals, we find an entry from l8*+9. In it Kierkegaard

takes exception to the criticism that Johannes Clirnacus is

purely subjective. The curious thing about what has been

said above, Kierkegaard argues, is that it has the quality

about it that if it is (how), it had to be (what):? "...that

there is a 'how1 which has this quality, that if i£ is

truly given, then the 'what' is also given; and that what is

the 'now' of ' faith'.

This, according to Kierkegaard, again shows the

objective aspect of subjectivity. It would seem to suggest

that while it is not unthinkable that a man should claim

divinity (for many a mad man has done the same), what .is

unthinkable is that such a thing should not only be

believed, but should be proclaimed as the only means of

man's salvation—an apparent absurdity. The shock involved

oe(ren Kierkegaard, The Point Of View, etc.. trans.
Walter Lowrie (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University
Press, 1939)» p« 16. Compare Fragments, p. 69.

o
This Johannes Climacus works out at a later point in

the Postscript, as O.K. states. See: rostscrlot. p. 5l3ff*

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (1021) p. 355«
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in such a thing is not merely an aesthetic offense, but an

ethical one.1 Christ was crucified not because he was mad,

but because he had blasphemed.

On the other front, Kierkegaard would defend the para¬

doxical against those who would seek to prove the truth of

historical revelation. Alternatively, they would seek to

prove that Jesus of Nazareth was the superhistorical being.

This is especially the subject of Kierkegaard's often

neglected work, Training In Christianity. Whereas the task

of proving the falsity of the revelatory fact has been

traditionally the task of the biblical critic, this other

front has been the work of the speculative dogmatician.

Two contemporaries of Kierkegaard who would qualify

under this latter category were Bishop Jakob Peter Mynster,

then Primate of the Danish Lutheran Church, and Professor

Hans Larsen Martensen, who was to succeed Hynster after his

death. Kierkegaard had these two especially in mind during

the writing of Training In Christianity.2
The first part of the work is entitled, '"Come Hither,

All Ye That Labour ."aid Are heavy Laden, I Will Give You

^Kierkegaard, On Authority Tqd, Revelation, p. 25.
Kierkegaard takes the claim of Jesus' divinity from

such passages as John 10.30 (See also: 8.58, l*+.8ff). In
a sermon Luther translated John 10.29-3S with the following
words: "I know how to prevent any creature from tearing
these out of ray hands, for I am God Himself." fLuther' s
Works. Vol. 23, American Hdition, p. 78). Kierkegaard
evidently relied heavily on this series of Luther's sermons.
See: Appendix B: "Luther's Influence On Training In
Christianity".

2
S<6ven Kierkegaard, Tralning In Christianitv. trans.

Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19l+l),
p. XXV. Mynster was of the opinion that one half of the
book was written against Martensen, the other half against
himself. See Appendix B.
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Rest.', For Revival and Increase of Inwardness". The author

is Anti-Climacus. The title calls to mind the statue of

Christ by i'horwaldsen which is placed above the altar in the

Cathedral Church of Copenhagen; there Christ stands, the

noble, heroic type. Lowrie writes regarding this:

Almost every Sunday S.K. sat in the Cathedral,
listening to Mynster's sermons—-and thinking
his own thoughts, which he jotted down regu¬
larly in the Journal. And several times he
stood in front of this statue to deliver one

of his 'edifying discourses'. In one of the
two Christian Discourses which were actually
delivered in the cathedral on the occasion
of a Friday Communion, he alluded, apparently,
to this figure, perhaps even pointing to it,
when he said: 'But thou knowest, my hearer,
who the Inviter is, and thou hast followed
the invitation to attach thyself more closely
to Him. Behold He spreadeth out His arms and
says, "Come hither, come unto r&e, all ye that
labour and are heavy laden", behold, He in¬
vites thee to His bosoml' We do not know
exactly when this discourse was delivered,
but it was published on March 6th, l8*+8, and
presumably it was on April 18th of the same
year that he made three entries in the Journal,
registering his purpose to write 'seven dis¬
courses' upon the theme which is inscribed in
bold letters upon the base of the statue: Come
Unto Me. We see this resolution carried into
effect in Part Three of Training In Chris¬
tianity. Inasmuch as the 18th of April was
Tuesday in Holy Week, S.K. presumably was in
the cathedral and drew inspiration, if not
from the sermon, at least from the statue.
Moreover, since these are the entries immedi¬
ately preceding the record of the profound
religious experience of Wednesday, the
inspiration he drew from the statue was
presumably not unconnected with what may be
called his third conversion.^

This statue, and the events surrounding it, have great

significance for understanding this work. Thus Lowrie is

quoted at length. The above section will serve as necessary

idid.. pp. xii-xiii.
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background in understanding the paradox per se.

Kierkegaard begins the first part of his work with the

invitation to "Gome hither!". "Three interpretations" may

be found under this heading, each of which expresses how

wonderful this invitation is:

Oh! Wonderful, wonderful! That the one
who has help to give is the one who says,
Gome hither! What love is this!-,

Kierkegaard compares the inviter to a physician who

speaks these words. Kierkegaard writes concerning him:

The Helper is the help. Oh, wonderful! He who
invites all and would help all has a way of
treating the sick just as if it were intended
for each several one, as if each patient He
deals with were the only one. Commonly a
physician must divide himself among his many
patients, wno, however many they are, are very
"far from being all. He prescribes the medicine,
tells what is to be done, how it is to be used—
and then departs...to another patient...Hence in
this case the helper and the help are not one
and the same thing...Hut when the Helper Is the
help, He must remain with the patient all the
day long, or the patient with Him. Oh, wonder¬
ful! That it is the very Helper who invites
«ni2

The Helper invites all to come who are in need of help,

and all are in need of help, especially the sinner. Like¬

wise he seeks those who "labour and are heavy laden". Ke

does not wait for them to come, but summons them. And if

there happens to be someone who is perhaps so wretched

that he is unable to come—" a sigh is enough, to sigh for

Him is to come hither."^

"'iPld.. p. 10. c 1'old.. pp. Ilf-15. ^3,bid., p. 22.
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The foregoing Kierkegaard writes in a style appropriate

not only for Thorwaldsen' s statue, but appropriate for the

speculative dogmatics he opposes. Thus there is nothing

either troublesome or offensive in the above, even if it may

sound odd to the modern reader. Likewise there are no

theological objections to be made at this point. The problem

for dogmatics comes in "The Obstacle" that he now places in

the reader's way:

•Gome hither unto me, all ye that labour and
are heavy laden, I will give you rest.'

Halt nowI Hut what is there to impose a
halt? That which in a single instance infinitely
alters everything-~so that, in reality, instead
of getting a sight, as one might expect, of an
interminable throng of such as labour and are
heavy laden following the invitation, you behold
in fact a sight which is exactly the opposite:
an interminable throng of men wno turn backward
in flight and shudder, until in the scramble to
get away they trample one another under foot;
so that if from the result one were to infer
what had been said, one must conclude that the
words were, 'Procul. o orocul este orofani*.
rather than, 'Come hither'.(The halt is
imposed,finally) by something infinitely more
important and infinitely more decisive: by the
Inviter. Not as though He were not the man to
do what He says, or not God to keep the promise
He has made—no, in a sense very different from
that.-,

The "difference" which Kierkegaard insists upon is that

the inviter in question is a definite historical person who

existed 1800 years before; and it was He who spoke these

words of invitation. About Him, Kierkegaard argues, nothing

may be known from history (i.e. world-history, or secular

history, as opposed to sacred history); He may only be

oellov-d. He declines to be known in a human way from the

1iQid., p. 2?.
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consequences of His life, because He would only be the

''sign of offence", and the "object of faith". The fact

that He existed at all (He being God) is infinitely more

decisive, for Kierkegaard, than all the consequences of his

life in the course of history."

Kierkegaard then proceeds to discuss six points in

regards to this issue. Let us take each point briefly in

turn, summarizing them, and commenting where appropriate.

Chis comprises his main arguments against those who would

seek to prove the truth of Christianity.
O

(a) "./ho spoke these words of invitation? Kierke¬

gaard answers this question by stating that it was the

Inviter who spoke these words: Jesus Christ. Which Jesus

Christ? The Christ of glory? No, Kierkegaard affirms,

"From the seat of His glory he has not spoken one word.

While Jesus Christ is always the same, both yesterday and

today, it is the humiliated Christ which spoke these words.

The Christian believes that Christ is now in glory; and

this fact, being outside of time, can only be believed.

Thus, for Kierkegaard, one can only become a Christian by

coming to Christ in the state of humiliation, for this is

the only way in which he existed. That Christ shall come

again, the Christian expects. Hut it can be expected and

believed in only because he has first existed here on earth.

Furthermore, Kierkegaard adds, to pass these words of

invitation off as if it were the Christ of glory who spoke

them, would be to make them untrue, just as untrue as if

"*"ibid.. p. 26. '"ibid. ^ibld



the words were ascribed to someone who never said tham.

(b) "Can one learn from history anything -about Christ?"1

Kierkegaard means by "history", secular history. Thus he

affirms in answer to this question, that nothing can be

known from history about Christ, for He is the paradox, who

is the object of faith, and exists only for faith. Secular

history makes Christ into something other than He truly is,

he suggests, by pretending to know about Christ. Yet

nothing can be known about Christ; He can only be believed.

(c) "Can one urove from history that Christ was God?"2
Kierkegaard finds it ridiculous to want to prove that an

individual man was God:

But to 'prove' is to demonstrate something to be
the rational reality it is. Can one demonstrate
that to be a rational reality which is at vari¬
ance with reason? Surely not unless one would
contradict oneself. One can 'prove' only that
it is at variance with reason. The proofs which
Scripture presents for Christ's divinity—His
Miracles, His Resurrection from the dead, His
Ascension into heaven—are therefore only for
faith, that is, they are not 'proofs', they have
no intention of proving that all this agrees
perfectly with reason; on the contrary they
would prove that it conflicts with reason and
therefore Is an object of faith.3

Thus, returning to the historical proofs, Kierkegaard

insists that one cannot prove from 1800 years of history

(i.e. the consequences of a man's life, as great as they may

be), that an individual man was God. One might be able to

prove that he was a great man, perhaps the greatest man that

ever lived—but God, no; this conclusion could not be drawn.

^lold., p. 28. ?loid. -^ibid. r p. 29.
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For to begin with the presupposition that Jesus was a man
/ / j J/ /■

could never lead to a yue-T^^atg etc; «<.AAa yescq, to the
inference of a new quality—that he was God. Finite,

quantitative data cannot be so arranged as to produce an

infinite, qualitative conclusion. Conversely, to begin with

the presupposition that Jesus was God (the assumption of

faith), the 1800 years of history have nothing to do with

the problem. The consequences of a life are a human pheno¬

menon of a quantitative nature. To identify God with such

a process would be blasphemous. Kierkegaard reminds us,

nowever, that the historian must begin with one or other of

these presuppositions: either Jesus was a man, or he was

God. "If one begins in the latter way," Kierkegaard states,

"everything is as it should be."1
<d) "Are the qpi^^quehceg _of Christ's lifejaarg

Important than his llfev"'" Kierkegaard answers this with a

firm "No". Millions and millions of men have lived. An

individual life only becomes noteworthy in terms of the

noteworthy traits that an individual life exhibits. Among

these traits are what he accomplished, or the consequences

of his life. The fact that God lived, however, is a

different matter. For even if there were no consequences

which steamed from such an event, the fact that He lived

is of infinitely greater significance than all the conse¬

quences. i'he fact that God lived is "in-and-for-itself

noteworthy".

(e) "A comparison between Christ and a man -■•ho hi his

1
ibid.. p. 3G. 2ibld., p. 31*
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lifetime suffered trie sa.-ae opposition from his age that

Christ suffered.Kierkegaard has Socrates in his mind
2

especially at this point. Here was a man misunderstood by

his age, then derided, ridiculed, persecuted and finally

put to death for the good of society. But the consequences

of his life soon make it apparent who he was. Finally he is

acclaimed as a noble man, his humiliation being forgotten.

The same, however, does not hold true for Christ. Here

again, no amount of historical consequences can prove who

He was, "He" being God. It reduces Christ to a mere man,

Kierkegaard contends, to think that this would be the case.

(f) "I'he misfortune of Christendom.In this final

section, Kierkegaard sums up his complaint against Christen¬

dom. He argues that for many, many years, Christ has

neither been what he was when he lived on earth, nor what he

will be upon his return. Rather people have in an "illicit"

sort of way become knowing about Christ, while the only

possible way is to be believing. Gradually the essential

issues of Christianity have become lost. He states:

By degrees, as this came to be accounted wisdom,
all pith and vigour was distilled out of Chris¬
tianity; the tension of the paradox was relaxed,
one became a Christian without noticing it, and
without in the least noticing the possibility of
offence. One took possession of Christ's
doctrine, turned it about and pared it down,
while He of course remained surety for its
truth, He whose life had such stupendous
results in history. All became as simple as
thrusting a foot into the stocking. And quite
naturally, because in that way Christianity
became paganism.^

•^lbld.. p. 35* % bid.. p. 35n

3ibid.. p. 37. ^ibid.. p. 38.
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Without really being aware of it, Kierkegaard argues,

Christianity has ceased to exist. Thus if this situation is

to be remedied, one must undertake, "to introduce Christianity

into Christendom.""*"
Kierkegaard goes about this task by introducing

2
Christianity as "contemporaneousness" with Christ. that is

to say, he seeks to reintroduce the paradox into Christendom.

Kierkegaard would have us remember who the Invlter is, the

paradoxical Christ, Christ in his humility that spoke these

words of invitation.

The lQOO years of Christian history must be swept

aside. However, nermann Diem points out that we must be

careful to understand what Kierkegaard means by this. He is

not arguing for a return to an earlier point in the develop¬

ment of the Church as an ideal (e.g. primitive Christianity).
The issue here is not the return to a time free of the

complications of history, but rather the return to "the

presuppositions underlying the situation of contemporaneity
with Christ, in which these historical differences--lose

their relevance for faith.

Kierkegaard is not seeking to set aside the Church

authorities, or the institution. Rather he wishes to prevent

Christianity being presented on the claim of the "proof of

centuries", in such a way that knowledge replaces faith,

and members are free "to inherit" Cnrist without reference

to the scandalous nature of the Invlter.

1 2
"ibid,., p. 3S. See Appendix 3.

3Diem, p. 107. ibid.
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Thus Christ is presented contemporarily, that is, as

one being contemporaneous with him:

...it is necessary above all to get rid of the
whole delusion of after-history, so that he who
in the year I8*f6 becomes a Christian becomes
that by being contemporaneous with the coming
of Christianity into the world, in the same
sense as those who were contemporaneous before
the eighteen hundred years. To this unshakable
qualitative difference between the historical
element in Christianity (the paradox that the
eternal came into existence once in time) and
the history of Christianity, the history of its
followers, etc. The fact that God came into
existence In human form under the emperor
Augustus: that is the historical element in
Christianity, the historical in a paradoxical
composition. It is with this paradox that
everyone, in whatever country he may be living,
must become contemporary, if he is to become a
believing Christian. With the history of
Christianity he has in this respect nothing
whatever to do.^

The essential "fact" of Christianity, for Kierkegaard,

has no history, apart from its coming into existence at a

specific point in time. This is the offense and, therefore,

the point of departure for Christian faith. Thus the

believer can be a contemporary with this fact whether it

happened yesterday, or whether it occurred 1800 years in

the past. The paradox is a "polar star", Kierkegaard

writes, which "stands immovable and unchanged". The distance

from this fact, because it is a "qualitative" fact, cannot

be measured on the "quantitative scale of time and space";
2

and because it is a qualitative fact, it is the paradox.

Thus in Part II of rraining In Christianity entitled,

"^Kierkegaard, On Authority And Revelation, pp. 58-59

^lbid., pp. 60-61.
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"'Blessed Is He Whosoever Is Not Offended In Me.' A Biblical

Exposition and Christian Definition of Concepts", Kierke¬

gaard, through the character of Anti-Climacus, presents

Christ as the contemporary, the object of faith. Here is

Christ as he appears in the biblical accounts, he looks

like other men, speaks like them, follows their habits and

customs, and yet is the Hon of God.1 Such a picture of

Christ, the God-Man, nduard Geismar states, is "in full con-
2

formity with the orthodox Athanasian creed."

For Kierkegaard, God is Spirit; and because God is

Spirit, he is related paradoxically to existence; "...he can

in turn come so near to reality that he is right in the

midst of it, in the midst of the streets of Jerusalem."

If God were to appear directly, man would find him to be

ridiculous, his majesty being infinitely higher, i'hus

Christ appears as the paradox, "before our very noses.

Precisely because Christ is the ontological paradox,

he presents the possibility of offense, From such an

offense, man turns either to offense, or to belief. The

situation, Kierkegaard affirms, is inseparable from the

God-Man. He is not the illusory unity of God and mankind,

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (*+17) pp. 111-112.
'

..Guard Geismar, . ectures .n the Religious luought Of
<6ren Kierkegaard, trans. David F. Swenson (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Publishing House, 1937), p. 63.

3Sbren Kierkegaard, ike Last Years, Johrgsq^.
trans. Ronald Gregor Smith (London: Collins, 1965)» p• 209.

Ll
S.K. notes that the opposite of belief is not doubt,

but offense. "Doubt" would suggest that the problem is
understood in a theoretical, rather than existential sense;
and as such would be a misunderstanding of the problem.
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but rather is the unity of God and an individual man.

Christianity is to be distinguished from pagan mythology

because of this particularity. "There is neither in heaven,

nor in eartn, nor in the depths, nor in the aberrations of

the most fantastic thinking, the possibility of a (humanly

speaking) more insane combination", Kierkegaard writes.

Ouch an absurd combination is revealed only in the situation

of "contemporaneousness".1
This offense of the God-Man has two forms. The first

concerns itself with loftiness, that is, with the fact,

"...that an individual man says of himself that he is God,

or speaks in such a way as to betray this thought". The

second has to do with lowliness, that is, with the fact,

"...that He who is God is this lowly man, suffering like a

2
lowly man".

The two forms differ in terms of their point of depar¬

ture. In the first, the point of departure is man, and

offense arises not because of an individual man's lowliness,

but because he wants it to be understood that he is God.

In the second, the point of departure is God, and the

offense arises—given the possibility of such a thing

occurring—that God should appear as a lowly and helpless

man.1

1Kierkegaard, Training, p. 8^.
?ibid.
ierkegaard lists, as well, a third aspect of offense

which has to do with "a human individual who comes into
collision with the established order" (p-. 86). It is here
omitted as it does not have to do with Christ as the God-
Man oer se.

3ibid.
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Let us consider both forms in turn, ^lrst of the

biblical examples that Kierkegaard uses for the paradox of

loftiness is Matt. 11.6 (parallel: Lk. 7*23). In this

account, John the Baptist sends from prison to know if Jesus

was the Christ, or if he should wait for another. Jesus

replied: "Go and tell John the things which ye do hear and

see: the blind receive their sight, and the lame walk, the

lepers are cleansed, and the deaf hear, the dead are raised

up, and the poor have the gospel preached to them. And

blessed is he whosoever shall not be offended in me."^'

Commenting on this, Kierkegaard explains that Jesus did

not answer the question of John's messengers directly.

Instead of answering that he was the Expected One, Jesus

referred John to his works. The reason for this, Kierkegaard

suggests, is that John was absent from the scene. A direct

communication to an absent person would not require faith on

the part of the hearer. To someone who was present. Jesus

could very well reply directly. Yet such a direct reply

would require faith as well, because one would only witness

a man of lowly appearance speaking such words. In effect,

the direct communication would have become an indirect

p
communication.

Likewise if it was directly obvious that Jesus was the

Christ, as Christendom 'not to mention Thorwaldsen's statue,

apparently assumes, why would Jesus reply in such a strange

way? It would have been much simpler to say in effect:

~1Did.. quoted in, p. 96.

cibiu., pp. 96-97*
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"Just look at me, you can see that I am God." Of course in

the situation of contemporaneousness, Kierkegaard observes,

such a reply would be ridiculous. Thus he uses the situation

of contemporaneousness as a tool separating possibility from

reality, The sentimental notion of -direct apparentness in

regards to Christ breaks down when Christ is understood to

be a contemporary, and the scandal inherent in this becomes

obvious.1
Furthermore with the exception of the "proof from

prophecy" (this being weakened by John's question), Christ's

reply does away with the "proofs" of the truth of Christian¬

ity. For even with the data which Jesus gives in his answer,

it does not therefore follow that he is God. This conclusion

is not directly ascertainable:

That is, He makes it evident that in relation to
Him there can be no question of any proofs, that
a man does not come to him by the help of proofs,
that there is no direct transition to this thing
of becoming a Christian, that at most the proofs
might serve to make a man attentive, so that once
he has become attentive he may arrive at the
point of deciding whether he will believe or be
offended. For the proofs remain equivocal: they
are the pro et contra of the reasoning intellect,
and therefore can be used contra et pro. It is
only by a choice that tne heart is revealed (and
it was for this cause Christ came into the world,
that the thoughts of all hearts might be re¬
vealed), by the choice whether to believe or be
offended. 0

The second text taken as an example of the aspect of

loftiness is found in John 6.61. Here Christ speaks of

^oee Kierkegaard, Journals. (935) p. 3^; (936) o. 3l+3;
and (1002) p. 3^3.

2
"""Kierkegaard, Training, p. 98.
^Cee: Appendix B.
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himself as the "living bread", saying that whoever eats of

this bread shall live. Kierkegaard notes that the Jews were

troubled at this and asked, "Mow can this man give us his

flesh to eat?" To which Jesus replied, "Verily, verily, I

say unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the ^on of Man and

drink his blood, ye have no life in you...Hven many of his

disciples when they heard this said, This is a hard speech,

who can bear him (sic)?" Then Jesus, Kierkegaard continues,

"who knew in Himself that His disciples murmured over this,

said 'Doth this offend you?'" "aid from the following verse

(verse 66) it appears that from that time many of his

disciples went back and walked no more with Him."1'
Thus it is that an individual man, a man who looks like

all the others, speaks in such a way about himself. No

'wonder then, Kierkegaard goes on, that many, many even of

his disciples were offended. He qualifies himself in such

a divine manner that it is only he who eats his body and

drinks his blood shall be saved at the last day. This sug¬

gests the most decisive manner of qualifying himself as God.

When he speaks of himself as the bread which comes down from

heaven, the suggestion is the same. And finally when he

suggests that the Son of Man will ascend up where he was

before, "he directly represents himself as something entirely

different from what it is to be a man, makes himself out to
2

be divine—he, an individual manl"

Kierkegaard, Training, pp. 100-101.

'°i bid.. p. 102.
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Again in contemporaneousness, as opposed to the possible

world of imagination, the offense is all too apparent in

what Jesus has to say. The only way that this may be

avoided is to believe. However, in order to believe, it is

necessary to have passed through the possibility of offense.

Kierkegaard adds a "Supplement" at this point.^ He

notes that these are not the only passages where the paradox

as loftiness is mentioned in the New Testament. It is "...

present every instant when He (the God-Man), this individual

mail, spoke or acted in a way suggesting the qualification
2

God." Kierkegaard lists several passages as examples of

this ontological contradiction. He points out, though, that

it is not necessary to list all such passages since it

might "...give the impression that the possibility of offence

was present only at this or that moment, whereas in fact it

is present every instant." He writes:

Thus in Matt. (the story of the paralytic),
when Jesus says to the Pharisees, 'Wherefore
think ye evil in your hearts', these evil
thoughts were the offence. To forgive sinners
is in the most decisive sense a qualification
suggestive of God. But (to repeat it once
again) when a man has only a fantastic picture
of Christ, he perhaps finds nothing strange in
His forgiving sins, and fails to notice the
possibility of the offence. On the other hand,
in reality, in truth, in the situation of
contemporaneousness—an individual man like
others—that he should assume to forgive sinsi
There is but one way to avoid the offence, vis.
by believing; but he who believes has passed
through the offence.—Matt. 12:2*+, where the
Pharisees, after Christ had healed a man
possessed, who was blind and dumb, exclaim,
'This fellow doth not cast out devils but by
Beelzebub, the prince of devils'—when in

"ibid.. p. 102ff. ;~ibid., p. 103
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this connexion it is said that 'Jesus knew their
thoughts', it was these thoughts again that were
the offence. Matt. 26:6*+,65, where Christ says,
•Hereafter shall ye see the Son of Man sitting
on the right hand of Power and coming in the
clouds of heaven'—and the high priests cried
out, 'He blasphemeth God, now ye have heard His
blasphemy', here again it is the offence we hear.
See also John 8:V3,52f.j the whole story about
the man born blind; and John lOrPO^Off.^

Whereas the above aspect of paradox deals with lofti¬

ness, the following, second aspect of paradox has to do with

lowliness. In this case, one is not offended by Jesus'

claim of divinity, but rather by the fact that he shows him¬

self to be a poor, suffering, and unimportant man. Here it

is important to note Kierkegaard's order in raising this

aspect of the paradox. Had Jesus' claim of divinity not

arisen, the paradox, in this sense, would not have arisen:

In the foregoing section the man was about to
be offended, who was brought to a halt by the
possibility of offence, said, 'An individual man
like us wants to be God.' Here the man who is
brought to a halt by the possibility of offence
says, 'Supposing for an instant that thou art
God, what folly and madness it is that thou art
this lowly, poor, impotent man', 'p

Ihe first biblical passage Kierkegaard uses as an

example of this is Matt. 13*55 (parallel: Mk. 6.3}. Here

Jesus' own people asked themselves: "is not this the car¬

penter's son? Is not his mother called Mary, and his

brethren, James, and Joses, and Simon, and Judas, and his

1
i bi d.
It is this aspect of paradox which is so often ignored

and swept aside by contemporary theology. Kierkegaard deals
with it at length, however, especially in braining In Christ¬
ianity. Gee e.g.: pp. 33,*+2,67,8^,9$,125, and~13>f*

?ibld.. p. 10 5.
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sisters, are they not all with us? Whence hath this man

all these things? And they were offended in him."1
Here Kierkegaard argues that their offense is centered

in the fact that God should be born the son of a carpenter,

and that these are his brothers and sisters. Again anyone

who thinks of the God-Man as the unity of God and mankind

could easily overlook the offense. But when one is a con¬

temporary with Christ this is impossible. The question

arises: "Whence hath this man all these things?"

A second passage is taken from Matt. 26.31,33 (parallel:
Mk. lV.27,29)« here the issue at hand is not Christ's

loftiness, since in these passages the disciples believe him

to be the Christ, but rather with his lowliness, for he here

feretells what is to befall him, "...he, the highly exalted,

the Only Begotten of the Father, should suffer in this way,

p
should be delivered helpless into the power of his enemies."

It is this same kind of offense, Kierkegaard suggests, which

is at the heart of Peter's denial, and the falling away of

Jesus' disciples upon his arrest.

Like the first aspect of paradox (loftiness), this
second aspect suggests, as well, that offense belongs

essentially to the experience of faith. All were offended

in Christ, either as Jesus' neighbours were at his claims

of divinity, or as the disciples were at his suffering.

Offense, Kierkegaard affirms, brings all human understanding

Kierkegaard also mentions John 7«27f. in this context.
See Appendix B.

^lbld.f p. 106.
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to a halt. Reason stumbles so as either to be offended, or

to believe.1

He supplements this second discussion by stating that

an additional example of the offense of lowliness may be

found in the history of the passion. Likewise there is an

offense associated with lowliness, in terms of personal

piety. Christians, as well, must be prepared to suffer in

this world, Just as their l^ord once suffered. Kierkegaard

presents Christ in this respect not only as the gift, but

as the model.'' He lists Matt. 13.21, 16.23; Mk. ^.17; and

John 16.23 in support of this understanding. This is in

keeping with Kierkegaard's own understanding of Training In

Christianity, as expressed in the "Editor's Preface": "The

requirement must be heard; and I understand what is said as

addressed solely to me—that I might learn not only to take

refuge in 'grace', but to take refuge in such a way as to
q

make use of 'grace'.Here Kierkegaard finds himself

inferior to Anti-Climacus.

Hy way of summary, in whatever form offense may occur,

be it in terms of loftiness, or in terms of lowliness,

offense finds its cause in the paradox. The paradox,
#

1lbid.. pp. 107-108.
2
Luther also emphasizes these two modes.

-Kierkegaard, Training, p. 5.
Kierkegaard continues his discussion at some length

(p. 122ff.) under the heading "Thoughts Which Determine The
Meaning Of 'The Offence' Etrictly 3o Called". While the
discussion is worthwhile, most of the themes here discussed
have been introduced previously in this chapter, and there¬
fore are omitted at this point.
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strictly speaking, is Jesus Christ the God-Man, the only

God-Man. He is the eternal (essence or spirit) who has

entered into time (existence) at a specific point in time,

not in a theoretical (possible) sense, as in the union of

God with mankind, but in the existential (real) sense, as

in the union of God with a specific individual at a specific

moment in time (i.e. under the reign of Caesar Augustus).
It is there he reveals himself by his claims, miracles, and

actions, and thus indicates an ontological contradiction.

The paradox, understood in this manner—and without

reference to faith—is absurd, as it runs contrary to

reason. However there is a double entendre In regard to

the paradox, as Alastair McKinnon points out. One cannot

and does not believe something which is logically absurd.

However faith—the condition for faith being given by God
J

—finds this paradox not to be absurd. Kierkegaard's

pseudonymous, non-Christian authorship, therefore, speaks

of Christianity in a paradoxical fashion, while paradox is
2

absent from his acknowledged works.

This is evident especially at two points in Kierke¬

gaard' s later comments about his authorship. A Journal

entry from 1850 reads:

A true sentence of Hugo de St. Victor
(Helfferich: Mvstlk. Vol. I, 368).

'In things which are above reason faith is
not really supported by reason, because reason
cannot grasp what faith believes; but there is
also a something here as a result of which

^Kierkegaard, fragments. p. 79.
2
Alastair McKinnon, "Believing The Paradoks: A Contra¬

diction In Kierkegaard?," Harvard Theological Nevlew. No.
61, (1968^, p. 635.

3
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Both faith and reason deal with the paradox in
their own ways faith by believing the paradox; reason
by rational explanation. Yet the paradox remains
paradoxical and an issue of discussion because neither
faith nor reason attain certain knowledge. For example,
faith believes that Jesus is the Christ He says He is,
but finds the proof of such a claim both impossible and
inappropriate; reason reasons that such a claim itself
is impossible, yet--while the paradoxical nature of
such a claim may be explained by various means--is
unable to prove such explanations as evidence is
lacking. See the Conclusion.
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reason is determined, or which determines
reason to honour faith which it cannot
perfectly understand.'

That is what I explained (e.g. in the
I'ln^l Ppstsoripfr); not every absurdity is 'the
absurd' or the paradox. The effect of reason
is in fact to know the paradox negatively—but
not raore.^

Secondly Kierkegaard's unpublished reply to fheophilus

Nicolas treats the issue in greater detail:

The Absurd is a category, it is the negative
category for God or for the relationship to God.
When the believer believes, the Absurd is not the
Absurd—faith transforms it; but in every weak
moment, to him it is again more or less the
Absurd. The passion of faith is the only thing
capable of mastering the Absurd. If this were
not so, faith would not be faith in the strictest
sense but would be a kind of knowledge. The
Absurd provides a negative demarcation of the
sphere of faith, making it a sphere in itself.
It must necessarily seem to a third party that
the believer relates himself by virtue of the
Absurd; for after all, the third party lacks
the passion of faith.0

Thus the paradox, or the Absurd, may be said to operate

on two levels for Kierkegaard. On the one level, to those

outside of faith, it is an ontological contradiction which

runs contrary to reason (contra rationem). nowever on the

other, to those who possess faith, it is no longer a contra¬

diction, and is above reason (supra rationem). The believer

believes that God is able to jump over a ditch of his own

making; the God-Man demonstrates that all things are

possible for God.

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (IO33) pp. 362-363.
2
Goren Kierkegaard, quoted in Cornelio Fabro, '"Faith

And Reason In Kierkegaard's Dialectic," Howard A. Johnson
and Niels Thulstrup (eds.), / Kierkegaard Critique (New
York: harper h brothers, Publishers, 1962), pp. 182-183.
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Implications Of Cne Paradox For Coeculatlve Philosophy

Kierkegaard observes that while speculative philosophy

has been so busy doing everything, doubting everything, and

what-have-you, the speculative philosopher, on the other

hand, has become too objective to speak about himself.

The philosopher does not say that jie doubts, etc., but that

it is speculative philosophy that does so. Thus the

affirmation is made about speculative philosophy, with no

reference to the speculative philosopher. He does not

commit himself in any greater degree than this. But, Kierke¬

gaard asks, is it not possible to agree to be "human beings?"

Socrates once commented that if flute-playing is posited,

so must the flute player. Does it not stand to reason,

Kierkegaard continues, that if speculative philosophy is

posited, so must the speculative philosopher, or several
1

speculative philosophers?

It is Kierkegaard's opinion that the thinker who in

all his thinking forgets that he is an "existing individual"

will never explain the enduring questions. Rather he

merely attempts to become "a book or an objective some¬

thing", instead of what he is in reality—a human being.

This, for Kierkegaard, is an impossibility. While this

does not deny the validity of objective thought, it does,

at least, qualify it:

Kierkegaard, i ostsctlot. p. ?u.
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If a man occupied himself, all his life through,
solely with logic, he would nevertheless not
become logic; he must therefore himself exist
in different categories. Now if he finds that
this is not worth thinking about, the choice
must be his responsibility. But it will
scarcely be pleasant for him to learn, that
existence mocks everyone who is engaged in
becoming purely objective.-,

This is initially Kierkegaard's complaint against

modern philosophy. Such philosophy is not so much mistaken,

as it is comical. The comedy is brought about by having

forgotten, "in a sort of world-historical absent-mindedness,
2

what it means to be a human being." And, he quickly adds,

it is not a human being "in general" one is here discussing.

This would be to slip again into the abstract via an

"ingenious contrivance", and thus nullify the criticism.

Such a comical situation is deserving of a comical

response. He writes:

Let no one misunderstand me, I happen to be a
poor existing spirit like all otner men; but if
there is any lawful and honest manner in which
I could be helped into becoming something extra¬
ordinary, like the pure I-am-I for example, I
always stand ready gratefully to accept the
gift and the benefaction. Hut if it can only
be done in the manner indicated, by saying eixq
zwei drel kokolorum. or by tying a string
around the little finger, and then when the
moon is full, hiding it in some secret place
—in that case I prefer to remain what I am,
a poor existing human being..

All objective systems, Kierkegaard observes, dissipate

the concept of existence. Existence must be revoked in the

eternal before any system can "round itself out". There

~^1 bid.« p. 86. 'ibid.. p. 109. "^1bid., p. 169.
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can be no existing "remainder" in the system, not even llerr

Professor who has written the system, if the system is to

be final in itself.1
The Idea of systematic philosophy Kierkegaard sees as

being the identity of subject and object, and the unity of

thought and being. Existence poses a problem for such a

synthesis as it separates these entities. This is not to

suggest that existence is "thoughtless", but it does bring

about this separation. Objectively, thought is to be

understood as pure thought, which corresponds to its object,

or thought itself. This objective thought, Kierkegaard

argues, has no relation to the existing thinker, How such

an existing subject can slip into objectivity, or pure

abstract subjectivity—which again does not signify an

existing human being—is a different question. In any case,

he continues, the existing subject tends to "evaporate"

into objectivity. But nothing of this sort can happen.

At the most, the human being can become aware through the

imagination of a participation in abstract consciousness,

and of the pure relationship between thought and being.

This is a tautology, for Kierkegaard, since this being which

is ascribed to the thinker does not mean that he is such,

but only that he is engaged in thinking. The existing

subject, contrarily, is engaged in existing, as is every
2

human being, given the structure of reality.

Kierkegaard finds, for example, that Fichte's "I-am-I"

1ibid., p. 111. 2ibid., p. 112
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is a "mathematical point which does not exist", Further-

more, it "...is not an identity of the infinite and the

finite, since neither the one nor the other is real; it is

a fantastic rendezvous in the clouds, an unfruitful

embrace, and the relationship of the individual self to

this mirage is never indicated."1
For Kierkegaard, all essential knowledge is related

to existence. To state it somewhat differently, it is only

such knowledge which has an essential relationship to

existence that is essential knowledge. All knowledge which

does not relate itself inwardly to existence is, essentially

viewed, accidental knowledge. The degree and scope of such

accidental knowledge is indifferent. He continues:

That essential knowledge is essentially related
to existence does not mean the above-mentioned
identity which abstract thought postulates bet¬
ween thought and being; nor does it signify,
objectively, that knowledge corresponds to _

something existent as its object /i.e. an idol/
But it means that knowledge has a relationship
to the knower, who is essentially an existing
individual, and that for this reason all
essential knowledge is essentially related to
existence. Only ethical and ethico-religious
knowledge has an essential relationship to
the existence of the knower.2

Essentially viewed. Christianity is not an historical

phenomenon. That is to say, Christianity is something

other than an historical process (i.e. the consequences of

a man's life, etc.) about which one may become knowing in

1lbid.. p. 176. ?lbid.T p. 177-

3This should not be construed as meaning that Christi¬
anity has no historical point of departure, or "paradox".
This issue has been discussed in the previous section, with
reference to On Authority And Hevelation. p. 5<3ff. See
below Kierkegaard's discussion in regards to "Subjectivity".
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a relationship. Kierkegaard uses the analogy of a husband

and wife:

...their marriage expresses itself clearly in
terms of external fact, and constitutes a
phenomenon in existence, just as Christianity
has stamped its impress upon life on the larger
stage of the world's history. But their wedded
love is no historical phenomenon. The pheno¬
menal is here in itself the insignificant, and
it receives significance for husband and wife
only through their love; but otherwise con¬
sidered, i.e. objectively, the phenomenal is
a deception. And so also is Christianity.-,

When the question of truth is raised in an objective

sense, the knower deals objectively with the truth. Ref¬

lection is not focussed upon the nature of the relationship

to the truth, but rather upon the question of objective

truth itself. Only in so far as the objective is true is

the subject considered to be in the truth. When the

question of truth is raised in a subjective sense,

reflection is directed subjectively to the nature of the

relationship itself. Only is the individual in the truth

in so far as the relationship is in the truth, even if it

should be that the truth to which the individual is

2
related is not true.

According to Kierkegaard, the existing individual who

wants to pursue the objective approach enters upon an

"approximation-process" which would bring God to light

Kierkegaard, Postscript, p. 52.
O.K. uses another analogy at this point (p.53>» that

of the visible and invisible Church. Luther was fond of
this concept.

2ibid., p. 178.
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objectively. This Kierkegaard considers to be impossible,

as God is a subject, and therefore only exists for subjecti¬

vity. In fact, the existing individual who chooses the

objective way of approach at once is aware of the difficulty

involved in having to use time, perhaps a very long time,

in having to discover God objectively. This is all the

more painful, he observes, because every moment is wasted

when the individual does not have God.1
Here Kierkegaard states the problem with which the two

approaches deal by means of another analogy which is often

cited:

If one who lives in the midst of Christendom
goes up to the house of God, the house of the
true God, with the true conception of God in
his knowledge, and prays, but prays in a
false spirit; and one who lives in an idola¬
trous community prays with the entire passion
of the infinite, although his eyes rest upon
the image of an idol: where is there most
truth? The one prays in truth to God though
he worships an idol; the other prays falsely
to the true God, and hence worships in fact
an idol.p

Here we have one man who investigates objectively the

problem of eternity; the other embraces uncertainty with

"the passion of the infinite". Where, then, is the greater

truth to be found, Kierkegaard asks; and who has the greater

certainty? "The one has entered upon a never-ending

approximation, for the certainty of immortality lies pre¬

cisely in the subjectivity of the individual; the other is

immortal, and fights for his immortality by struggling with

1ibid. ?lbid.. p. 179-180.
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the uncertainty."1
Kierkegaard concludes that objectively there is no

"infinite decisiveness". Ihe objective approach seeks to

annul the difference between good and evil, and the question

of contradiction, and therefore also "the infinite difference

oetween the true and the false." Only subjectivity, for

Kierkegaard, manifests decisiveness, objectivity is an

error, i'he decisive factor is the passion for the infinite,

which is its content, and not some objective kind of
2

content.' i'hus the truth is subjectivity, he defines truth

in the following way: "An Qojeqtjve ipqcertajpty held fast iq.

an appropriation-process of the most passionate inwardness

is the truth, the highest truth attainable for an existing
qindividual.,,J i'he individual has merely an "objective

uncertainty" which constitutes such "passionate inwardness".

Truth chooses such an uncertainty with infinite passion.

He provides an example:

I contemplate the order of nature in the hope
of finding God, and I see omnipotence and
wisdom; but I also see much else that disturbs
my mind and excites anxiety, i'he sum of all
this is an objective uncertainty. But it is
for this very reason that the inwardness
becomes as intense as it is, for it embraces
this objective uncertainty with the entire
passion of the infinite.!+

vaiH-
As compared this, the objective approach provides as

1lbid.. p. 180. '"'ibid., p. 181.

Void., p. 182.
ierkegaard has been criticized at this point for opening

the door to Nazism. however, a closer examination revealss
quite the contrary to be the case. Nazism (like Communism)
presents truth as objectivity, hence its appeal to the masses.

>+ibid.
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given its truth (e.g. the "I-am-I"), and for this reason is

a matter of indifference.

Such aabove definition of truth Kierkegaard views as

being equivalent to an understanding of faith. Thus faith

necessitates risk. It is the contradiction between the in¬

finite passion of inwardness and the objective uncertainty:

If I am capable of grasping God objectively, I
do not believe, but precisely because I cannot
do this I must believe. If I wish to preserve
myself in faith I must constantly be intent
upon holding fast the objective uncertainty,
so as to remain out upon the deep, over seventy
fathoms of water, still preserving my faith.^

In the Christian context such an "objective uncertainty"

is the paradox. And because such a truth is objectively

paradoxical it demonstrates in turn that subjectivity is the

truth. The objective situation, for Kierkegaard, serves as

a repellant and thus creates the tension and the measure of

subjective inwardness.

Such a paradox arises when the "eternal essential

truth" is put in juxtaposition to "existence". The eternal

essential truth is not in itself paradoxical, but becomes

such when it enters into existence--when it "comes into

being in time".2
Thus the individual is faced with the "objective

uncertainty" which cannot be grasped intellectually, nor

transcended through speculation. Nor for that matter, may

one return to the eternal through some kind of speculative

1
Ibid. 21bid.. p. 187.
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"recollection". This way is also blocked, for Kierkegaard,

because of Original Sin. The individual, therefore, must

come to the truth through existence: "...if the individual

does not existentially and in existence lay hold of the

truth, he will never lay hold of it."1 The only way out of

such a dilemma is through faith. The best speculation can

do is to understand the impossibility of transcending such

a situation. Any speculative attempt which insists upon

being speculative showsjby so doing that it has not under¬

stood the problem. The individual may avoid the issue and

take refuge in speculation. -Jut he cannot at first accept

the situation and then reject it by means of speculation, as

it is structured to prevent speculation--speculation being

an entirely separate mode of thought.

Of course speculative philosophy maintains, Kierkegaard

observes, that there is no paradox when it is viewed from

the perspective of eternity, the divine, etc. lie counters

this by saying simply that he is in no position to determine

whether or not the speculative philosopher is correct,

since he is after all, "...only a poor existing human

being, not competent to contemplate the eternal either

eternally or divinely or theocentrically, but compelled to

content.../himself/ with existing."^

Christianity has proclaimed itself to be the "eternal

essential truth" which has "come into being in time." It

had declared itself to be the paradox. It is the indivi¬

dual's responsibility to relate himself in faith to this

-4bid. "ibid.. p. 190.
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truth which is an offense to the Jews and a folly to the

Greeks—an absurdity to human understanding. This negates

the objective approach and demands of the individual sub¬

jectivity if he is to find the truth. He writes in this

respect:

Suppose Christianity never intended to be under¬
stood; suppose that, in order to express this,
and to prevent anyone from misguidedly entering
upon the objective way, it has declared itself
to be the paradox, suppose it wished to have
significance only for existing individuals, and
essentially for existing individuals in inward¬
ness, in the inwardness of faith; which cannot
be expressed more definitely than in the prop¬
osition that Christianity is the absurd, held
fast in the passion of the infinite. Guppose
it refuses to be understood, and that the
maximum of understanding which could come in
question is to understand that it cannot be
understood. Suppose it therefore accentuates
existence so decisively that the individual
becomes the sinner, Christianity the paradox,
existence the period of decision. Suppose that
speculation were a temptation, the most dubious
of all. Suppose that the speculative philosopher
is, not indeed the prodigal son, for so the
anxious divinity would characterize only the
offended individual whom he nevertheless con¬

tinues to love, but is the naughty child who
refuses to remain where existing individuals
belong, namely, in the existential training
school where one becomes mature only through
inwardness in existing, but instead demands a
place in the divine council chamber, constantly
shouting that viewed eternally, divinely, theo-
centrically, there is no paradox.j

The paradox is absolute in this respect, that it denies

objective knowledge with respect to itself, and instead

affirms that the only understanding possible is that it

cannot be understood. Thus speculative philosophy cannot

"get hold of it at all." Rather it denies the understanding

1iblG., pp. 191-192.
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in the "interests of inwardness in existing." Kierkegaard

affirms that objectively there is no truth for the existing

human being, but only "approximations". Subjectively there

is truth in inwardness, as "the decisiveness of the truth

is rooted in the subjectivity of the individual."1
Kierkegaard observes that while the modern allegorizing

tendency views all of Christianity as a myth, speculative

philosophy presents a different sort of problem. In dec¬

laring its opposition to the mythical allegorizing

approach, speculative philosophy does not "stand still" with

the believer's paradox by seeking to explore faith more

fully. Rather speculative philosophy, when addressed by

the absolute paradox in such a way that it is absurd to the

human mind, does not respond by indicating that the paradox

is nonsense. It offers, instead, an explanation of the

paradox which contains a correction, thus suggesting that

the paradox is in error. Kierkegaard writes with a certain

degree of sarcasm: "And when Christianity itself declares

that it is a paradox, the speculative explanation is not an

explanation but a correction, a polite and indirect cor¬

rection to be sure, as befits a superior intelligence over
2

against a more limited understanding."

To explain the paradox, for Kierkegaard, would be to

reduce the term to a rhetorical expression. To suggest

that the paradox does have a certain validity, but then

does not have validity, would mean that there is no paradox.

Void., p. 195. 2ibld.. p. 197.
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Such an abrogation is a delusion. Rather to explain some¬

thing in most cases means to make something clear in its

significance. And to demonstrate that the object in question

is not something else. For the speculative philosopher to

explain the paradox, Kierkegaard suggests, would be to

understand more and more profoundly what the paradox is, and

that it is the paradox." He comments in this respect:

If the speculative philosopher explains the
paradox so as to remove it, and now in his know¬
ledge knows that it is removed, that the paradox
is not the essential relationship that the
eternal essential truth bears to an existing
individual in the extremity of his existence,
but only an accidental relative-relationship
to those of limited intelligence: in that case
there is established an essential difference
between the speculative philosopher and the
plain man, which confounds existence from the
foundation. God is affronted by getting a
group of hangers-on, an intermediary staff of
clever brains; and humanity is affronted
because the relationship to God is not identi¬
cal for all men.,-,

To sua up, speculative philosophy is objective, and,

for Kierkegaard, there is no objective truth for "existing

individuals", but only "approximations". The existing

individual is unable to become purely objective, simply

because of the fact that he exists. Christianity, on the

other hand, is subjective. That is to say, it holds fast

to an "objective uncertainty", or "paradox", in the

inwardness of faith, and there makes its decision regarding

eternal truth. Objectively there is no truth. For

Christianity to have an objective knowledge of the truth,

Kierkegaard states, is to be in untruth. "To know a

confession of faith by rote is paganism, because Christianity

'"ibid.. pp. 203-20^.
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is inwardness.

For Kierkegaard no existential system may be formulated.

This is not to say that no such system exists, nor does he

wish to imply this. "Reality itself is a system—for God",

he states. It cannot however become a system for the

existing individual. "System and finality correspond to one

another, but existence is precisely the opposite of

finality."2

Summation

This chapter has sought to do two things: (l) to

examine in greater detail Kierkegaard's use of "Paradox"

and the historical problems associated with it, and (2)
to demonstrate the implications of Kierkegaard's position

for that of speculative philosophy.

Since we have here outlined Kierkegaard's under¬

standing of paradox, we are now in a position to inquire

further into the concept. It has been noted above that two

figures of special importance in this regard are those of

Tertullian and Luther. Among others, Kierkegaard refers to

these theologians as giving rise to his understanding of
■>

paradox. We will thus turn to the first of these major

figures in an attempt to discover the theological context

from which Kierkegaard takes his understanding. Certain

points of comparison will be noted between Kierkegaard and
Tertullian as it would seem appropriate. It Is of special

^ibid., p. 201. ^Ibid.. p. 107.

Kierkegaard, Fragments. pp. 66-67; see also pp. 225'-
226.
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interest to know in what sense the term "paradox" may be

applied to lertullian, if Kierkegaard's assertion of

continuity with "the fathers" is to be supported.



Chapter Two: Tertullian--

"It Is Credible Because It Is Absurd"
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In the previous chapter we have outlined Kierkegaard's

understanding of paradox and the implications inherent in

the term. Let us now turn to a Church Father who has been

often cited as a Source of paradoxical thought and one upon

whom Kierkegaard relies.

As Tertullian is discussed, three major points of com¬

parison have been chosen which are of significance In noting

Kierkegaard's reliance upon him, and in assessing Kierke¬

gaard's claim of theological continuity. The first section

deals with "Revelation and Speculation". The second

concerns itself with Tertullian's view of "The Person Of

Christ". The third discusses "Paradox In fertullian" as it

relates to the controversy 'with Marcion. We will then be

in a position to assess Tertullian's famous paradox, "It is

credible because it is absurd", in light of modern research.

In all these sections, comparisons will be made with Kierke¬

gaard as it would seem appropriate. And lastly, some

concluding comments will be made on the relationship of

Tertullian to Kierkegaard in the "Summation".

heveJ,3Uon aqd Operation

One of the most memorable statements of Tertullian,

apart from the one quoted above, has to do with the relation¬

ship between Christianity and philosophy. It may be found

in his rTcscriptiong Again9t the heretics? "What has

Jerusalem to do with Athens, the Church with the Academy,
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the Christian with the heretic'?"1
^or the most part, fertullian's dislike of philosophy-

is apparent. According to Tertullian, philosophy- is the

"parent of heresy", while the philosophers are the "patri-
o

archs of heresy"." It i s Tertullian's view that Valentinus

was out of the school of Plato; Marcion from the Stoics,

the death of the soul from the Epicureans, the equality of

matter with God from the teaching of Zeno, and the denial

of the resurrection of the body may be traced to all philo¬

sophers in general. Philosophers and heretics are of the

same ilk because of the similarity of their arguments. And

both, for Tertullian, are the "arch-enemy".^
lertullian's complaint with philosophy is that, like

Esau, it has sold its "birth-right" for something of little

importance. This however is not done out of mere indiffer¬

ence or ignorance, but because of the Inherent evil and

convoluted nature of man. This is what i'ertullian argues

in his Aoology;

While they /the philosopher^/ are striving to
imitate our doctrine, being both greedy as men
with a lust, as we have said, of fame and elo¬
quence only, anything they took offense at in the
holy scriptures, such as is their own fancy,
neither sufficiently believing their divine
character, which would prevent them from garbling
them...For even when the truth was in simple
form, all the more did that cavilling spirit of
man, disdaining belief, begin to falter, and
thus they co founded in uncertainty even that
which they had found certain.^

Lrres, her.. VII.

2hobert L. Roberts. ,ne .neology Of lertulllan Condon:
The hpworth Press, 19?^-), p. 63.

-ibid. Stool.. XLVII.
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Tertullian finds the gos-el revealed. Yet man, out

of his own sinfulness, rejects that which has been made

evident. This is likewise the case as he refutes the

hiddenness of Yalentinian metaphysics as compared to the

truth revealed in Jesus Christ, ouch behavior is offensive

to Tertullian; "...to remove oneself from a familiar

authority to an unknown one, to wrench oneself from what

is .manifest to what is hidden, is to offend faith on the

very threshold."*'"
For Tertullian, the philosopher and the heretic do

not know what it is to believe. 3oth take pride in their

understanding to the exclusion of obedience. Neither can

tolerate silence on the part of God. They believe that they

know in advance what is the appropriate behavior for God.

Thus they stumble over the fact of God's becoming man.

spiritualism of the gnostic variety denies the incarnation.

It is both unworthy and unnecessary for God. Yet the point

of Christian belief is that the "God of the philosophers",

the unchangeable, distant, and transcendent deity may be

known in the weak and humiliated figure of Christ. 1'hls is

an insult to the majesty of such a being. Yet it is only

in such a way that God reaches us. his dignity is different
2

from that of human honor. His dignity lies in the fact of

man's redemption, not in God's personal revelation."

T'. "r.. III.

2
Hans iron Campenhausen, L'he Fathers Of The latin

Church (London: Adam & Charles Black, 196*+/, p. 22.

-^Roberts, p. 178*
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Tertullian did not treat Christianity as if it was

merely another philosophy of life, as for example, Justin

Martyr is sometimes alleged to have done. Christianity was

a manifestation of God, not merely human philosophy. Ter¬

tullian sees in the human soul a certain inherent knowledge

of God. This knowledge is natural and untutored. Yet it

is Christ who qualifies this knowledge and brings it to

life, yet not as an achievement of the human intellect, but

as a gift received by faith.1
This inherent knowledge of God is especially evident

in Tertullian's work on The Testimony of The Soul. As

opposed to heathen culture, Christianity proclaims that

there is but one God, "to whom the name of God alone belongs,

from whom all things come, and who is Lord of the whole
p

universe."' This was offensive, of course, to the pagan

mind. But Tertullian is quick to point out:

Bear thy testimony /0 3ouf?, if thou knowest this
to be the truth; for openly and with a perfect
liberty, such as we do not possess, we hear thee
both in private and public exclaim, 'which may
God grant,' and, 'If God so will.' By expressions
such as these thou declarest that there is one

who is distinctly God, and tnou confessest that
all power belongs to Him to whose will as
Sovereign thou dost look.,

However real knowledge of God comes from God himself.

His Treatise on The 3oul speaks to this, "From God you may

learn about that which you hold of God; but from none else

will you get this knowledge, if you get It not from God.
k

7or who is to reveal that which God has hidden?", asks

^ibld., pp. 36-37• Test. Goul. 2.

3ibid. "'"Treat. Soul. I.
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Tertullian. Certainly It is not the philosopher and man's

wisdom. It would be better not to know something which God

has not revealed, than to come to know something simply

because man has been bold enough to assume it.J Knowledge

of this latter variety would be falsely so called.

However R. A. Harris declares that while i'ertullian is

hostile to what speculation assumes, this should not be

construed as an attack on what we would call "natural

2
theology". " As noted above, i'ertullian accepts the fact

that man may hold a true, if incomplete knowledge of God

apart from what has been revealed to him through the

prophets and Christ.^
lertullian complains that philosophy is guilty of

Introducing confusion and distortion into the matter at

hand. It is only the Christian faith which rectifies this

situation through the revelation entrusted to it. Even

though philosophers may by chance hit upon the truth, and

1ibid.
One finds an apparent Trinitarian formula, incidently,

bound up in this matter of the knowledge of God. Earlier
in the same work this is apparent: "For by whom has truth
ever been discovered without God? By whom has God ever
been found without Christ? By whom has Christ ever been
explored without the Holy Spirit? By whom has the Holy
Spirit ever been attained without the mysterious gift of
faith? (ibid.)" Tertullian has been recognized by some
(e.g. Harnack) as a major influence in the later formu¬
lation of the doctrine of Christ and the Trinity.

2R. A. Norris, God, and Wqrld In j^rly Chfl91jap Thought
(New York: The Seabury Press, 19^5), p. l56.

■^Tertullian' s treatise -gainst Marc ion is also helpful
at this point: "Our knowledge of God comes to us from the
prophets'and from Christ, not from the philosophers or from
Epicurus. We believe that God has sojourned even on earth,
and that for the purpose of man's salvation he has taken
upon him the lowliness of human form..." (II. 16.)
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even though their speculations may be built on the presup¬

position of a natural belief in God, their expositions only
lead to uncertainties and controversy.^"

Thus it is the task of the Christian to set things

aright:

Whatever noxious vapours, accordingly, exhaled
from philosophy, obscure the clear and wholesome
atmosphere of truth, it will be for the Chris¬
tians to clear away, both by shattering to
pieces the arguments which are drawn from the
principles of things—I mean those of the
philosophers—and by opposing to them the
maxims of heavenly wisdom—that is, such as
are revealed by the Lord; in order that both
the pitfalls wherewith philosophy captivates
the heathen may be removed, and the means
employed by heresy to shake the faith of
Christians may be repressed.p

Over against the chaos of philosophy stands the

revealed "Rule of Faith". While it may not answer all the

speculative questions of philosophy, it does nonetheless

answer the most important of them, questions which concern

God, the world, and the soul, and their relationship.

These answers are what l'ertullian seeks to explain in his

theological writings. The revelation of the faith as it is

found in the Scriptures, and tradition, is held up in

opposition to the "diversity"' of heretic and philosopher

alike.**
The human mind, however, is unable to grasp the full

^■Jorris, p. 107. ^ Treat. foul. III.
^Treat. Soul. II: "...if you take the philosophers

you would find in them more diversity than argument, since
even in their argument their diversity is discoverable."

Norris, p. 107.
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reality of God. This is because of God's greatness. In

the last resort, He is unlike anything in the generate

world, and therefore can only be fully known to Himself.

In the AoqIoct Tertullian makes this point, "...that which

is immeasurable is known only to itself...", he writes.

"Thus it is that the power of his greatness represents him
1

as "both known and unknown to men." The offensiveness of

Christianity lies in the fact that It bears witness to
2

Him of whom men can no longer remain ignorant.

Tertullian's position is based on the premise that

Christianity is a revealed phenomenon. To understand the

nature of God, it is not enough to have a common-sensical,

or philosophically speculative belief in the Divine, even

though that belief may be shared by all of mankind. For

the Christian, God is not a passive Being who waits to be

found out, rather lie is actively at work making Himself

known in the world, and especially so in Christ in whom He

is both known and worshipped. Thus Tertullian ridicules

those who make up a god or religion for themselves, and

act, therefore, in opposition to "the divine dispensation".

True faith is that which responds obediently to what God

has revealed, acknowledging and honoring Him by believing

in what He has revealed of His will.

Or to use Tertullian's own words in this regard:

After Jesus Christ we have no need of specu¬
lation, after the Gospel no need of research.

1
Anol.. XVII. '"ibid. 3Norris, p. 102.
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when we come to believe, we have no desire to
believe anything else; for we begin by
believing that there is nothing else which we
have to believe.^

According to lertullian, Christ laid down a "definite

system of truth" which is to be believed "without qualifi¬

cation". We must seek to believe this truth when it is

found. This search cannot proceed forever, because the

truth is "single" and "definite". We must seek until we

find, and when we find, we must believe, when this is

accomplished, one need only hold on to what is believed,
2

there being no greater truth than this, that is, the "Rule

of Faith" as held fast by the Church.

In his Prescriptions Against I&a heretics, Certullian

states what it is exactly that is meant by the "Rule":

The Rule of ^aith...is of course that by which we
believe that there is but one God, who is none
other than the Creator of the world, who produced
everything from nothing through his Word, sent
forth before all things; that this Word is called
his Son, and in the Name of God was seen in
diverse ways by the patriarchs, was ever heard
in the prophets and finally was brought down by
the Spirit and Power of God the Father into the
Virgin Mary, was made flesh in her womb, was
born of her and lived as Jesus Christ; who there¬
after proclaimed a new law and a new promise of
the kingdom of heaven, worked miracles, was
crucified, on the third day rose again, was
caught up into heaven and sat down at the right
hand of the Father; that he sent in his place
the power of the Holy Spirit to guide believers;
that he will come with glory to take the saints
up into the fruition of the life eternal and the
heavenly' promises and to .Judge the wicked to
everlasting fire, after the resurrection of both
good and evil with the restoration of their
flesh.

XPres. Her.. ?. 2ibid., 9. 3ibld.. 13.
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In Tertullian's understanding, to be a Christian means

to be obedient to this Rule, the doctrine and reality made

known by God. i'ertullian's legal background surfaces most

clearly in relationship to this Rule, Faith has its law;

and man's well-being may be found in obedience to that law.

The Rule is necessary; and more than this, it is sufficient,

dotting should be believed against it, nor should it be

augmented by additional human attempts, Further digging

and speculation arc pointless. The truth is known in

Christ. This brings further search to an end. i'ertullian's

task is to keep and defend the Rule, not to change it, or

f*ind variations for it

['his revelation of God is, or course, no mere idea.

Rather God Himself is revealed as the Creator and Sovereign

who directs the course or the world, fie it is that has

overthrown the demons through Christ and who now calls all

men to believe. In contrast to this, the wisdom of the

philosophers has a hollow ring. For the truth of God is

only made known to the Christians. They know all that man

should know of the Being of God. It is through his Son,

His teaching and word, that the will, nature, and law of
2

God is known.

Thus it is not surprising that Tertullian deals in

short order with heretics who not only speculate, but deny

the entirety of the Rule of Faith, in opposition to the

"hiorris, pp. 103-10*+.
2
Von CampenhaHuen, p. 6.
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Church's universal Rule, the heretic could not trace his

teaching back to the Apostles, to Christ, and therefore, to

God; nor, for that matter, could he appeal to the common

mind of the churches for his position. A heretic was one

who forsook what was prior to him, choosing instead some¬

thing which did not exist in times past.1
Discussion and argument with heretics is also given

little toleration. The only reason for meeting with a

heretic was that of correction, not discussion, for the

heretic, "...is to be censured for the very reason that

forbids discussion with him." "Resides," Tertullian goes

on, "arguments about Scripture achieve nothing but a
2

stomach-ache or a headache." Discussion with heretics is

later discouraged for similar reasons: "That will you

accomplish, most learned of biblical scholars, if the other

side denies what you affirmed and affirms what you denied?

True, you will lose nothing in the dispute but your voice;

and you will get nothing from their blasphemy bxit bile."^
But to turn again to the relationship of "Jerusalem"

to "Athens" in Tertullian's thought, perhaps there may

appear at this point, to be little in common. Likewise the

question of i'ertullian's rationality may seem doubtful.

One critic comments: "He /.i.e. Iertullian7 thinks of faith

as asceticism of the intellect; it is making yourself

believe something which reason rejects, or an intellectual

'Morris, p. 103* Pres. uer.. 16. ^ibid.. 17•



35

form of renunciation.

However neither Tertullian himself nor a significant

amount or recent criticism tends to bear this out. Much of

Tertullian's work is tightly knit, well reasoned, and
2

highly philosophical. And none of it bears the label of

"nonsense", including his famous work, On The Incarnation

■of Christ. In fact lertullian often uses philosophical

allusions to explain his thought.

In his Auology. he writes of how the totality of the

universe has been constructed by God's Word, Reason, and

Foxier. He then turns to contemporary philosophy in his

appeal:

Among your philosophers also it is a settled
belief that Logos, which means word and reason,
is the fashioner of the universe. For Zeno
lays it down that this maker, who fashioned
everything in order, is the same that is called
also fate and god and the mind of Jupiter and
the inevitableness of all things. These
Cleanthes cosines in the Spirit, which he
maintains pervades the universe.-^

The difference, however, between speculative philosophy

and Tertullian's position is soon apparent in what follows:

And we also ascribe Spirit as its true essence to
word and reason and likewise to power, by which we
have proclaimed that God has constructed every¬
thing, in which are present both word when declar¬
ing and reason when arranging and power when
accomplishing. We have learnt that this Spirit
came forth from God and by this forth-coming is
begotten and has therefore been called Son of
God, and God from unity of nature. For spirit
is also God. Also, when a ray is projected from

"^George Phillips, "On Rereading Tertullian," Congre¬
gational uarterly, mill, No. 3 (July, 1950), p. 237.

2
See, e.g., his treatise Against Hermogenes.

3Apq1.. XXI.
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the sun, it is a part of the whole...This ray,
therefore of uod, was always foretold in the
past, coning down into a certain Virgin and
being formed into flesh in her worab, is born.,
man mixed with God /nascitur nomo deo mixtus/.
The flesh having been informed with breath is
nourished, grows up, speaks, teaches, works,
and is Christ.^

Philosophical constructs are not necessarily false by

themselves. However they are in need of the amplification

that Revelation and Tertullian supply. Thus Tertullian is

free to use philosophy, as long as it does not contradict

his understanding of Christianity.

Similarly in his treatise On The Soul (16), he argues

that the rational element in the soul is its natural con¬

dition, made thus by its Author who is Himself a rational

Being. The irrational element has been introduced by the

serpent in the Garden.

Robert Roberts takes this point to its logical conclu¬

sion by saying, "It Is God whose truth is revealed in the

Rule of Faith, and it is God who has created rational human

nature. Hence it is that reason and revelation are

2
harmonious and not contradictory." Reason is the one that

has gone astray through Sin. It is therefore through reve¬

lation that reason is set right. Here reason finds its

fulfillment through what has been revealed in Jesus

Christ. Whatever contradicts this truth is of little

value. Thus philosophy has occupied itself with a needless

search. While it may not be entirely corrupt, it is

"^ibld. ^Roberts, p. 66.
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certainly ignorant of the fuller revelation which has come.1
Thus fertullian, while rejecting certain aspects of

philosophy, makes us&of much philosophical thought in

arguing his theological positions. His terminology uses

words such as "reason" and "essence"; he refers to the

substance, accidents, and status of a thing. He uses

philosophical principles, methods, and presuppositions in
2

his work. He borrows especially from Gtoic philosophy,

and considers much of Btoicisra's conclusions to be apparent,

arguing for the physical nature of reality, i'he resur¬

rection of the flesh, it would seem, comes from Stoic

tailors.1
A key point in Tertullian's relationship to philosophy

is made by Hans Von Carapenhausen. He points out that, in

I'ertullian, faith and philosophy represent analogous forms

of knowledge, differing rather in terms of their content,

which is appropriated in different ways.

?iith clings to what God has revealed, while the
philosopher lives tinder the illusion that he is
able to solve by himself even the problems which
lie beyond the human horizon. What Tertullian
demands is not really a sacriflcurn intellectus
but an appropriate limitation of the intellectual
hubris of man according to the criterion of God's
Word.h

In his treatise On Penitence, fertullian states that

1 2
ibid. Von Campenhausen, p. 18.

■^See: J. G. Davies, "factors Leading to the emergence
Of Belief in the Resurrection of the ^lesh," The Journal
of theological Ctndles. Sew Series, XXIII (1972), pd.~W8-

1+.
Von Campenhausen, p. 19.
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reason is a specific property of God, determining all

things in accordance with it, "...moreover, there is nothing

which He does not wish to be investigated and understood by

reason."'*" However he goes on to add that man's obligation

is to be obedient in the face of God's majesty: "It is

presumptuous, I think, to debate about the goodness of a

divine decree, for we ought to obey it, not because it is
2

good, but rather because God had decreed it."

The point is that, for I'ertullian, the crucial issue

is not a distinction between thought and belief, reason and

revelation, or philosophy and revelation. The believer,

just because he is such, does not think less logically, or

reasonably than the philosopher. The di^erence, rather,

is one of Sin, in this case intellectual pride, which causes

the philosopher and the theologian to reach their conclusions

by different means.

/vhile both i'ertullian and Kierkegaard accept much from

contemporary philosophy, they reject the speculative

approach in favor of historical revelation. Of a certain

amount of difference between the two is Tertullian's

insistence upon the "Rule of Faith". This would seem to

make Christianity into a series of objective propositions.

Yet fertullian does not view the Rule as a final knowledge

of God. Rather it reflects the fact that even in reve¬

lation, God is both known and unknown to man. As with

Kierkegaard, it is man's responsibility to accept what has

been revealed to man, and to rest content in that

1Pen.. 1 "ibid.. b.
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knowledge. The Hule appears to be less a final objective

system, than a practical tool, or a cre^dal statement,

setting the boundaries of belief. Kierkegaard would

insist, however, that such a Rule must be held fast in the

subjectivity which Tertullian demonstrates for the Rule to

have any personal validity.

Let us now turn to the knowledge of God as it is

revealed in the Person of Christ.

The Person of Christ

Ernest Evans tells us that from time to time in the

theological debate since the fourth century, the Person of

Christ had been dealt with as if he were an appendage of

God, an understanding reminiscent of Arianism. However

Tertullian and his contemporaries had a significantly differ

ent understanding. To their way of thinking, God was never

known apart from His Word. This Word, or Son of God, has

from the beginning served in a mediating capacity, and

afterwards as incarnate in Jesus Christ. Therefore every

valid approach to God has been, and continues to be,

mediated through this Word.1
It has been noted above how lertullian borrows from

contemporary philosophy as he seeks to communicate the

gospel to those outside the Church. The pagan concept of

the Word and Tertullian's concept are not that different.

The difference comes in what is predicated: "The Spirit of

1
i'ertullian' s Treatise Against Praxeas. trans.

Ernest .wans(London: S.P.C.K., 19^8), p. viii.
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God, and the Word of God, and the Reason of God—Word of

Reason, and Reason and Spirit of Word—Jesus Christ our

Lord, namely, who is both the one and the other..."1 It is

through Jesus Christ that God is known in His fullest sense

to the world.

Tertullian compares the relationship of God to his

Word by various means. It has been mentioned above that one

analogy may be found in the sun and its ray. Completing

the passage of the Apology already quoted:

...when a ray is projected from the sun, it is a
part of the whole; but the sun will be in the
ray, because the ray belongs to the sun and is
not separated from it by nature but stretches
out from it. Spirit comes from the Spirit and
God from God as light is kindled from light..«2

In his Treatise 'gainst Praxeas. Tertullian finds two

similar examples, as he argues against Praxeas1 notion that

it was the Father who became incarnate and was therefore

crucified:

...I say that God and his Word, the ^ather and
his Son, are two: for the root and the shoot are
two things, but conjoined; and the spring and the
river are two manifestations, but undivided; and
the sun and its beam are two aspects, but they
cohere. Everything that proceeds from something
must of necessity be another beside that from
which it proceeds, out it is not for that reason
separated (from it).-.

While there are drawbacks to this kind of explanation,

nonetneless Tertullian struggles to accomplish two important

tasks, he wants to insure the true and complete deity of

]Pr:i.. 1. 2Apo1 .. XXI. 3 P.. 8.
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Jesus, and at the same time delineate the distinctness of* X

the Logos from its origin in God without creating two Gods.

Such an attempt, on the part of Tertullian, to hold two

contradictory positions simultaneously, Kierkegaard was

later to term a paradox.

Tertullian goes on to make a more biblically oriented

argument against the incarnation of God the father. This

argument has to do with the Old Testament axiom, so often

repeated in the New, that no man shall see God and live.^
inis, of course, runs contrary to the Praxean view.

Tertullian argues that the statement of John, "That

which we have seen, whicn we have heard, have seen with our

own eyes, and our hands have handled, of tne V/ord of
2

life", was none other than it states, the word of God,

heard, seen, and handled because he was made flesh.

Before the incarnation, the word only was in the presence

of God the Father, "not the Father in the presence of him¬

self."3

It was this same eternal Word through which God had,

in ancient times, related himself to the world. For it

always was the Son who conversed, and was seen by men, from

Adam through the patriarchs and prophets. Yet this Word

could only be seen in dreams and visions, mirror and

enigma, for He was not yet incarnate. Thus the Son was

learning in these ancient times how, as God, to communicate

"^Lxod. 33.20; John 1.18; I Tim. 6.16.
2John 1.1. 3a. P.. 15.
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with men, since this was the Word who was later to reveal

the Father in a human life by becoming flesh. This as well

laid a foundation of faith for the believer. Having access

to the knowledge that the Son had previously made Himself

known to the world, he may more easily believe that the Son

of God has come into the world, "For, as things were

written, so also were they done..."1
Thus keeping in mind Tertullian's emphasis on the pre-

existence of Christ, as He works in various enigmatic ways

in ancient times, one is able to understand his fondness for

the argument from prophecy in developing a Christian apolo¬

getic. There is nothing really disruptive in this view of

revelation. The same Word that had previously inquired into

Sodom, asked questions of /idam and Cain, made requests of

Hoses, who acted in human ways in times past, more recently

became fully human at the incarnation. All this was fore¬

told by the prophets that Christ should come in the flesh,

through the process of human birth.

Tertullian's \nswer to The Jews especially develops

this line of thought. That Christ, the Lord's anointed,

was to come, both the Jews and the Christians of Ter¬

tullian's time were in full agreement. The problem arose

over the Christian assertion that the ancient prophecies

had been fulfilled in Jesus of Nazareth. This fell offen¬

sively on Jewish ears. Therefore Tertullian sets out to

examine the Scriptures in light of the Christian claim.

1ibid.. 16.
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The Christ who was to come was to be distinguished,

according to Tertullian, by a twofold operation: preaching

and powerTo support his preaching role, Tertullian

cites Isaiah:

Cry out in vigour, and spare not; lift up, as
with a trumpet, thy voice, and announce to my
commonalty their crimes, and to the house of
Jacob their sins. Me from day to day they
seek, and to learn ray ways they covet, as a
people which hath done righteousness, and hath
not forsaken the judgment of God.p

The fact of Christ's power comes, as well, from Isaiah:

Behold, our God will deal retributive judgment;
Himself will come and save us: then shall the
infirm be healed, the eyes of the blind shall
see, and the ears of the deaf shall hear, and
the mutes' tongues shall be loosed, and the
lame shall leap as a hart.,

Tertullian suggests that the Jews do not deny the work

Christ did, but reject Him, "because He did them on the
Ll

Sabbaths."

Furthermore Tertullian sees in Christ's Person two

characters, as well as a duality of advents forenoted in

the Scriptures. The one is the character of humility

Tertullian makes this same distinction of preaching
and Power in his work, Brains t Marc ion (III. 17), where
he writes: "Christ is announced by Isaiah as one who
preaches: for he says, 'Who is there among you who fjgareth
God, and will hear the voice of his Son? /Isa. 50.1&/' and
as a healer, for he says, 'He himself hath taken avfay our
weaknesses and borne (our) wearinesses. /Isa. 53»V"

?
Isa. 58.1-2. Tertullian evidently used the Septuagint

which often shows different references than modern texts.
The references listed here are from the H.G♦V. The wording
is that of The .ntJ-Tlcene Christian library.

^Isa. 35A-6.

+Jonn 5.17-18; lu.31-33* Ans.Jews. IX.
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corresponding to the first advent, when He was led:

'as a sheep for a victim; and, as a lamb voice¬
less before the shearer, so he opened not his
mouth,not even in his aspect comely: For 'we
have announced,' says the prophet, 'concerning
Him, he is as a little child, as a root in a
thirsty land; and there was not in Him attrac¬
tiveness or glory. And we saw Him, and He had
not attractiveness or grace; but His mien was
unhonoured, deficient in comparison of the sons
of men,'0 a man set in the plague,^ and knowing
how to bear infirmity:'^ to wit, as having been
set by the Father 'for a. stone of offence,'-
and 'made a little lower' by Him 'than angels,
He pronounces Himself J.a worm, andjaot a man an
ignominy of man, and /the refuse of/ the people.',^

/his evidences the ignobility of the first advent,

while sublimity is the mark of the second. Here Christ is

no longer "a stone of offence nor a rock of scandal," but

th

n9

Q

"the highest corner-stone"." It is this precious rock that

"shall crush and crumble the image of secular kingdoms.

This second advent concerns itself with the same Christ of

whom Daniel has spoken:

'And, behold, as it were a Son of man, coming with
the clouds of heaven, came unto the Ancient of days,
and was present in His sight; and they who were
standing by led Him unto Him, and there was given
Him royal powers; and all the nations of the earth,

1Isa. 53.7. 2Isa. 53.2.

3Ps. 38.17. lfIsa. 53.3.

9Isa. 8.llf; Ps. 118.22; Rom. 9.32; I Pet. 2.H.
6 'i
Ps. 8.5; Heb. 2.5-9. 'Ps. 22.6. .Ans. Jews. XIV.

3isa. 28.16.

9Cf. Dan. 3.3^-35,^-^5. Ans. Jews. XIV.
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according to their race, and all glory,shall
not be taken away, and His kingdom one which
shall not be corrupted.Then, assuredly, is
he to have an honourable mien, and a grace not
'deficient more than the sons of men;' for
will then be 'blooming in beauty in comparison
with the sons of men.'2

Yet this Christ shall be recognizable to those who

viewed Him at His first advent. At that time, they will

"learn to know Him whom they pierced, and shall beat their

breasts tribe by tribe".^ In His first advent they did

not know Him in part due to His human state.

Tertullian is careful to make clear that while Christ's

first advent is in utter humility, He is nonetheless Christ

who has come, lest we "may perhaps think some carpenter-king

is signified". He goes on to remind us of the famous

passage from Isaian, that""For a child is born to us, and

to us is given a son." The only reason that this passage

has any significance, Tertullian points out, is that it is

God's 3on who is born. Hut unlike the earthly kings with

the ensign of power on their shoulders, diadem on their

heads, and sceptre in their hands, "the novel 'King of

ages,' Jesus Christ, alone reared 'on His shoulder' His own

novel glory, and power, and sublimity,—the cross. to wit;

that, according to the former prophecy, the Lord thence¬

forth 'might reign from the tree.'"M

1
Dan. 7.13-11+. ?Ans. Jews. XIV.

^Zech. 12.10,12; Rev. 1.7. fAns. Jews. X.

-'Isa. S»6. ^Ans. Jews. X.



96

However fertullian's most specific work on the Person

of Christ is his treatise Against Praxeas. It deals with

the essential problem of Christ's Person--the relating of

the divine and human elements in Him.

Like the other works which deal with Christ's Person,

lertulllan sees God as acting in the world through His

Word, or His Con. In Christ, this Sonship has become in¬

carnate. This Is necessary because, "No one shall see God

and live."1 i'here^ore God relates KImsel** to the world

through His Word.

The problem, however, of man's recognition is not a

simple one, lest the value of God's action be reduced to

naught, both by negating the reality of the Incarnation, as

well as the subjective aspects of salvation. The flesh of

Christ, therefore, was exactly like our own. His body

testified to its earthly origin in the same manner as any

human body does; its flesh obscures his Gonship. The

Impression invariably made upon contemporaries was that
2

He was just a man.

Yet as a man, he acts in many ways dissimilar to

other men. Concerning Himself, He says to Nicodemus, "God

so loved the world that he gave his only Con that everyone

who believeth in him should not perish but have everlasting

li^e..."J He says at length, "I am come in my Father's
if

name and ye have not received me". Tertullian goes on,

^r-xod. 33*2g. ^Roberts, p. 17®+

;>Jona 3.16. ^John 5»!+3*



97

to those who asked Him what they must do he replied, "To
1

believe in him whom God hath sent", again meaning Himself.

He further considers Himself to be the Dread which the

Father provided from heaven, coming down from heaven not to

do His own will but His Father's, that will being that those

who see the Gon might believe and obtain life and resur¬

rection. furthermore Tertullian states, no one can come to

the Gon except those whom the Father draws, those being
p

everyone who had heard and learned from the ^ather.

Tertullian takes Christ's proclamation of Himself as

being self-evident. People marvel at Christ's doctrine and

acts. He had revealed Himself as God's "deputy" by minis¬

tering the Father's acts and words--the Father remaining

invisible to mortal men. those who wish to see the Father,

as though He were visible, are informed that He becomes

visible in the Son, in consequence of His powerful acts,

not in consequence of the actual manifestation of His

Person.3

Therefore the Father abides in the Son through "works

of power and words of doctrine". He is seen through those

things which He abides, and in whom He abides, "and from

this very fact it is apparent that each Person /i.e. the

Father and the Son/ is himself and none other". It is not

^John 6.29.
2
A. ?.« 21. both Luther -and ierkegaard share this

understanding.

3lbld.. 2*+.
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the point of Jesus' teaching to believe that he is the

Father, but rather, "That I am in the Father and the ?ather

in me, or if not, believe for the very works' sake." The

Father is seen in the Son through the works, not visibly,

but believed "with the mind".2
Thus Tertullian sees God's Word in the flesh. This is

not a transformation into flesh, but rather being clothed

in the flesh. Since God is eternal, He is also "immutable"

and "untransformable". To change form is a destruction of

what first was, Tertullian reasons, again demonstrating the

influence of philosophy, "for everything that is transformed

into something else ceases to be what it was and begins to

be what it was not."-^
here Tertullian makes his most memorable contribution

to Christology in light of later developments. Concerning

the relation of the divine and the human in Christ, he

"solves" the problem by maintaining that in the one person

of Christ, the two substances of God and man are found, each

being complete with all Its properties, yet "not confused".

Christ is not a tertlum quid, therefore being neither God

nor man—rather He is both God and man.

Since his thoughts are especially concise on this

subject, they are quoted as follows:

1John lk.11. 2A. P.. 2k.
q

-'ibid., 2Shis is the same position that he holds
in opposing Marcion on jh^IhQkrqqtiph Qf Christ, 3. See
below.
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...certainly (we find him set forth) as in
every respect Son of God and Son of Man, since
(we find him) as both God and Man, without
doubt according to each substance as it is
distinct in what itself is, because neither
is the Word anything else but God nor the
flesh anything else but man...we observe a
double quality, not confused but combined,
Jesus in one Person God and Man...And to such
a degree there remains unimpaired the proper
being of each substance, that in him the
Spirit carried out its own acts, that is
powers and works and signs, while the flesh
accomplished its own passions, hungering in
company of the devil, thirsting in the com¬
pany of the Samaritan woman, weeping for
Lazarus, sore troubled to death—and at
length it also died. But if there had been
some third thing, a confusion of both, like
electrumn there would not be in evidence such
distinct proofs of both substances, but the
Spirit would have performed the functions of
the flesh and the flesh the functions of the
Spirit, by interchange, or else neither those
of the flesh nor those of the Spirit but those
of some third form, by confusion: yes, either
the Word whould have died or the flesh would
not have died, if the Word had been converted
into flesh for either the flesh would have
been immortal or the Word mortal. But because
both substances acted each in its own quality,
therefore they accrued both their own activi¬
ties and their own destinies..-,

The problem of the early Church was not that of

explaining how it was possible for the incarnation to have

happened, but rather to affirm that it actually did take

place, preserving the two characteristics, the divine and

the human in one Person. Each nature retained its own

peculiar identity (i.e. the flesh remained flesh, while

the Word demonstrated its presence through preaching and

power), and exercised its own function apart from the

"^The mixture of gold and silver.
2
A. P.. 27. Italics mine. Note the similar wording

to the Chalcedonian definition.
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other."1"
Tertullian held this view in opposition to the

docetic doctrine of Christ's Person which was particularly

prominent in his day. Thus Tertullian emphasized the

flesh of Christ and the real humanity of Jesus. But he

also held to Christ's divinity, working out more clearly

the nature of the incarnation, and the relation of the

human and divine natures in Christ. This, according to

Robert Roberts, was "not only a great advance upon the

work of his predecessors, but also a remarkable prefiguring
2

of the conclusions attained at the Council of Chalcedon."

Tertullian, however, does not write of the double

nature of Christ's Person in terms of His incarnation

alone; his resurrection, as well, maintains this dual

reality. Thus the flesh is to be resurrected at the last

day.^ If this were not the case, he argues, certainly Paul

"'"Roberts, pp. 2lf5~2!+6.

2ibld.r p. 21+5.
Robgrts, however, gogs on to add the following: "This

theory /of Christ's Persorj/ is based upon a philosophy which
held sway over the Church until the final dogmatic state¬
ment took form in the Council of Chalcedon—a philosophy
which conceives of God as transcendent and far removed from
the nature of man, and which is forced to bridge the gulf
between the human and divine by the jioctrijje that the Logos
assumed an impersonal human nature /p. 2VV."

It is doubtful that xertullian would admit to basing
his Christology upon a "philosophy", but rather upon what
he "observes" in the gospels. Likewise the "impersonal"
nature of Christ would tend to underline the limits of
philosophy—it being a logical conclusion drawn from an
impossible event, the incarnation.

-^Certulllan has some notions in this regard which
sound odd to the modern ear. Perhaps the most notable is
this: "It is_well-known not only that the bones last
/after death/, but also that the teeth continue entire;
they are .seeds of the body that will sprout at the resur¬
rection /hes. Flesh. U-2/." See also I Cor. l5*35ff.



101

would not have been "ridiculed" at Athens, ^or the

resurrection of the soul was "a frequent tenet of their

philosophy."^" Thus lertullian describes Jesus Christ in

His resurrected state:

•Jesus' still 'sits there at the right hand of
the Father,* a man although God 'the last Adam'
although the primal Word, 'flesh and blood',
although purer than ours, yet the same both in
substance and the form with which He ascended,
'in the same form also to descend' as the angels
declare, assuredly 'to be recognized by those
that wounded him.'0

It is because Christ is entrusted with both flesh and

Spirit, that He is able to be called "a mediator between

God and men"." He received flesh from us which was taken

to heaven as a pledge that one day our flesh may be restored

there: "he ye easy in mind, flesh and blood, ye have seized
L.

both heaven and the kingdom of God in Christ."

1Res. Flesh. 39. 2lbld.r 51. 3I Tim. 2.5.

^Res. Flesh. 51.
Tertullian may have had more in mind than Atonement

when dealing with the two aspects of Christ's character in
His resurrected state. Perhaps he was seeking to avoid a
confusion in the faith, the emergence of a docetic notion
of Christ's Person in the resurrection, which saw the
earthly Christ left behind on the cross, thereafter only
a heavenly, glorious Christ relating Himself to the world.
The result of this would be in essence two Christs: the
one, humiliated and earthly, a matter for history; the
other, glorified and heavenly, with whom we now have to
deal. Both Leo the Great and Luther fight against this
tendency which would introduce docetism "by the back door".
(See: R. V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon. pp. 2klff.,
and Luther's Table Talk, (15W Ho. 565?.)

Tertullian, however, does not develop in his theology
the subtle Pauline idea of a "spiritual body" (I Cor.
15.), even though much of his argument is based upon
Pauline motifs. This may be due to the fact that a
subtlety of this kind would not fit his polemics against
Marcion; it would only weaken Tertullian's position.
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Ihus we have descrioed a context out of which para¬

doxical formulations, in regards to Christ's Person,

naturally follow. There is a prima facie contradiction

found in the gospels: a man who is absolutely like all

other men according to the flesh, but who demonstrates

himself as being absolutely unlike all other men according

to the spirit. For an ordinary man to proclaim himself

wholly dissimilar through his preaching, and to show him¬

self wholly dissimilar through his power (or miracles), is
an ontological contradiction. Kierkegaard was to form his

paradox, in part, on the kind of contradiction here

described, and on Tertullian's paradoxical arguments

against Hareion.

Paradox In Tertullian

Before dealing with what has traditionally been

understood to be lertullian's paradox, some comment is in

order regarding the underlying controversy with Marcion

which set the stage for fertullian's most paradoxical

formulations. Paradox in Tertullian is not merely limited

to his famous passage taken from his treatise Cn the

Incarnation of Christ, but rather is related to a broader

theological setting.

narcion's doctrine affirmed, apparently, that there was

a greater God than the Creator, who had done greater things.

Both the Creator God and his work were evil. It was

Christ, therefore, who nad brought this new revelation of

the Good God, being sent by him. Of course since the

Creation was evil, Christ could not have been a real human
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being, but rather only appeared as such, likewise only

appeared to suffer and die. He cane so that He might save

souls, the flesh being both incapable and unworthy of

salvation.1
In writing against Marcion, Tertullian often found

God's foolishness superior to Marcion's wisdom. Tertullian

mocks Marcion's contempt for the common and little things

to be found in creation:

Since you put to scorn those tiny animals
which the great Artificer has designedly made
great in competence and ability, so teaching us
that greatness approves itself in littleness,
even as, the apostle says, strength does in
weakness: -, imitate, if you can, the bee's house¬
building, the ant's stablings, the spider's
network, the silkworm's spinning: tolerate, if
you can, even those creatures in your bed and
in your bed-cover, the poison of the cantharsis,
the midge's sting, the mosquito's trumpet and
spear. How great must the greater things be,
when by things so little you are so gratified
or distressed that not even in those little
things can you despise their Creator.^

Certainly, Tertullian goes on, if Marcion's logic were

consistent, man should be despised as well, yet his God has

affection for man, taking the trouble himself to come down

from his "third heaven" into these "beggardly elements",

and thus even being crucified in the "Creator's prison-
1+

house".

Tertullian is quick to point out that Marcion's logic

is not consistent in other respects either; for while

^Tertullian, tdversus Harcionem, Vol. I, ed. and trans,
by truest Hvans (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1972), p. IXff.

2Cf. II Cor. 12.19. 3A. A.. I, lb. Lfibid.
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despising the creation, .Marcion "begs and borrows" things

from God's creation to use them in his ceremonies. Marcion

washes his followers with water. he anoints them with oil,

and weans them with milk and honey. And more than this,

lertullian questions Marcion's sincerity, for he "hankers"

after the things he rejects. Marcion despises the sky; yet

he builds his house in full view of the sky. He despises

the earth; yet he eats its food. Marcion despises the sea;

yet he stops short of its contents, considering these

things to be a "holier kind of food." For fertullian,

Marcion is a hypocrite, otherwise he would starve himself

to death as a substitute for martyrdom. lertullian con¬

cludes by saying to Marcion, "you despise as worthless those

very things on which your life and death depend.

In contrast to this, Tertullian does not despise the

creation and the contradictions inherent in it. He affirms

its diversity of things "visible and invisible" as made by

the Creator. In fact, it is the very mark of his operation

that things are in diversity, "of corporal and incorporal,

of animate and inanimate, of vocal and silent, of mobile

and static, of reproductive and sterile, of dry and wet, of

hot and cold." Likewise man reflects this diversity both

in body and disposition; some of man's members are strong,

others weak; sometimes man's temperament is glad, sometimes
2

anxious, etc.

I'ertullian continues to argue that if this is the case

1lbid.
O

j OX d • , -t j 16 •

Diversity is tolerated in God, if not in philosophers.
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that this universe is balanced between opposing attributes,

"it at once follows that things visible stand in need of

things invisible, and that these must be ascribed to the

very same Author as their opposites, while they indicate

that even the Creator differs (from Himself), commanding

what he has forbidden and forbidding what he has commanded,

smiting and healing."1
Yet Karcion is not content with this view of God and

reality. He would have God the Creator of visible things

alone, and consistent in terras of this sphere alone. Hut

lertullian adds, "we have good cause to believe that he has
2

made both life and death, both evil things and peace".

\nd "precisely", we may add, because the Christian believes

that the invisible God has lived on earth in the lowliness

of human form, for the purpose of man's salvation. '

Harcion's offense at the incarnation, however, goes

beyond the fact that God took upon Himself the flesh of

creation, lie is also offended that being found in the

flesh, according to Christianity's proclamation, He associ¬

ated Himself with humility and weakness. Xertullian points

out the references for this assertion: "The Spirit of the

Lord is upon me, because he hath an^ointed me to preach
r-*

good tidings to the poor";'' "Blessed are the indigent, for
£

theirs is the kingdom of heaven"; "He hath sent me to

1ibid. Void. 3lbld.. II, 16. Void.. IV, 1H.
Vsa. 61.1; Luke H.lQ.

°Luke 6.2u; Matt. 5v3»6,1+.
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heal the broken hearted";1 "Blessed are they that are
2

hungry, for they shall be filled"; "To comfort those that

mourn";1 "Blessed are they that weep, for they shall
p

laugh";' "To give to them that mourn the glory of Slon,

and instead of ashes the joyfulness of anointing, and the

garment of glory for the spirit of heaviness".1
Christ, it may be said, not only associated Himself

with humility and weakness, but was humble and weak as

opposed to proud and powerful. This is bound up in the

offensive message of the cross. And for the Jews it was

more than this, for "cursed is everyone who shall hang on

if.
a tree." Jesus, to their understanding, was under God's

curse. This Tertullian refutes as being truly the case

since Christ was not guilty on his own part, but rather

vicariously because of man's sin. He was crucified to

fulfill the prediction of the prophets. Christ was the

"stumbling-stone" of Isaiah.

Thus when St. Paul writes in I Corinthians, addressing
6

the Church with "grace" and "peace", such words belong

only to the Christian community; "For grace only comes
7

after offence, and peace after war." Marclon's god was

1Isa. 61.1; Luke **.18. 2Luke 6.20; Matt. 5.3*6,*+.
>JIn fact, Tertullian states in a different context

(Pat.. 711), "...the Lord Himself is found amid no riches.
He always justifies the poor, fore-condemns the rich."

The Lord shrank from being made a king, turning from
all "pride" and "garb", as well as dignity of power, even
though he had the greatest right to use such things, being
the Son of God (Idol., mil).

!fDeut. 21.23; Gal. 3»13- ^Isa. 28.16. Ans. Jews. X.

I Cor. 1.3. / . .■.. V, 5. Italics mine.
Significantly Tertullian—as has
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Incapable of this kind of offence and warfare because he

could not be known, and because he could not be angry.

There can be no grace for one who has not been offended,

and no peace for one who has not rebelled. This is why St.

Paul says that the cross is foolishness to those who are

to perish, but to those who are being saved it is the

power and wisdom of God.3 And Paul goes on to qxiote Isaiah,

"For it is written, 'I will destroy the wisdom of the 'wise,
2

and the cleverness of the clever 1 will thwart.'" This

associates the Creator with the judgment of the cross in

opposition to the "good" god of Marcion who is offended at

the mere thought of judgment. God has made foolish the
a

wisdom of the world.

The significance of the Pauline argument, however,

does not reside in the repudiation of wisdom or cleverness

itself. Rather the basis of the argument finds its key at

another point. lertullian makes this clear as he argues

against Marcion's idea that Christ was not really born, and

therefore did not really suffer:

But what is that foolish thing of God which is
wiser than men, if not the cross and the death
of Christ*-' What is that weak thing of God which
is stronger than men, if not God's birth, and
his human flesh? But if Christ was neither born
of a virgin nor composed of flesh, and conseq¬
uently has not truly_suffered to the end either
the cross or death 2&s Marcion would argue/,

already been demonstrated in Kierkegaard—does not
view the faith as being inherently irrational; it is only
foolishness to those outside the faith.

1I Cor. 1.18. 2Isa. 2$.1>+. 3I Cor. 1.20.
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there was nothing in that either foolish or weak;
and in that case God has not chosen the weak
things of the world to confound the strong, nor
things dishonourable and little and contemptible,
things which are not, that is, which do not exist,
to confound the things which are, that is, which
do truly exist /as Paul writes^/. for nothing
ordained by God is really small and ignoble and }
contemptible« but (only) that (ordained; bv man*

The point is that man, in his hubris. considers

certain things "dishonourable", and "little", and "con¬

temptible". God never told man this; man has figured this

out for himself. On the contrary, man is told that all God
2

has made is "very good". Yet man considers himself with

his abundant intellect above certain things in creation.

He considers himself above his fellow humsn beings,

especially so if he who considers is wise, or powerful, or

wealthy, or righteous, or even religious. Thus in the

cross, man's sinful snobbishness is overturned. God sends
His Son in the common form of a carpenter-turned-preacher

to suffer and to die. He offends man's wisdom being

neither powerful, nor wealthy, nor righteous, nor religious.

Marcion's God, Xertullian affirms, knovrs nothing of

the fact that the Creator has chosen the foolish things

of the world, that he may confound tne world's wisdom. It

knows nothing of this "confutation of opposites by

opposites" (conbraria contrarils redarguere). being "wise"

itself. Being thus wise, it glories in itself, Marcion's

idol, and not in the Lord.-

^A. .'.. V, 5. Italics mine.

2Gen. 1.31. ^A. M.t V, 5.
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For Tertullian, as well as for St. Paul, God has chosen

what man considers to be the foolish things, and ordains

them for salvation. This is the wisdom of God which has

been hidden under figures, allegories, and engimas later to

be revealed in Christ, the light of the gentiles.1 God has

accomplished all this, the same God who through the words

of Isaiah promised that he would make known the dark and
2

secret treasures. In Christ the hidden things have been

revealed, albeit in earthen vessels.3

The above discussion describes what Kierkegaard

referred to in the previous chapter as "lowliness". It is

precisely at this "moral" issue that Marcion is offended.

however there is another sense in which Marcion is also

offended. It is in his treatise On The Incarnation of

Christ that Tertullian deals not only with a moral question

in regards to Christ, but more basically with an intellec-
II

tual question. Marcion is offended not only because it

is "unseemly" that God's Word should become incarnate, but

because it is "impossible". It is this latter argument,

which Kierkegaard referred to as "loftiness", which is at

the heart of Tertullian's paradox.

1Isa. 1+2.6. 2Isa. *+5.3. 3A. M.. V, 6.
1+
Bernard Williams, "Tertullian's Paradox," in Tew

Bsgayg Ifi PhUbspphlbbl ideology, ed. Anthony Flew and
Alasdair Maclntyre (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1955^,
pp. 20^-205«
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Let us return to Tertullian's argument. Putting him¬

self in Marcion's role, Tertullian despises the Nativity as

Marcion would do. He continues:

You shudder of course, at the child passed out
along with his afterbirth, and of course bedaubed
with it. You think it shameful that he is
straightened out with bandages, that he is licked
into shape with applications of oil, that he is
beguiled by coddling. This natural object of
reverence you, Marcion, bespittle: yet how were
you bornV You hate man during his birth: how
can you love any man?^

While Marcion may not be able to love any man, Christ

and His gospel can:

Christ, there is no doubt of it, did care for the
sort of man who was curdled in uncleannesses in the
womb, who was brought forth through organs immo¬
dest, who took nourishment through organs of
ridicule. For his sake he came down, for his
sake he preached the gospel, for his sake he cast
himself down in all humility even unto death, yea,
the death of the cross.9 Evidently he loved him:
for he redeemed him at great price.^

Tertullian points out that God has redeemed man in his

nativity and flesh. Certainly Marcion is in no position to

find shameful and beneath his dignity what God has redeemed.

For had he not loved man in this condition, he would not

have acted on his behalf. Yet He did act, restoring every

deficiency, making it whole again, not being ashamed to be

born into it.

Incar.. *+.
This is reminiscent of Kierkegaard's arguments against

speculative philosophy. The speculative philosopher is
caught up in a system as Harcion is caught up in*his. "ier-
kegaard reminds the philosopher of his existence, while
Tertullian reminds Marcion of his birth.

2Phil. 2.8. 3I Cor. 6.20. Incar.. b. '*ibld.
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Indeed if uod had chosen to come into the world in

the body of some kind of domestic or wild animal in order

to preach the kingdom of heaven, Marcion would find this

action on the part of God foolish as well. Anyone who

believed in such a thing would be a fool, this again being

beneath God1s dignity, here Tertullian reminds us of

St. Paul:

But look about you, Marcion, if indeed you have
not deleted the passage: God hath chosen the
foolish thirds of th3_mrld, that he may put to
shame the things that are wise.-. What are the

foolish things? fhe conversion of men to the
worship of the true God, the rejection of error,
instruction in righteousness, in chastity, in
mercy, in patience, and in all manner of inno-
cency? lio, these are not foolish things.
Inquire then to what things he did refer: if
you presume you have discovered them, can any
of them be so foolish as belief in God \*ho was

born, born moreover of a virgin, born with a
body of flesh, God who has wallowed through
those reproaches of nature? Let someone say
these are not foolish things: suppose it to be
other things which God has chosen for opposition
to the wisdom of the world--and yet, the prof-
fessors of this world's wisdom find it easier
to believe that Jupiter became a bull or a swan
than Marcion finds it to believe that Christ
veritably became man.o

Yet, Tertullian goes on, there are other things which

are "foolish". For not only was God born, but He died; not

only did He carry a body, but a cross as well. Marcion

would be wiser if he were to refuse to believe these things.

et Marcion cannot become wise, except by becoming a fool

in the world's eyes and believe what God has done.

Tertullian argues that Marcion has made Gt. Paul into

1I Cor. 1.27. 2lncar.. b
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a fraud, by insisting on the phantasmic idea of Christ's

flesh. Tor Paul would certainly be fraudulent if, such

being the case, he continued to insist that Christ was

crucified, buried, and was raised up again.x Indeed the

faith as a whole would be fraudulent as well, the whole of

the Christian hope being a phantasmic idea. God's
2

assassins would be innocent, had Christ suffered nothing.

Thus Tertullian's argument reaches its climax as he

implores Marcion to...

Spare the one and only hope of the whole world:
why tear down the indispensible dishonour of the
faith. Whatever is beneath God's dignity is for
ray advantage. I am saved if I am not ashamed of
ray lord. Whosoever is ashamed of me, he says,
of him will I also be ashamed.-. I find no other
grounds for shame, such as may^prove that in
contempt of dishonour I am nobly shameless and
advantageously a fool. The Son of God was cruci¬
fied: I am not ashamed—because it is shameful.
The Son of God died: it is immediately credible
--because i£ is silly /credibile est, quia
inentum est/. He was buried, and rose again:
it is certain because it is impossible /certum
est, quia impossible/.)

Yet acts such as these cannot be true unless He Himself was

true, that is, made of flesh and blood, "...scaffolded of

bones, threaded through with sinews, intertwined with

veins, competent to be born and to die, human unquestion-
5

ably, as born of a human mother".

Tertullian continues to develop, in the remainder of

1Cf. I Cor. 2.2} 15A; 15.17-19.

^Incar.. 5.

^Matt. 10.33; Hark 8.38; Luke 9.26.

4Incar. T 5» ''ibid.
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this section, the kind of Christology previously discussed,

which sees in Christ the two "substances" of man and God,

"on the one hand born, on the other not born: on the one

hand fleshly, on the other spiritual: on the one hand

dying, on the other living."1 However the two sets of

attributes, while found in the one Person, are distinct

from one another, its explanation being found in the

verity of each nature, both flesh and blood are in the

fullest sense what they claim to be:

...the powers of the Spirit of God proved him God,
the sufferings proved there was the flesh of man.
If the powers postulate the Spirit, no less do the
sufferings postulate the flesh. If the flesh along
with the sufferings was fictitious, it follows that
the Spirit also along with the powers was a fraud.2

Much of fertullian's discredit as a rational thinker

centers around the passage quoted above, where writing of

the faith he states, "...It is credible because it is

silly...it is certain because it is impossible."-^ Recent

scholarship, likewise, singles this phrase out as being

worthy of special comment.

George Phillips sees Tertullian's thought, as

embodied, in this quotation, to be a nova lex instituted

by Christ, faith being the only requirement. As Christians

we are asked to believe certain things which "stagger the

1ibi d. 2lbid.
Vl'his is often misquoted as being, "I believe because

it is absurd" (credo quia absurdum). However lertullian
never used precisely these words...even though he might
have (See Timothy Barnes, Tertullian. p. 223.). "Cilly"
is o^ten interpreted in this context as "absurd".
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reason", for example, that Jesus died and rose from the

dead. But this, he argues for Tertullian, only provides a

greater opportunity for faith. The more incredible the

proclamation may seem, the more credit belongs to one's

faith! He states that Xertullian (as noted above),
"...thinks of faith as asceticism of the intellect; it is

making yourself believe something which the reason rejects,

or an intellectual form of renunciation.The reason,

according to Phillip's interpretation, is forced to hold

to this essentially irrational position, "simply because

God commands"; to question would be an act of impiety.

This understanding of Tertullian suggests that authority

is the sole basis of faith, not truth. Thus the faith
2

remains essentially irrational.

But other scholars find more method in Tertullian's

madness than Phillips is willing to concede. More

recently, Bernard Williams writes of the paradoxical

aspect of Tertullian's thought (but not directly so, as

he forewarns us),^ and of its interest in the study of

religious language. After recounting Tertullian's argu¬

ment in De Carne Christ!« he centers on the phrase in

question and writes:

People who express themselves in paradoxes
are in a strong position; and the more outrageous
the paradox, in general the stronger the position.
For an objector who insists on pointing out the
absurdity of what has been said is uneasily
conscious of making a fool of himself, for all
he is doing is pointing out that the paradox is

^Phillips, p. 237. ?ibid. 3Williams, p. 18?.
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paradoxical, and this was perfectly obvious
already: he is like a man who has missed the
point of a joke or an ironical remark or an
imaginative comparison, and insists on taking
it literally. But Ironical remarks and
imaginative comparisons can have their point,
and so can paradoxes; so it will not do, either,
for the objector to dismiss the paradox in the
hope that its equivalent absurdity makes it
unworthy for discussion; for this is again to
suggest that the person who uttered the para¬
dox had overlooked its absurdity, but on the
contrary he knew that it was absurd, and that
was one reason why he uttered it.,

Williams goes on to speculate about the "point" of

this paradox. He argues that Tertullian's expressions

about the faith being "credible because silly", and

"certain because impossible" should be taken seriously, and

not as a mere rhetorical device refuting a particular doc¬

trine. Rather Williams sees in it "a striking formulation
2

of something...essential to Christian belief."

After a more general discussion of religious language,

he again returns to Tertullian's paradox. Williams quotes

Wittgenstein as he approaches the conclusion of his

article: "iiow the world is, is completely indifferent for

what is higher. God does not reveal himself jxi the

world."" This,Williams argues, like the gods of Bpicurus,

"far remote and cut off from our affairs", is not the God

of the Christian believer, who toils in the world of men.

The problem arises for the Christian in talking about this

God who captures both realms, the world and divinity, in

his Person.

jibld.. p. 190. "ibid.. p. 192

•'ibid., quoted in, p. 202.
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Here Williams finds Tertullian's paradox to be

relevant, both because it is a paradox, and because it

is about the incarnation. The incarnation is the point

of intersection between religious and non-religious

language, since it speaks not only of someone being cruci¬

fied, but that the person in question was God's Gon. Ibis,

Williams contends, has to be stated if there is to be a

Christian faith; this Tertullian saw, and likewise that

it is a paradox. According to Williams:

The paradox comes about because, although we must
have some statement which says something about
both God and the world, when we have it we find
that we have something that we cannot properly
say...7or there is no language for God's eternity
and perfection beyond the statement of it: it can
be said that God is eternal and perfect, not how
he is, for God's eternity and perfection must be
beyond the reach of our understanding. So when
we come to a statement that is about both God and
temporal events, it must be unsatisfactory; for if
it were not, we should have adequately described
the relation of the temporal events to God in terms
appropriate only to the temporal events: and this
would mean either that we had described only the
temporal events, and left God out, or had des¬
cribed God as a temporal being, which he Is not.-,

Williams goes on to observe that the difficulty which

lertullian expresses stems not from God's eteraality in

itself, but from the conjunction of this with its perfection

as a personal being. Some hold that numbers, for example,

are eternal objects, and mathematical statements about

things in the world can be adequately made. Leaving the

question of application aside, the nature of the numbers

themselves may be expressed in the language of pure

1i. bid.. 203.
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mathematics. 3ut it does not follow, he continues, that

the nature of God can be expressed in human language. He

states:

The question of the applicability of mathematics
to the world does not affect the question of the
expression of the nature of the numbers by pure
mathematics; but the question of the relation of
God to the world does affect the question of the
expression of the nature of God in religious
language. The actual effect is that God is said
to be a perfect personal being; because, for
instance, prayers are addressed to him, and
because he has a Son who was born into the world.
The statement of these relations will be itself
unsatisfactory, and will involve others that are
so: because the concepts required—of father¬
hood, for instance, and of love, and of power
—are acquired in a human context; the language
of these things is a language that grows and is
used for the relations of humans to humans. To
say that, while this is so, religious language
requires merely an extrapolation from the human
context, is not to solve the problem but to pose
it again. For the extrapolation required is an
extrapolation to infinity, and in even trying to
give a sense to this we encounter the incompre¬
hensibility. This incomprehensibility fertullian
has brought out in his paradox.j

Williams is apparently making the same point in

regards to religious language that Kierkegaard made in

regard^ to speculative philosophy; religious language can

no more be rid of the historical, than can the speculative

philosopher. It Is impossible to speak about God using

anything other than human terms.

Theology, it seems, has set about an impossible tas;

in speaking of God-in-the-world. "If it is impossible,

what is to be done?", Williams asks. He answers by saying

1
ibid.. p. 2Gl+.
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that we may respond in faith; the incomprehensibility he

has discussed being necessary to faith, by providing a

place for faith. He suggests that this is the core of

lertullian's paradox, "...not just that it was absurd and

he believed it, but that he believed it because it was

absurd."1 Of course, he argues, this implies a certain

definition of faith, that being inherently mysterious and

necessarily so. This definition is apparently opposed to

reason, for villiams, as he states: "If, then, the

Christian faith is true, it must be partly incomprehensible;

buo if it is partly incomprehensible, it is difficult to
2

see what it is for it to be true."

.villiams sees that the faith of Tertullian necessitates

a certain incomprehensibility if one admits to talking about

God-in-the-world at all. It is significant that Williams

disqualifies himself as a theologian, for his understanding
<"

of faith remains that of man's endeavor, or asjeent, in the

face of the paradox. br Kierkegaard, reason can only

know the paradox in a negative Sense, while faith—the con¬

dition given by God—"transforms" the paradox and it is no

longer paradoxical.

Writing in response to Williams' article, and those

of similar persuasion, is Vianney Decarie. He points out

that the passage "credibile quia inepturn" which divides

1
ibid.. p. 205.
George Phillips apparently overlooks this point in

his article on Tertullian.
o
'ibid.. p. 211.
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interpreters, is seen either as a rationally modified

formula expressed in other terms, or as an anti-rationalistic

absolute.^
Decarie complains that this phrase is often taken out¬

side of its context in de Game Christi» He reviews

rertullian's argument as he reminds Marcion of St. Paul's

remark that, "the folly of the world (is) the wisdom of
2

God", the incarnation and the crucifixion both being

indignations to Marcion's understanding, fhis argument is

supported by Christ's generally neglected warning not to be

ashamed of iiim, lest lie be ashamed in return. ' Decarie

finds tnat quoted outside of their context, the words

"credible because silly" lack meaning in the sense Ter-
h

tullian intended.

bhat Tertullian had in mind was not simply rhetoric

and antithesis, xiather rertullian's point was that which

is the substance of confusion, of shame, of folly to the

wisdom of the world, it is this which the Christian accepts

because it is the wisdom of God. he is not ashamed because

here he finds salvation:

The crucifixion.- fertullian does not have shame,
oecause it is shameful to the eyes of the world,
i'he death of the Son of God? It is an object
absolutely unworthy of faith, because it is
stupid to the eyes of the world. The burial
and the resurrection? It is certain, because
it is impossible to tne eyes of the world; 'The
foolishness of God is his wisdom—confounding

1 ^ "V
Vianney Decarie, "Le Paradoxe De Tertullien,"

iKlllao Christianae. XV (1961), p. 23.

21 Cor. 1.27-28. 'lark 8.38; Luke 9.26; Matt. 16.32.

Decarie, p. 27.
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the wise.'^

his conclusion makes three points: (l) the classical

formula, "I believe because it is absurd" (or more accur¬

ately, "it is credible, because silly") does not represent

the thought of Tertullian because it neglects the context

of its argument, its scriptural references, and makes a

particular case (i.e. the crucifixion) the door to belief;

(2) the faith of Tertullian in the incarnation and the

crucifixion depends on the Word of God, uod's revelation in

the Scriptures, not upon its absurdity or non-absurdity;

and (3) the anti-rationalism of The Incarnation of Christ

is that of St. Paul in the First Letter to The Corinthians,

and all that accept its teaching. Decarie boils down the

thought of Tertullian to these words: "Whatever is beneath

God's dignity is for my advantage. I am saved if I am not
p

ashamed of my Lord."

finally, and most recently, Timothy Barnes speaks

briefly to the issue at hand. Unlike many scholars, Barnes

does not view the passage as proof of Tertullian's irration¬

ality, or subjective, unreasoning emotion. "If that was

his true attitude," he asks, "why did he ever descend to

apparently rational argument?" Rather Barnes reminds us,

xibid., p. 30. "ls_ crucifixion,/ Tertulli en n'en a
33s non5-, pprge que q' est honteux au2i yyu^ dp rnprude; la
mort du .'ilsjle,Dieuy C'osLun oo.jet ahsolument digne
cie foi, parce que c'ept sot au-% yeux du monde; la sepul¬
ture et la resurrection? C'e?t certain, pgrqe c'egt
impossible aux yeux du monde. '.jtulta dei elegit deus,
u , confundat sapientia.'"

2
ioid., p. 31.

-'Timothy David Barnes, ..ertulllan: historical And
Tiberary Gtudv ^Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971/, p. 223.
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fertullian's paradox is only apparent: "He is contrasting

the assumptions of Christianity with those of pagan society.

That is his argument against Marcion, who rejects parts of

the Gospels because he considers them deficient by con¬

ventional standards.""'
Like Decarie, Barnes alludes to Fertullian's assertion

that if the Christian denies Christ in the world, he will

be denied Christ in heaven. Marcion presents a threat

similar to persecution, however not physical, but moral.

Jesus' death is neither shameful nor incredible, as Marcion

would have it. Mather the crucifixion and death are honor¬

able and credible precisely because Marcion argues the

opposite. Barnes concludes tnat Tertullian has shifted

the argument from Marcion's exclusively intellectual treat¬

ment to an emotional argument as well, thus making the

intellectual argument irrelevant, fertullian countered

Marcion's abridgement of the Gospel, through emotional
2

means, having good oratorical precedents.

Summation

It may be helpful at this juncture to summarize this

chapter by noting the points of similarity between Ter-

tullian and .Kierkegaard.

1* Neither theologian should be described as -an

irrational thinker. Reason, for Tertullian, has a neutral

quality about it. he is as capable of using reason in his

arguments, as are the philosophers and heretics whom he

Void., p. 22*+. 2ibid.
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argues against. In fact, he suggests that it is their

position which is irrational and not his. The difference

between philosophy and revelation is more a matter of Sin

than logic. In this he is very close to Kierkegaard, and

as we shall soon observe, to Luther as well.

2. Loth use a non-speculative approach to theological

Issues. Philosophy, for i-ertullian, is of value within

certain limits. While he often uses philosophy in his

arguments and apologetics, he rejects speculation in favor

of historical revelation. After Jesus Christ, Tertullian

finds that there is no need of speculation, and thus treats

speculation with contempt. Christ instead laid down a

"definite system of truth"—contained in the Rule of ?aith

—which is sufficient for salvation, Man should rest

content with this; further knowledge is unnecessary.

While we have already noted a certain dissimilarity

oetveen iertullian and Kierkegaard over the "Rule of

Faith", Kierkegaard insisting that Christianity is not an

objective doctrine, another point of difference should be

noted as well. There is the tendency in Tertullian to

pursue objective speculation in spite of his protestations

to the contrary. This is especially in evidence as Ter¬

tullian seeks to explain his "logos" Christology. While

Tertullian bases much of his theology upon the seriousness

with which the created order should be taken, Kierkegaard

is more existential in this respect. Kierkegaard refuses

to speculate on how God can be both human and divine in

Jesus Christ. One wonders whether Tertullian grasped the
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full implication of his paradoxical formulations. Kierke¬

gaard defines these implications, apparently, with greater

clarity.

3. uoth theologians understand Christ in a similar

manner, Tertullian and Kierkegaard see Christ as being one

person with two characteristics, as in the Chalcedonian

definition. Christ is truly human, being flesh; and he is

truly divine, demonstrating his divinity by preachinc and

power. These two are combined without confusion. The

Scriptures present this contradiction with striking clarity

when it is understood in a prima facie sense. Such an

understanding is, for Kierkegaard, the paradox.

h. Hoth i'ertullian and 'ierkera^rd understand the

Christolo.aical paradox in a double dimension. *nirst, there

is a "moral" dimension to Tertullian's paradox (Kierkegaard

labels this "lowliness"). It has been argued that Ter¬

tullian's refutation of Marcion is the same as St. Paul's

refutation of the philosophers at Athens. Namely, it is

man's pride which often stands in the way of man's accept¬

ance of God's activity in the world. San is offended that

God could only save man through Christ's incarnation,

crucifixion, and resurrection. San especially considers

the birth and the death of Christ to be "weak" and

"foolish". Yet lertullian, like St. Paul, argues that it

is precisely the "weak" and the "foolish" things which are

in reality the "strength" and the "wisdom" of God. God

considers nothing to be weak and foolish, only man does so

out of his inherent hubris. God, if He is to save man,

can only do so if man is humble and not arrogant, since
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it is Sin which marks the divorce between man and God.

Secondly, there is an "intellectual" dimension to

fertullian's paradox (Kierkegaard labels this "loftiness").
Bernard Williams points out that lertullian finds Christi¬

anity "certain because it is absurd". Putting the moral

issue aside, it is "impossible" for God to be man, to grow

up and to die. Yet this is what Christianity proclaims;

and, as such, is absurd and paradoxical. Language which

speaks of an eternal God and the temporal world simul¬

taneously, will necessarily break down, or break into

paradoxical ^orms, because if it did not, "...we should

have adequately described the relation of the temporal

events to God in terms appropriate only to the temporal

events; and this would mean either that we had described
%

only the temporal events, and left God out, or described

God as a temporal being, which he is not."1
Christianity seeks to proclaim that Christ was both

truly God, and truly man. This is impossible, yet it is

necessary if the Christian witness and the place of faith

is to be maintained. If the eternal is really to reveal

itself in time, it must, to a certain extent, be incompre¬

hensible (absurd) if it is to be a revelation; and because

it is incomprehensible, it is believable as God's action.

Paradoxical language, therefore, symbolizes this incompre¬

hensibility.

Decarie is correct in pointing out that Certullian's

1Williams, p. 203.
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paradox cannot be separated from the rest of his argument.

However Decarie overlooks the fact that within the context

of the argument, Marcion raises two objections: not only is

it "unseemly" that Christ be born, grow up and die, it is

"impossible". That is to say, there is besides the moral

issue (i.e. that of being "ashamed") an Intellectual one.

Not only does such a paradox remain incomprehensible "to

the eyes of the world", but it remains incomprehensible to

the believer as well. In fact, it is this very incompre¬

hensibility which is the height of Tertullian's argument,

and which Williams correctly perceives as being "essential

to Christian belief."

Yet one should be careful to add at this point, that

while Kierkegaard uses "both "moral" and "intellectual"

aspects, it is the intellectual aspect which is the over¬

riding feature of the paradox. This is in keeping with

Tertullian's understanding. Had no ontological contra¬

diction occurred, there could be 110 moral issue. The moral

aspect, as Tertullian points out, is largely a function of

man's hubris.

Timothy Barnes goes on to add that there is an

"oratorical and emotional" dimension to Tertullian's para¬

dox. However he seems to be somewhat confused in that he

does not distinguish between the moral and intellectual

aspects involved. He even suggests that the point of the

paradox has shiftedfrom being essentially intellectual to

being emotional."*" This exclusiveness does not seem to

Barnes, p. 22k.
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be borne out in light of the arguments already noted.

Nevertheless there is a sense in which fertullian's paradox

can be interpreted also as emotional and oratorical: the

faith is certain, because it is Impossible for people like

Marcion. It may well be that, given Tertullian's terse

wit, all three meanings were intended in this passage.

Thus we may say that in regard to Kierkegaard's claim

that his theological approach made no "new proposal" but

rather was "handed down from the fathers" holds true, at

least as far as this Church Father is concerned. Chere is

no great difference between the two over the issue of what

Kierkegaard terras the "Paradox". Tith a few minor excep¬

tions, Kierkegaard demonstrates a remarkable similarity to

lertullian's Christological position.

Let us now turn to another theologian who is of

significance in influencing Kierkegaard. Martin Luther's

theology was also noted by Kierkegaard as providing the

basis for his understanding of paradox. In the following,

we will again be concerned with the question of continuity

in so far as Kierkegaard's paradoxical understandings are

similar to Luther's.
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One does not begin a book on Martin Luther, much

less a chapter, without calling to mind a now familiar

fact, namely, that with the renaissance of Reformation

studies in the twentieth-century, this subject has attained

immense proportions. Indeed one author has concluded that

more has been written about Martin Luther than about any

man in history with the exception of Jesus Christ.1
Yet not everything that appears in print, even fresh

print, is faithful to Luther's theological position.

More accurately, not everything written in recent years

reflects t,he passion of what Luther called theology. For

Luther there was a quality in the true theologian which

stemmed from the deepest existential experiences: life,

death, and damnation; as opposed to the more cerebral
D

mode: observation, reflection, and speculation. Such

knowledge cannot be imparted from books as much as from

life itself.

Thus the rationale for this chapter is in keeping with

our general theme. We are here seeking to understand

Luther's position in regards to the paradoxical nature of

the Christian revelation. In the previous chapters we

^See: Lewis W. Spitz, "Current Accents In Luther Study:
1960-67>" Theological Studies. Vol. 28 (1967), p. 5^9.

p
See: Gordon Rupp, The Righteousness Of God 'London:

nodder and Stoughton, 1953)» P* 227.
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have noted especially two aspects of the Christological

paradox: the moral aspect ("lowliness"), and the intellec¬

tual aspect ("loftiness"), both of these emphases find

points of similarity in Luther's theology, as we shall see.

Since Kierkegaard affirms dependence upon Luther, this

chapter (like the chapter on Tertullian) will draw

attention to these similarities, keeping Kierkegaard's

claim of historical continuity in mind.

The following, therefore, is divided into five

sections. The first three sections correspond to the basic

theological issues dealt with in previous chapters. We

will discuss them here under the following headings:

"Luther's "nowledge of God", "The Theology of The Cross",

and "Reason and The Holy Spirit". With this completed,

we will continue on to note how the basic tenets of

Luther's theology are applied in the last two sections:

"The Gospel: A Living Word", and as a case in point "The

Hidden God and The Church". While several major points

of comparison with Kierkegaard will be reserved for the

"Summation", other comparisons will be made throughouc

the chapter as it would appear appropriate.

In this chapter, we are not seeking to develop

^uther's entire doctrine of Christ,1 as this is too broad

for our purposes. Rather let us begin by underlining the

fact that Luther found no complaint with the traditional

Christological and Trinitarian formulations of the Church.

1
A significant recent work on this subject is: Ian

D. K. Siggins, Kartln Luther's Doctrine of Christ (New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1970).
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Both Luther and his followers regarded these traditional

creeds as being beyond dispute. Indeed they valued them

highly as proof of their unity with the ancient Church.1
Nor, for that matter, did Rome accuse Luther of heresy in

regards to these issues. Luther was convinced that in
2

this area, at least, he held traditional doctrine.

Yet this does not mean that Luther's understanding of

Christ was the same as it was for its opponents. Artists

of the time often depicted Christ, "seated on a rainbow

with a sword and twig proceeding out of his mouth...",J a

description based on Isaiah 11. However Luther's con¬

ception was not so glorious. Luther's Christ was always

the Christ of the cross, "born in the squalor of a cow

stall and dying as a malefactor under the desertion and the

derision of men, crying unto Cod and receiving for answer

only the trembling of the earth and the blinding of the

sun, even by God forsaken, and in that hour taking to him¬

self and annihilating our iniquity, trampling down the

hosts of hell and disclosing within the wrath of the /ill

Terrible the love that will not let us go." This despised

Christ was the driving force in all of Luther's theology.

"Philip Watson, ^et God be Godl (Philadelphia:
fortress Press,' 19^7)," p. o.

2
11. ii. Kramm, The Theology of -lartin Luther (London:

James Clarke and Co., Ltd., 19'+7/» p* ***+•
•"' lartin Luther, Works of .lartin Luther. Vol. Ill

(Philadelphia: A. J. Kolfflan Co. <f< The Castle Press, 1930),
p. 208.

Ll
Roland h. Bain ton, nere I -l tand (London: Che Hew

nnglish Library Ltd., 1950), p. 302.
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However let us commence with the question of how God was

known to Luther. While this may appear to have little to

do with the Christological question at hand, it should be

kept in mind that for nuther God only makes Himself known

in His fullest sense in Christ. Luch knowledge is imparted

through historical revelation, not through philosophical

speculation. Again we may observe certain similarities in

Luther's approach to that of Tertullian and Kierkegaard.

Luther's Knowledge of God

Luther distinguished the knowledge of God by two

categories in his commentary on Galatians: general and

particular."^ General knowledge represents the kind of

knowledge which all men possess. As St. Paul states in

Romans 1.20, God's invisible nature has been clearly per¬

ceived by all men through the created order. Thus every

man is aware that God exists, that He is the Creator God,

and that He will one day judge mankind. Adam's fall has

not destroyed such knowledge, but only weakened it.

Particular knowledge of God, however, can only be

known through Jesus Christ. It has been explained by the

difference in knowing someone "by sight", and knowing them

"personally". In knowing someone "by sight", we may have

a certain knowledge of that person; however it is not

until the person acts or speaks to us "personally" that

we really come to know him. This personal action may or

"^Martin Luther, A Comoend Of Luther's Theology, ed.
..ugh I'. "err (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, l$lf8),
p. 2kf,



133

may not correspond with the image that we have held of the

person in the past. Indeed because of the person's action

we may have to confess: "It has been a revelation to mei"1
While the image we may have of God prior to Christ

may not be necessarily false, since it has been implanted

by God, sometimes false impressions of God do creep in.
2

Thus one's worship may be nothing but mere idolatry. But

even if such false impressions do not exist, natural

knowledge is still lacking, for Luther, because such know¬

ledge does not save man. Man is in need of the knowledge

that God is merciful and pardoning. This knowledge is only

granted to man through the particular revelation of Jesus

Christ. With this in mind, Philip Watson concludes that

from a certain perspective, "the whole essence of Luther's

reforming work lies in his rediscovery of the incarnation."

Opposed to Luther's incarnational approach was the

approach used by Scholastic Theology. As Luther states in

ine heidcloerg Disputation (thesis 19)* "He is not worthy

calling a theologian who seeks to interpret 'the invisible

things of God' on the basis of the things which have been

created." While God's presence in the world was

1
Watson, p. 279. 2ibld.
■^Bernard Lohse, "Reason And Revelation In Luther,"

Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol. 13, Mo. 3 (1956), p. 338.

fWatson, p. 281.
'Martin Luther, ,.,ur>her: ^arjy ideological ,Qrks, Vol.

XVI of L'he library Of Christian Classics (London: 5 CM
Press, Ltd., 1962), p. 278.
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everywhere both hidden and revealed, Luther objected to

the method which sought by rational inference to proceed

from the existence of the world to demonstrate the

existence of God.

i'nis thesis rejected the entire Scholastic scheme of

thinking which sought not only to give a detailed under¬

standing of the nature of the physical world, but also of

the relationship between God and man. Luther considered

this approach to be "sophistry" and its exponents "soph¬

ists". Scholasticism raised questions which Luther

thought to be unnecessary, and gave answers which were

unwanted. More importantly, it was an elaborate edifice

built upon an idolatrous foundation: the god of the

philosopher and infidel, and certainly not the Father of
the Lord Jesus Christ. In the last analysis, Luther

thought that scholasticism was attempting to change

Christianity into something that it was not; Christology
2

was giving way to anthropology.

For Luther there was no other God except Christ. '

Christ's divinity was assuredly true. In Christ the whole

of God was revealed; God did not hold himself back from

man.

Thus Luther considered the approach of Scholasticism

"Watson, p. 281.

"Luther, library uf Christian Classics. Vol. VJ1,
p. 265*

Viartin Luther, Luther's Works, Vol. 5*+* Table Talk
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 19o7>» p. 155.
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with Its inferential method, trying to find God through

"reason" and "speculation", to be wrong in principle, fhis

attempt to "comprehend God in his majesty" Luther described

as the "theology of glory". He opposed this knowledge of

God with his own "theology of the cross". Luther's

approach, it should be noted, corresponds to Kierkegaard's

method which rejected "speculation" in favor of "para¬

doxical religiousness".

above all, Luther was a Biblical theologian. Luther

was essentially neither a philosopher nor a technical

scholar. Much of his work was written with a specific

situation in mind. Luther sought to exegete Biblical texts

rather than to construct a system.1
The "theology of the cross", therefore, begins 'with

3t. Paul's paradox as found in i Corinthians l.l'/ff.:

'"or Christ did not send me to baptize but to
preach the gospel, and not with eloquent
wisdom, lest the cross o f Christ be emptied
of its power.

Por the word of the cross is folly to
those who are perishing., but to us who are
being saved it is the power of God. (H.B.V.)

The cross is here regarded as a scandal and foolishness by

those outside the faith; the power and wisdom of God is

hidden to the world. Thus God is not the God of immediacy,

nakedness, and majesty as the "theology of glory" would

have it. God is not kno\m in this context through the

visible to the invisible, a metaphysical creation whose

~Lgil Grislis, "Martin Luther's View of the Hidden
God: The Problem of the Ceus Abseondltus in Luther's
Ireatise Ge Gorvo Arbitsrio." McCormick "uarterlv. Vol.
AMI, No. 1 (Nov. 1^7), p. 81.
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attributes are omnipresent and omnipotent, the highest

good, or as Gerhard Ebeling recounts, "the highest object

of eros. " Lbeling continues:

The invisibility of the glorious God, which
belongs to the purely spiritual sphere, is
therefore, not to be confused with the con¬
cealment of God shamefully crucified, who came
forth in visible form, into the flesh, into
history and into suffering. For the invisi¬
bility of the Deus glorlosus as perceived by
reason is a glorification of the world. To
know him in this way is a pretention and
deceiving wisdom, and the affirmation of
man's endeavor to realize himself in his
works in a way analogous to the divine
principle of creation.

The Deus crucifixus and abscond!tus does not establish

a harmony between God and the world, as if they were to be

found on the same plane. Rather the crucified God suggests
2

that the God of the cross is a God of contradiction.

Thus the "invisible" and "hinder parts" of God are

set over against those^visible parts. These invisible
parts refer to God's humanity, his weakness and foolish¬

ness, as He is found on the cross. God has done this, to

Luther's way of thinking, because men have made wrong use

of their intellectual abilities, seeking to know God

through the creation. Thus God determined to be known

through His sufferings. This is what St. Paul states in

I Cor. 1.21, "For since, in the wisdom of God, the world

did not know God through wisdom, it pleased God through

"^Gerhard Hbeling, -/uther: An Introduction To Lis
Thought (London: Coliins, 197b), pp. 227-228.

"ibid.. p. 228.
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the folly of what we preach to save those who believe."

It is no longer sufficient for man to know God through His

glory and majesty; rather man should know God through

humility and suffering. In this way God destroys the

wisdom of the wise and brings to submission the understan¬

ding of the prudent."

Luther draws an example from John 1*+ to support this

preference:

...Then Philip asks in the spirit of the theology
of glory, 'Show me the Father,' Christ immediately
pulled him up sharp. He took him with his high¬
flying ideas of seeking somewhere else and led
Philip right back to himself saying, 'Philip,
whosoever sees me sees my father as well.' There¬
fore in Christ crucified is the true theology and
the knowledge of God.0

This knowledge of God is not just another doctrine

which supplements a general knowledge of God. Rather it is

the beginning of all true personal knowledge of man's

relationship to God. The opposite of speculation, it

points to a God who has come to us in history. He imparts

Himself to us through His vford and thereby is revealed.

Thus Luther begins with Christ's humanity and moves

to His divinity. Man cannot climb up to a knowledge of

God on his own. All true knowledge of God is taught in

the incarnation and ends at the cross. Like Tertullian,

Luther thought it godless arrogance to seek God in some

1Luther, Library uf Christian Classics. Vol. XVI,
p. 291.

2
ibid. It should be noted, however, that God is not

so absconditus in the flesh as to exclude Christ saying
this to Philip.
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other way than the way in which He Himself wished to be

found. Or as Luther states in the exegesis of Hebrews 1.2:

Now the Apostle's procedure must be carefully
noted. First he declares the humanity of Christ
and then proceeds to his divinity. As a conse¬
quence he establishes that principle by which true
knowledge of God may be found. For the humanity
of Christ is that holy ladder set for us. It is
on the rungs of this ladder we rise to a know¬
ledge of God. Cf. Gen. 28.12. See also John Ik.6:
•No man cometh to the Father but by me.' And
again 'I am the door' (John 10.7). Therefore,
whoever wishes to rise to a true love of God and
knowledge of God let him put away all the human
and metaphysical rules on how to attain to the
knowledge of God, and as his first task let him
seek to understand the humanity of Christ.
After all, when God himself humbled himself to
make himself known to us, it is the most impious
rashness for man, by the exercise of his own
wisdom, to plan for himself some other way of
salvation.^

Luther affirms that all proper knowledge of God is

dependent upon God's own self-disclosure. This revelation

is an active, positive, and continuous self-communication.

It is God's nature to speak and to make Himself known.

Should He not reveal Himself, mankind would remain in

ignorance. Hevelation depends on God's gracious act in

Christ.^

Yet even in revelation, the thoolonia crucis reminds

us that God is hidden. He remains shrouded under His

contrary. The revelation is one of contradiction and

paradox, so that the appropriate response may be created

in the individual. This response is faith.^

1iPid.. pp. 31-32.
O
A. Skevington Wood, "Luther's Concept of Revelation,"

The evangelical Quarterly, Vol. (XV, No. 3 (July-Sept.,
IS63), p. 150.

^Ebeling, p. 238.
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Luther makes this clear as he writes concerning

Romans 3-11:

Mo one understands, because the wisdom of God is
hidden, unknown to the world. For 'The Word
became flesh' (John l.lM-), and Wisdom was made
incarnate and thus hidden and unapproachable
except by understanding, just as Christ cannot
be known except by revelation. Therefore those
who are wise only in regard to visible things
and in the realm of visible things (such as all
men are outside of faith who do not know God
and the life to come), do not understand, are
not wise, that is, they are not intelligent or
truly wise but stupid and blind; and although
they may seem to be wise in their own eyes,
yet they have become fools. 7or they are wise
only with a wisdom which can be found by human
means but not in hidden things.^

As stated above, for Luther there is no other God than

Christ, however this should not be understood as some kind

of Monarchianism or Christocentrism. Christ is the essence

of the Father, revealed in the world. Luther, in making

such a statement, is speaking soteriologically. While God

may be known to a limited extent through reason or the

Law, now a new relationship has literally been born. God

seeks to be known in a new way, not only as Creator and

Law-giver, ^rom now on, God wishes to be known through

faith in Christ.'

Luther expresses this shift in emphasis as a shift

from "left" to "right-handed" knowledge of God. Left-

handed knowledge has been partial, inadequate, and

ultimately of no use. It has been knowledge with God's

1
Martin Luther, Luther's .,'orks. Vol. 25, Lectures On

Romans (3t. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1S'72>, p. 223.

^Slggins, pp. 79-80.
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back turned. But now God's face has been revealed. This

is right-handed knowledge, the knowledge of God as grace

and truth. God's very self, his Person has been made

known, apart from this there is no God.1 Jesus Christ is

truly God's revelation as He is for us.

i'hb 'fheolQjsy pf The Cross

Closely related to Luther's understanding of the know¬

ledge of God was his "tower experience". This experience,

which reportedly occurred at the Black Cloister at Witten¬

berg, was of the greatest theological significance. Some

scholars have tried to date this event precisely, but
2

apparently without success. Others think that the event

has been highly exaggerated. However the content of

Luther's experience is more assured, in spite of the actual

details surrounding such an occasion.

According to Roland Sainton, the revelation took place

while Luther was reviewing Romans 1.17 in relationship to

his lectures on the Psalms. ; Here Luther discovered the

evangelical Reformation insight into Christ's Person and

Work. The twenty-second psalm was particularly difficult

for Luther. While the reference to Christ was unmistak¬

able, as it referred to the verse spoken by Christ on the

cross: "Tiy God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?",

Luther struggled with its meaning. Lvidently Christ

1ibld., p. 80.

Brik Lrikson^ Young .ion Luther (New York: W. W.
Norton & Co., 1958;, p. 201.

o

■We must keep in mind Luther's method, and the method
of his time, of dealing with the Old Testanent as a
Christian book prefiguring the incarnation of the Word.
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experienced the utter desolation (Anfecntungen) that

Luther had experienced. Christ was rejected by aen and by

God; yet how much worse this must have been for him than

for us. In a word, the sufferings of this Christ were

equivalent to those of the "Man of Sorrows" depicted by

Albrecht Ctirer.1
This image ran contrary to Luther's understanding of

Christ, who appeared mighty, Holy, and aloof from the sins

of the world. The solution of this contradiction could

only be found in the fact that Christ took upon himself the

sins of mankind. Jainton writes: "He who was without sin

for our sakes became sin and so identified himself with us

2
as to participate in our alienation." Christ was truly

and man, and thus the Mediator between God and man.

ihis was a new image of Christ. No longer was He sitting

upon the rainbow as the righteous judge. He remained a

judge, but now in a different sense:

He must judge, as Truth judges error and light
darkness; but in judging he suffers with those
whom he must condemn and feels with them subject
to condemnation. The judge upon the rainbow has
become the derelict upon the cross.^

God had acted in a new way towards mankind. No longer

was Christ to be understood as a later and more perfect

Moses. The "All Terrible" God had become the "All Merci¬

ful". Christ had become, in the words of the Romans
\

passage, "the righteousness of God revealed from faith for

1
Jain ton, p. b7, Jlbid. 3lbld
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faith". ihe price nan deserved to pay had been paid for

man through this atoning death. Law had been supplanted

by Gospel.

This overturned the medieval Catholic understanding

of the terms and conditions of salvation. No longer were

works the key to enter the Kingdom, but rather faith in

the derelict Christ. Thus God's judgment became a hammer

which broke down man's reliance upon himself and his good

works, and instead drove him to surrender in faith to the

forgiveness and grace revealed in Christ and his cross.

Luther's heart had been changed. The God of judgment, whom

he hated, became the God of love. This activity could

only be explained by the working of the holy Spirit, a now

living reality in Luther's life. Luther states:

...I soon came to the conclusion that if we, as
righteous men, ought to live from faith and if
the righteousness of God should contribute to
the salvation of all who believe, then salvation
won't be our merit but God's mercy. My spirit
was thereby cheered. ?or it's by the righteous¬
ness of God that we're justified and saved
through Christ. These words (which had terri¬
fied me) now became more pleasing to me. The
Holy Spirit unveiled the Scriptures for me in
this tower. •,

however Luther's tower experience should not be con¬

fused, as is sometimes the case, with either a mystical.
jp / ^ y

experience, or with something more wgaaf.c Regardless of

1
Luther, Table Talk. p. lf>'3*

c'e.g., Lrik nrikson writes in Young Man Luther, p. 205:
"Those who object to these possibly impure circumstances of
Martin's spiritual revelation forget St. Paul's epileptic
attack, a physical paroxysm often accompanied by a loss of
sphincter control, and deny the total involvement of body
and soul which makes an emotional and spiritual experience
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the many speculations about Luther's experience, it should

be kept in mind that the experience was primarily cognitive.

Luther was not caught up into an "imagined" world by an

"elicited act". Rather Luther's experience was centered

in the concreteness of the cross and the real world.

It was this theologia crucls which was to Luther's

mind the correct scriptural theology upon which the Church

of Christ is based. Only as the Church proclaimed this

theology, could it be said to be preaching the gospel.

The difference beuween these two theologies was irrecon¬

cilable, just as false theology was from true theology.1
Therefore to the Jews, Turks, Papists, Zwingli and

the -withusiasts (Ccnw&rmer) as well, who taught that the

manhood of Christ snould be abandoned in favor of His

divinity, Luther asserted that it was exactly the lowliness

of Christ that was the power of God. If reason is offended

at Christ's claims when He appears poor, weak, and despised

—an ordinary man, faith clings to Christ in spite of

appearances. In fact the weak and beggarly things that

man despises provide a necessary hcabitation for faith. Or

as Luther states:

genuine. Scholars would prefer to have it happen as they
achieve their own reflected revelations—sitting at a
desk. Luther's statement that he was, in fact, sitting
somewhere else, implies that in this creative moment the
tension of nights and days of meditation found release
throughout his being—and nobody who has read Luther's
private remarks can doubt that his total being always
included his bowels."

^Hermann Sasse, "The Theology of The Cross," The
ieforrqed Theological .review, Vol. XXXI, No. 3 (bept-Dec.
197?), pp.
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For what is good for us is hidden, and that so
deeply that it is hidden under its opposite.
Thus our life is hidden under death, love for
salvation under damnation, our kinship under
exile, heaven under hell, wisdom under foolish¬
ness, righteousness under sin, power under
weakness. And universally our every assertion
of anything good is hidden under the denial of
it, so that faith may have its place in God,
who is a negative essence and goodness and
wisdom and righteousness who cannot be poss¬
essed or touched except by the negation of all
our affirmatives.-^

Ihus the theologian of the cross is one who speaks of

God as crucified and hidden. As Luther writes in the

Heidelberg Disputation (thesis 20); "...he is worth calling

a theologian who understands the visible and hinder parts
2

of God to mean the passion and the cross." Inis theolo¬

gian recognizes God in the midst of sufferings, whether

they be in Christ or in himself:

whis is the real strength, to trust in God when
to all our senses and reason He appears to be
angry; and to have greater confidence in Him
than we feel, here lie is hidden, as the bride
says in the Gong of Gongs; 'Behold he standeth
behind our wall, he looketh forth at the win¬
dows'; that is, He stands hidden among the
sufferings, which would separate us from Him
like a wall, yea, like a wall of stone, and yet
He looks upon me and does not leave me, for He
is standing and is ready graciously to help,
and through the window of dim faith he permits
Himself to be seen.^

^Luther, \omans. pp. 382-363•

?Lutner, Librar.. of Christian Classics, Vol. XVI, p. 276.
3..art in Luther, -«orks of -iartin ^uther. Vol. I (Phila¬

delphia: A. J. holman <ic Co. a General Council Publication
Board, 1915)» P* 192.
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To a certain extent the "natural man" would admit that

God is hidden in creation. But Luther points out that in

Christ, God is more deeply hidden, ^or the natural man more

readily connects divinity with power and justice than he

does with the humility and suffering of the cross. Christ's

divinity is at no time apparent to sight, but only to faith,

and even then it remains a mystery.1
While Luther's emphasis on God's hiddenness in Christ

and upon the power of His humanity may be seen as neglecting

His divinity, Luther never departed from the assertion that

Christ was both God and man in one Person. The incarnation,

while bringing the revelation, is necessarily a "veil" of

the revelation. God is absconditus in the humanity. Thus

there is a sense in which it can be said that God was cruci¬

fied and died, and that the man Christ created the world.

This communication of the attributes was known by the

doctrine of communicatio ldlomatum. Whatever was to be said

of Christ's humanity must also be said of his divinity and

vice versa. Luther reflected the thought of Colossians 2.$:

"...in him the whole fulness of deity dwells bodily." The

finite was shown as being capable of bearing the infinite

(finltum capax inflniti). This, however, should not be

understood as a metaphysical explanation of how Christ could

be both God and man, as much as it is an affirmation that
2

Christ was both God and man. explanations of the meta¬

physical variety were not helpful, especially in this

1Watson, p. 103
2
Watson, p. 126.
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regard. Luther states:

True theology is practical, and its foundation
is Christ, whose death is appropriated to us
through faith. However, today all those who do
not agree with us and do not share our thinking
make theology speculative because they cannot
free themselves from the notion that those who
do good (will be rewarded).,

Again Luther's dislike of speculation and metaphysics

shows through. Somehow Greek thought could not do justice

to the reality at hand. Luther's Christology reflects the

Christ found in the New Testament. His concern was for

description as opposed to resolution.

Luther's main concern in affirming the traditional

Chalcedonian formulation of Christ's Person suggests not

only a wish to be true to the proclamation of the gospels,

but to the soteriological emphasis inherent in them.

Christ must be both God and man if He is to fulfill his

"proper" .fork of being Mediator and Saviour. Both are

necessary if He is to effect man's salvation, and therefore

be truly God for us. Christ could not redeem what he did

not share.

"The center about which all the petals clustered,"

writes Holand Sainton, "was the affirmation of the forgive¬

ness of sins through the utterly unmerited grace of God

made possible by the Cross of Christ, which reconciled

wrath with mercy, routed the hosts of hell, triumphed over

sin and death, and by the resurrection manifested that

"^Luther, Table Talk, p. 22.
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power which enables man to die to sin and rise to newness

of life." This, Sainton goes on to observe, was the

theology of St. Paul, "heightened, intensified, and clari-
2

fied." Luther was never to go beyond these major tenets.

But if this represents the Saviour's "proper" Work,

there is necessarily an "alien" Work involved in man's

salvation. That is to say, in order to save man, certain

things inherent in man need to be destroyed. Chief among

these is the notion, on the part of man, that he is able to

save himself through his own ability and intellect. Here

the cross makes short work of the natural man's idea of

righteousness. Christ's righteousness is different from

man's which is really a kind of disguised self-love.J For

as Luther observed, the greater one's religious practice,

the less one was concerned with God, and the more one was

concerned with one's own self: my sins, my confession, my

penance, giy salvation. In Luther's words: "When I was a

monk I depended on...willing and exertion, but the longer

(I worked at it) the farther away I got."!+
It is in the cross of Christ that man finds himself

coram deo a sinner, unrighteous in everything he does.

And it is here, as well, that the full grace of God is

revealed. This is not revealed to sight, but to faith,

that God was reconciling the world to Himself through

Christ. In the cross, God's righteousness opposes all

1Bainton, p. 51. 2ibid.
-James Atkinson, The Great Light (Lxeter: Paternoster

Press, 1968), p. 3*t.

^Luther, ..'able talk, p. 87.
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human ego-centricity, exposing it as sin, no matter how

respectable it may appear, even through religious practice.

Man's righteousness and apparent goodness is thus torn down

and is snown to be in truth, nothing but self-centeredness.

Yet even in the act of judging man, God's forgiveness is

active, though without man's help. In the words of Philip

Watson:

.There is nothing here that we can do to give God
the glory due to his name, except acknowledge the
glory that is revealed; and this we do only as we
accept In faith both the judgment and the mercy
and are reconciled to God. The only way to let
God be truly God for us is to let Him have his
way with us in Christ, to let Him, as Luther
puts it, 'do his work'.^

In order to "let God be God", to believe rightly, we

must make no gods for ourselves, nor make gods of ourselves.

On the contrary, we are suitable material for God who has

no difficulty creating something out of nothing, as he has

been doing this from the beginning of time. Such a theology

of the cross is not dependent upon human wishes, but upon

the Will of God. According to Luther, "Our theology is
p

certain, for it places us outside ourselves."

Luther's early writings expound these themes with

freshness arid vigor. Several passages from his works are

especially worthy of our attention. But we should not

forget that God's "proper" Work is never undertaken without

God's "alien" Work being present as well. Likewise

Christ's Person is meaningless, for Luther, without His

"^Watson, pp. 61-6?.
p'
"uoted in Ebeling, p. 260.
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Work being present, and vice versa.

As early as April 8, 1516, Luther wrote in a letter

to Georg Gpenlein: "Learn Christ, dear Brother, learn

Christ crucified; learn to sing unto Him and, despairing

of self, to say, 'Thou, Lord Jesus, art my righteousness,

I, however, am Thy sin. Thou hast taken unto Thyself what
i

was mine, and hast given me what is thine.'"

uere Lutner develops the Pauline concept of the

"righteousness of God" which became a theme of major impor¬

tance in his lectures on Romans of the following year. Let

us look at the way in which Luther exegetes Romans 1.17?

the verse so often associated with his "tower experience".

But verse 17 cannot be dealt with apart from verse 16,

since verse 17 completes the thought begun in the previous

verse. They read as follows in the Revised Standard

Version:

For I am not ashamed of the gospel: it is the
power of God for salvation to everyone who has
f^ith, _£o the Jew firsi and also to the Greek
/vs. 16/. For in it /i.e. the gospel/ the
rignteousness of God is revealed through faith
for faith; as it is written, 'He_who through
faith is righteous snail live' /vs. 1//.

Now for Luther, the gospel is nothing else than, "the

Word concerning the Son of God, who became flesh, suffered,
2

and was glorified." This Word has the power of salvation

for those who believe, as it was given "through God and

from God." Thus, for Luther, the person who possesses the

gospel is powerful .and wise "before" and "from" God, even

"^Quoted in Works of Hartln Luther. Vol. 1, p. 175-
2
Luther, Romans. p. lk-8.
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though he may be considered "foolish and weak" in men's

eyes." Luther sees that the gospel itsel°, as it is

preacned, has a paradoxical quality about it in the sense

of i Corinthians 1.23-2*+: "but we preach Christ crucified,

a stumbling block to .Jews and folly to Qentiles, but to

tnose who are called...the power of God and the wisdom of

of God." he specifically associates this verse from

Corinthians with the meaning of the gospel as it is found

in Romans 1.16.^

To Luther's understanding, the gospel is more available

to the weak and to the powerless. Likewise it is especi¬

ally available to those who share the humility of the weak

and powerless because such people are more responsive to

the manner in which God works in the world. Or as Luther

writes:

Riches, weapons, gold, silver, kingdoms, and other
things of this kind are the power of men, oy which
they manage to do what they do and without which
they cannot do anything, but all this, as I said,
must completely come to nought, at least as far as
the desire of it is concerned. Otherwise the
power of God will not be in us. vor the ricn and
the powerful do not receive the Gospel. Therefore
they do not receive the power of God, for it is
written: 'To the poor the Gospel is preached'
(Luke 7•22)...^

Thus many people are "ashamed" of the Gospel, and they

even contradict it, Luther goes on. The reason for this is

that many simply enjoy what this world offers to such an

extent that this conflicts with the Gpirit of God. They

fight against it, and do not want to hear of it. Darkness

3ibid., p. 8. ' ibid. 3ibld.. p. 150.
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is preferable to light. Therefore when the Gospel is

rejected, it is a manifestation of man's power, or the

power of the world, or the flesh. Instead man's actions

should correspond to the actions taken by God on behalf of

man for man's salvation. Just as God let go of all His

possessions in order to meet man on a common plane, man

must do likewise:

Thus all power and wisdom and righteousness must
be hidden and buried and not apparent, altogether
according to the image and likeness of Christ, who
emptied Uimsel^ so that He might completely hide
His power, wisdom, and goodness.-. In the same way
he who is powerful, wise, -and attractive must have
these things as if he did not have them.

This leads to verse 17• Here Lutner argues that

various kinds of man's righteousness are revealed, that is,

how man, through his own works, tries to be righteous

before others. Jut there is only one righteousness of God,

and that is found in the Gospel exclusively. Han is justi¬

fied before God by grace alone (sola gratia), through faith

alone (sola fidei>. Luther states:

7or the righteousness of God is the cause of
salvation. And here again, by the righteousness
of God we must not understand the righteousness
by which lie is righteous in Himself but the
rignteousness by which we are made righteous by
God. This happens through faith In the Gospel..^

At first glance, this passage may appear to represent
-• wholly phenomenal paradox. It must be remembered, how¬
ever, that tnis passage has nothing to do with Jesus'
preaching, signs, and miracles. Rather the reference here
deals with the "image" and "likeness" of Christ as he
appears on the cross (I Cor. l.l?ff»; Phil. ?.5ff>), where
ttie activity of God is in its most hidden form.

2
Luther, -\omans. p. 151. -'ibid.
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Ihat Is to say, we are made righteous, for Luther,

not In seeking conformity to a righteous uod, but rather

through God's death on the cross. Justification is

achieved through faith in the Gospel of the crucified

Christ, who became sin for us. Vhile such faith may appear

foolish to the world, it is really God's wisdom and sal¬

vation. ^or Luther, soteriology rests necessarily upon a

paradoxical foundation. It is only God's "alien" work

that allows room for faith, and therefore implements His

"proper" work.

Here we have in Luther the "moral" aspect of paradox

("lowliness") that has been described in previous chapters,

i'hls represents, in a broadly enlarged sense, the paradox

described by fertullian in his treatise Against harclon

( . 5»/J MTror nothing ordained by God is really small and

ignoble and contemptible, but (only) that (ordained) by

man." fertullian as well dislikes the presumptuousness by

which man recognizes the good, and condemns what appears

to be evil, however while fertullian leaves it at this,

Luther maps its greater implications, developing the moral

aspect into his understanding of soteriology along the

lines of St. Paul's thought.

fhis is an interesting point of comparison between

the two men. mile both are aware of the moral paradox,

fertullian and Luther represent proponents of two widely

different soteriological schemes: fertullian, the peni¬

tential system which led to gross abuses during the middle

ages; and Luther, who sought to destroy this approach
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through the preaching of justification by grace through

faith in this moral paradox.

Luther elaborates this paradox further as he again

speaks of the Jews and all who reject the crucified Christ

in discussing Romans 3

For there is an unending controversy... between
God and proud men, especially the Jews, for God
in His mercy desires the Jews and all men ^or
the very reason that they are liars, unrighteous,
foolish, weak, sinful men to be made truthful,
righteous, wise, strong, innocent men through
His truthfulness, righteousness, wisdom, strength,
and innocence, and thus to be freed from sin, in
order that His truthfulness, righteousness, wis¬
dom, strength, and innocence may be glorified and
commended in them and by them, Then those haughty
people, being men who consider themselves truth¬
ful, righteous, wise, strong, and innocent, by
their own powers and of themselves, refuse to
speak against uod and thus with all their might
judge Him and make Him the liar, the unrighteous,
foolish, and weak sinner. For they want to
establish their own truthfulness, righteousness,
wisdom, virtue, and innocence, and they refuse to
be looked upon as liars, unrighteous, foolish,
weak sinners. Therefore either God or they must
be the liars, the unrighteous, and the weak, etc.-,

God would gladly take upon Himself the sins of mankind, but

this cannot happen unless the individual considers himself

to be a sinner in need of forgiveness. Jesus gave His life

as a ransom for many.

Luther continues by recounting the story of Persius

about a doctor who wishes to heal his patient. But an odd

thing happens to the doctor. The patient refuses to admit

that he is sick. And, in fact, he calls the doctor a fool,

and a nan sicker than himself for seeking to cure a man

so healthy. Thus the doctor cannot do his work, for he

1lbid., p. 202.
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i
could only do so if the man were to admit his illness."

It is the same way, Luther affirms, with many ungodly

and arrogant men. They suffer from the illusion that

although they are sick before God, they are healthy to

themselves. Thus they do not only reject God who come3

into the world to heal them, but they even regard him as

a fool,sicker than themselves for presuming to treat such
2

men of apparent good health as if they were sick.

But Luther reminds us, even though man has rejected

God's activity through his sin, by resisting Him, speaking

against Him, judging and condemning Him, all this has oeen

done in vain, for God's words remain. Thus even if man

considers nimself to love nothing out "love, virtue and

truth", he is saying in effect:

•Surely tie is not wise, is he, when He thinks that
we are foolish? Rather, He (that is God of His
«ord) is not truthful, righteous, and strong when
He contends that we are liars, unrighteous men,
and weaklings, whereas we really cling to truth¬
fulness, righteousness, and strength! Actually
He himself is such a person, because he does not
know, as we do, where alone these good things
are.'3

This is the same presumptuousness recorded in the

Scripture, Luther observes. Here the men of the time said
h

of Christ, "We know that this man is a sinner," and "This
*

man is not from God.It is as if men actually knew what

~ibid.. pp. 2G2-2o3.
'ierkegaard was also fond of this story as has been

noted previously.

"ibid., p. 203. 'ibid.
+John lf.29. ''John 9.16.
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the "good" was, as in the words of the Psalm, "Many there

are who say, '0 that we might see some good!'"1 L'hus the

only thing tnat can be "good" for man is that which he pre¬

supposes to be "good"; anything running against this

presupposition must be evil, even if that were to be God

incarnate.

Thus Luther concludes, "God in His words cannot be

wise, righteous, truthful, strong, /or/ good, unless we

believe Him and submit to Kirn by confessing that we are

foolish, unrighteous, liars, weak, /and/ evil."' It is

humility and faith that are especially needed. God must

accomplish His "alien" work, so that His "proper" work can

commence. Han cannot be filled with God's righteousness

unless man is emptied of his own righteousness, which is

really not righteousness at all. ihus a man filled with

his own truth and wisdom, cannot be filled with God's truth

and wisdom, for God can only fill a heart that is empty and

destitute. Thus we should say to God:

0 how willingly we are empty that Thou mayest
dwell in us', uow gladly weak that Thy power
may dwell in me; gladly a sinner that fhou
mayest be Justified in me; gladly foolish that
Thou mayest be my wisdom; gladly unrighteous
that Thou mayest be my righteousness I ^

Thus Luther takes the paradoxical dimension of the

cross into a long-forgotten direction. In the cross of

Christ, man is confronted by a moral paradox. Ill man's

possessions (i.e. righteousness, intellect, strength, etc.)

IP
Ps. L-.6. Luther, >,omans. p. 20k* 'ibid.
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are of no value in God's sight. One is finally justified,

for Luther, not in seeking to attain perfection through

holy living; but one is justified through God's grace and

righteousness, that is, through faith in the crucified

Christ, ihis is the distinction between Law and Gospel.

As Luther puts it: "The Law says: 'Do this,' but it is

never done. Grace says: 'Believe in him,' and everything

is already done."1
The historical event of the cross suggests, for

Luther, that Christ's work is "already done", that the

forces of darkness have ended their reign, whether or not

we may care to believe in it. Christ died for many and not

for all because not everyone is willing to pay the price of

accepting this gift. In his exposition of the Magnificat

(1521),Luther underlines, in striking terras, the objective

nature of Christ's Work:

He /i.e. God/ lets the godly become powerless and
to be brought low, until eve yone supposes that
their end is near, whereas in these very things
He is. present to them with all His power, yet so
hidden and in secret that even those who suffer
the oppression do not feel it but only believe.
There is the fulness of God's power and out¬
stretched arm. ^or where man's strength ends,
God's strength begins, provided faith is present
and waits on Him. And when the oppression comes
to an end, it becomes manifest what great strength
was hidden underneath the weakness. Even so,
Christ was powerless on the cross; and yet there
He performed His mightiest work and conquered sin,
death, world, hell, devil and all evil.^

God's justification through the cross is also God's

"'"Luther, Library of Christian Classics. Vol. TCVI, p. P?3.
2
Martin Luther, Luther's ,,orks. Vol. 21, the Magnifi¬

cat -St. Louis: Concordia Publishing nouse, 1956;, ?• 3^g.
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judgment. For not only is the truth of God's activity more

accessible to the humble than to the haughty, but such is

the case because God has, in the words of Mary: "...put

down the mighty from their thrones, and exalted those of

low degree; He has filled the hungry with good things, and

the rich He has sent empty away."1 God's judgment has

already begun.

Thus while the godly and the humbled may appear to be

forsaken by God, in reality they are strong. However ^or

the rest of mankind another kind of judgment is is store:

God lets the other half of mankind become great
and mighty to exalt themselves, he withdraws
his power from them and lets them puff themselves
up in their own power alone. For where man's
strength begins God's strength ends. When their
bubble is fullblown, and everyone supposes them
to have won and overcome, and they themselves
feel smug in their achievement, then God pricks
the bubble, and it is all over. The poor dupes
do not know that even while they are puffing
themselves up and growing strong they are for¬
saken by God, and God's arm is not with them.
Therefore their prosperity has its day, dis¬
appears like a bubble, and is as if it had
never been.-

This corresponds to what Luther has to say concerning

the "wrath of God" of Romans 1.18. uere the apostle directs

his attack against the strong and the powerful. If they

can be humbled, how much more easily will their followers

be humbled. But more than this is involved. For they have

also been opposed to the Gospel, the word of Christ, and

his cross, and have enlisted others in their cause. Thus

1Luke 1.52-53.
O

Luther, Magniflcat. pp. 3i+C-31+l.
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guilt and sin are laid upon these men as if they alone were

guilty. God's wrath rests upon them.1
The paradox of the cross runs contrary to all man's

attempts to build himself up, whether that be by righteous¬

ness or by Intellect. .uther concludes: "To no one does

the preaching of the cross appear so foolish as to

philosophers and men of power because it is completely
2

contrary to them and their sensitivities."

out if God opposes the proud, He gives grace to the

humble." This, for Luther, is the source of man's love and

praise of God. God can only be loved if He makes Himself

known to man in "the most lovable and intimate fashion."

This God reveals to us through His works, which are felt

.and experienced within ourselves:

Hut where there is this experience, namely, that he
is God who looks into the depths and helps only the
poor, despised, afflicted, miserable, forsaken, and
those who are nothing, there a hearty love for Him
is born. The heart overflows with gladness and goes
leaping and dancing for the great pleasure it has
found in God. There the Holy Gplrit is present and
has taught us in a moment such exceeding great know¬
ledge and gladness through this experience.^

Before closing this discussion on Luther's "theology

of the cross", some comment is in order regarding the place

o^ "good works" in this theology. As has been noted above,

the moral paradox or the cross tended to negate man's work

in relationship to salvation. brief comment of Luther's

1 7
Luther, Homans, p. 15*+. "ibid.

^I Pet. 5.5. +Luther, Magnificat* p. 300.
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may be helpful in this respect:

fie /i.e. Go.d/ does not first accept our works,
and then save us. The Word of God is prior to
all else; faith follows it; then love succeeds
faith, and gives rise to every good work.^

Luther has been charged by Catholic writers with

divorcing faith from works. 7or this very reason Luther

attempted to clarify for others his understanding of ethics

in the performance of Christian living. He gave both works

and faith their proper place by maintaining that Christ must

be the center of the Christian's life. True faith was

2
directed only to Him; and true works sprang only from Kim. "

Of course Luther maintained that man was justified

before God "by faith alone" (sola fide) and not by works of

Law. ooaetimes, however, this phrase has become an article

of faith itself, or a party slogan, and has led to much

misunderstanding." Thus it is significant to note that the

wording in the above quotation runs, "The word of God is

prior to all else; faith follows it..."

with Luther, salvation was wholly dependent upon God's

grace, not upon man's faith, lest faith itself become a

work, what he wished to repudiate by his Insistence upon

"faith alone" was the "works of righteousness" which led to

so many of the great abuses of his time. "^aith alone"

can never be separated from God's grace and mercy.

Salvation resides in Christ's work alone, not man's.

"'"Martin Luther, ..eformation writings of Martin Luther.
Vol. 1 (London: Lu tierworth Press, 1956), p. 23M-.

p
Heinrich Hornkamm, Luther's World of Thought (St.

Louis: Concordia Publishing house, 195b), p. 90.

3James Atkinson in the i.ibrsrv of Christian Classics.
Vol. XVI, p. 25.
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Gordon Hupp has an interesting way of explaining what

was involved in Luther's discovery of faith as opposed to

works. According to Hupp, nan's fundamental need is to be

"right with God." It is out of this relationship, which Is

bounded on the one side by God's grace and on the other by

man's faith, that Christian obedience springs. He uses this

example:

..hen two people are in love and sure of each other,
they do not think in terms of quantity, that Is,
they do not reckon up the size of the gifts to one
another, or how expensive they are, nor do the
things they do together and the places they visit,
depend on quantitative measure, the best seats in
the best theatres, the more costly flowers, etc.
It Is when the relationship is unsure, when two
young people are uncertain of one another, that
they begin to think quantitatively, and the one
may seek to please the other by bigger and better
gifts. 1

In the same way, Hupp concludes, Luther's discovery

did away with this quantitative approach to man's relation¬

ship with God. Good works, no matter how great they may
2

be, are finally no substitute for a right relationship.

Luther discovered that what was required of man by God was

his heart, no more, no less.

Luther was suspicious of works done by a man whose

heart was not in his actions. The Heidelberg Disputation

(1518) speaks to this question: "The works of man, though

they always look splendid and have the appearance of being

very good, are yet In all probability mortal sins."-*

1 2
Hupp, p. 231. 'ibid.

^Luther, i.iorary uf Christian Classics. Vol. XVI,
pp. 276-277.
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ne refers to Christ's reference to the Pharisees: "Woe to

you Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye are like unto

white-washed sepulchres, which outwardly appear beautiful

to men but in fact are full of bones of the dead and every

uncleanness.While their works seem to be good, both to

themselves and to others, Luther comments, God does not

judge by outward appearances: "lie looks on the heart of man

and to his very inmost being." And without grace and faith

it is not possible to have a clean heart. This is what

Peter refers to in Acts 15.9, where he refers to God puri-
p

fying the hearts of the Gentiles through faith.

What Luther means by "faith" here is not faith of the

abstract variety, but rather faith in the crucified Christ.

Such faith is not to be understood in the medieval sense

as "assent", but in the biblical sense, as faith Irj. Christ,

a work of grace. It Is only the cross that has the power

to instill faith of this latter kind. Prior to the cross,

man devises his own wisdom and righteousness. But these

are man's works and not God's. Rather it is in the cross

that God brings a person to nought and changes his heart—

the moral paradox.

however this does not mean, for Luther, that a man

will automatically busy himself with doing good works:

The truth of the matter is that whoever has
been brought to nought by sufferings does not
thereby do good works. On the contrary he
simply knows that God is working in him and

1Matt. 23.27.

2Luther, Library Of Christian Classics. Vol. XVI,
p. 282.
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effecting everything. Therefore whether he Is
doing good works or whether he is not doing good
works is all the same to him: he neither boasts
If he does a good work nor is ashamed when God
is not working anything in him. Thus he knows
that it is enough if he suffers and is broken
through the cross, nay rather is utterly brought
to nought. But this is exactly what Christ says
in John 3*7: 'Ye must be born again.'-.

He argues this point here to affirm the nature of

faith as opposed to works in one's relationship with God.

In principle, one need not feel guilty about not doing good

works because it is God's grace alone, through faith that

justifies. But in practice, the good man wants to do, and

does do good works, even if his salvation does not depend

upon them: 'The Word of God is prior to all else; faith

follows it; then love succeeds faith, and gives rise to

every good work." he does so because his heart is in what

he is doing; good works are no longer work. James'
2

comment, "faith without works is dead", holds true in

this practical context.

In his Treatise On Good Works (152C), Luther finds an

analogy for this dynamic of faith proceeding works:

Therefore, when some say that good works are
forbidden when we preach faith alone, it is as if
I said to a sick man: 'If you had health, you
would have the use of all your limbs; but without
health, the works of all your limbs are nothing';
and he wanted to infer that I had forbidden the
works of all his limbs; whereas, on the contrary,
I meant that he must first have health, which
will work all the works of all the members. So
faith must be in all works the master-workman
and captain, or they are nothing at all..

Xibid.. p. 293* 2Jas. 2.17.

-T.uther, Works of Martin Luther. Vol. I, p. 199*
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The healthy man does healthy works; the unhealthy man

can do nothing in so far as God is concerned. Luther is

anxious to maintain the location of man's salvation, not

within himself, but within God. he does this at the cost

of anything that man would call his own: righteousness,

wisdom, and even his will to believe.

Thus the good man is free to love others because he

has experienced such love and mercy in himself. Luther

distinguishes between faith and works for the believer.

7aith is to be directed towards God; good works towards

one's neighbor.^ These two directions are not to be

confused.

Of course there arises the question of the lawyer who
2

one day asked Jesus, "And who is my neighbor?"'" Luther

answers this by pointing out that Christ sets aside all

considerations of person. Christ does not say that "you

shall love the rich, the powerful, the learned, the wise,

the upright, the righteous, the handsome, the pleasant, etc."

But without qualification Christ says, "your neighbor":

By this very fact he is declaring that in the
sight of men we are indeed all different in
personal status and rank, but that in the sight
of God, we are one lump of equal reputation.
Tor to observe a distinction of persons anni¬
hilates this commandment completely, as do those
who loathe the unlearned, the poor, the weak,
the lowly, the foolish, the sinners, the trouble¬
some. T0r they take into consideration, not the

"^Bornkamm, p. SI. "Luke 10.29.
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people themselves but their masks and appear¬
ances; and so they are deceived.-j

Here again the "theology of the cross", or what we

have termed the "moral" aspect of the paradox shows through,

ihey are deceived, just as they once were deceived by the

appearance of Christ who embodied all these negative aspects

of "lowliness" on the cross. The reasoning is that if God

so identifies Himself with the dregs of human society and

there manifests His greatest love towards us, saould we not

return this love to Him by loving our neighbor? Or as St.

Matthew's gospel has it: "'...as you did it to one of the
p

least of these my brethren, you did it to me.'"" Thus the

cross, while denying good works on the part of man as a

means of attaining salvation, nonetheless encourages good

works out of thankfulness for what Christ has done.^
Of course Luther's "theology of the cross" would be

nonsense if it was not really God who died on the cross.

This leads us to another aspect of the paradox besides the

"moral" one. It is an ontological contradiction that the

"^Martin Luther, Luther's .v'orks, Vol. 27, Lectures on
Galatians. 1519 (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1964-), p. 351.

2Ma11. 25.*+0.

^There is a sense, for Luther, in which good works
done by the good man make for a better man. The 4-4-th of
his Ninety-Vive Theses reads in part: "...by works of love,
love grows and a man becomes a better man..." Kierkegaard
was to publish a book entitled vorks of Love in 184-7.

h.
Martin Luther, tuther's Works. Vol. 22, oermons un

uhe Gosoel Of St. John. Chapters 1-4-, trans. Martin H.
Bertram (St. Louis:Concordia Publishing House, 1957)»
p. 21.
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man Jesus is God. This "intellectual" aspect of the para¬

dox, or what Kierkegaard later termed "loftiness", is also

inherent in Luther's theology. Indeed the ontological

aspect is essential, for Luther, if Christ's Work is to be

sustained.

Reason and The holy Lpirit

It is apparent that Luther had a certain Tinder standing

of reason which was constantly reflected In his theology.

Luther at one point calls reason "the devil's whore", and

even had a name for her, "Hulda".1 Presumably Luther's

cause for doing this was due to his conviction that reason

would render her services to anyone who employed her. This

Is another way of saying that reason was merely man's

instrument, to be done with as he pleased. Yet reason was

not inherently corrupt, and thus was capable of reform.

The use of reason, for Luther, was determined by man's
2

will. Reason was suspect insofar as it was in the grips

of an unregenerate will. Luther gave no assent to the view

that reason could somehow be an object independent from,

and above, man's general condition as sinner.

Therefore in order for reason to be of value in recog¬

nizing God's revelation, it must be a humble and repentant

reason. Or as Luther states regarding Romans 3.11:

No one seeks for God. This statement pertains both

L
'ent 5. Knutson, The Chape uf The Question (Minnea¬

polis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1972), p. 120.
p
Lohse, p. 35°*
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to those who manifestly do not seek God as well
as those who think they are seeking Him, because
they do not seek Him in the way in which He
wishes to be sought and discovered, namely,
through faith, in humility and not through their
own wisdom and presumption.^

It has been observed that from one perspective all

idolatry can be attributed to reason, since it is by reason

that men devise and defend their own conceptions of God.

Thus in decrying reason, Luther is not decrying reason per

sjg, since it is the best of God's gifts to man, and indeed
2

the gift by which man may be called, and is, a man.

Rather what Luther condemns is how men commonly use their

reason to seek after God by their own methods, and not look

for Him where He may be found, in the flesh, and on the

cross.

According to 3. A. Gerrish, if reason stumbles at the

doctrine of the incarnation, it does not do so because it

refuses to believe in God, but because it has certain pre¬

conceptions about who God is, and what God should do. In

the final analysis, reason arrogantly sets Itself up as

judge of what is, and what is not God's Word. This amounts

to creating a god after its own fancy. Reason falls short

on two points for Gerrish: "...first, although it believes

that God can aid, it does not believe that God will do so

for it: second, though it knows that God is, it does not

know who or what God is.

^Luther, Ionians. p. 223. ^Watson, p. 86.
^B. A. Gerrish, Grace and Reason: A utudv In The

.'neology Of Luther (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962),
pp. lk-157
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Reason in its pristine, unregenerate state is, for

Luther, nothing but a disguised form of arrogance. There¬

fore God seeks to humble man through various means,

sometimes through his hiddenness, sometimes through humil¬

iating rites (such as circumcision),1 yet always through

the cross—that is to say, the humanity of Christ. Thus

Luther comments in his Lectures On Romans:

...1 the kingdom of heaven is like a treasure
hidden in a field' (Matt. 13.M+). The field is
dirty in contrast to the treasure; while the one
is trodden under foot, the other is picked up.
And yet the field hides the treasure. So also
'our life is hid with Christ in God' (Col. 3*3)j
that is, in the negation of all things which can
be felt, held, and comprehended by our reason.
So also our wisdom and" righteousness are not at
all apparent to us but hidden with Christ in God.
But what does appear is that which is contrary to
these things, namely, sin and foolishness, as the
apostle says: 'If anyone among you thinks that he
is wise, let him become a fool that he may become
wise' (I Cor. 3.18). that is, let him become wise
and rich in God, not in himself; let all his own
wisdom disappear and nothing but foolishness
remain.2

However it should be noted that becoming intellectually

humbled by the cross does not mean becoming irrational;

Luther was only foolish in Christ, so to speak. Indeed

Luther had a high opinion of regenerate reason. If reason

was put to evil uses by the ungodly, in the hands of

believers, enlightened by the gospel, it was an excellent

instrument. Faith and reason were no longer antagonistic;

instead reason promoted faith.1 It became the greatest aid

3 2
ibid.. p. 19. "Luther, -tomans. p. 333*

1Luther, Table Talk, p. 183.
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in solving all earthly problems, including the task of

understanding the truth of revelation in overcoming its own

sinfulness.1 Luther, quoting Augustine at the Diet of
2

Worms, enlisted reason in the support of his cause:

Unless I am convinced by the testimony of
scripture or by plain reason...! cannot and will
not recant, for it is neither safe nor honest to
violate one's conscience. I can do no other.
Here I take my stand, God being my helper. Atnen.^

Gainton points out, however, that reason as he used

it in this sense was really the reason of "logical deduction

from known premises". When Luther railed against reason,

iiainton goes on, it was under the rubric of "common sense",

or, "the way in which man ordinarily behaves, feels, and

thinks." Yet by either definition, God's actions are

incomprehensible. For Bainton, the Christian problem is
1+

"far deeper than logic."

Indeed even enlightened reason cannot ultimately

understand the "paradoxes" of the faith, Luther concludes.

He makes this observation at the table in the spring of

l5*+0:

Who can understand anything about these things
by means of reason.'' To be sure enlightened reason
can to some extent understand the Ten Commandments
and the religion of the Jews; but articles of faith,
like the Trinity and the incarnation of Christ—
these don't tally with reason. Let's say that the
king of France and a stone are the same thing, or

1Lohse, p. 353.

Luther, Works of ■■iartin Luther. Vol. Ill, p. 33&.
^ art in Luther, deformation writings Of .-1 art in Luther.

Vol. II (London: Lutterworth Press, 1(56), p. 155.

1+Bainton, p. 172-173*
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this knife and I are identical—these statements
don't tally with reason, it's the same with the
statement God is man. We have to puzzle this out.
I can reflect on it but can't understand it.
Paul understood a good part of it, though he
didn't comprehend all of it by any means. Yet
he said with authority, 'In Christ are hid all
the treasures of wisdom and knowledge' (Col. 2.3)•
For in Christ all things, every creature, the
whole Godhead are known. Here are united the
greatest, fortitude and the greatest weakness,
life and death, righteousness and sin, the grace
and the wrath of God. Ah, this is high doctrine,
but few care very much about it.-^

Many scholars disagree as to what extent Luther's

paradoxes are really paradoxical. Some argue that Luther

is essentially irrational and contradictory, others that

his paradoxes are only apparently contradictory but not

essentially so, and still others that there is no real
2

contradiction to "enlightened reason". " however Luther, in

the above passage, apparently negates even enlightened

reason as a means of finally understanding the mysteries

of the faith.

this is borne out by Luther's distaste of all attempts

to try to make the absurd seem less so. This way of

"attenuation", runs against Luther's basic understanding

of the meaning of Christianity.^ It would seek to remove

God's "Mo" and his "alien" work, and leave only God's

"Yes" and "proper" work. These rationalisms, to Luther's

Luther, Table talk, p. 378.
p
Harry J. McSorley, Luther: Right or Wronn? (New York}

et al: Newman Press, <5. Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing
iiouse, 1969), p. 3*+5ff.

^Gerrish, p. do.



170

mind, would ultimately replace faith with knowledge, and

humility with pride. Thus it is necessary that faith

should remain only "dim faith", if man is not to do away

with the power of Christ altogether.

Perhaps it would help to keep in mind the doctrine of

"double truth" attributed to Robert of iiolcot, a disciple

of Occam: "A proposition may be false in theology and true

in philosophy, and vice versa.Bernhard Lohse reminds

us of this in his own way:

...one has to take into account that theology is
a different sphere from philosophy. In theology
certain premises have to be made which are not
valid in philosophy. E.g. the incarnation of the
Word in Jesus Christ is something which philosophy
cannot understand and if it is faithful to its own

presuppositions must refuse. But for any theo¬
logical thinking the incarnation is, of course,
of primary importance.?

Luther, as a student of Occam, shares this conviction.

Ihis becomes most clear in a work which comes late in

Luther's career: "The Disputation Concerning The Passage:

'The Word Was Made Flesh' (John l.lLO" (1539). In the

first theses of this disputation, Luther makes it apparent

that he is concerned not only with what we have termed the

"moral" aspect of paradox, but with the "intellectual", or

ontological,aspect as well. Such a paradox denies being

known by human reason and must be, therefore, apprehended

by faith. This corresponds to Kierkegaard's view. Luther

writes:

1lbld.. p. 52. 2Lohse, p. 357
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1. Although the saying, 1 r/very truth is in
agreement with every other truth,1 is to be up-
held, nevertheless, what is true in one field of
learning is not always true in other fields of
learning.

2. In theology it is true that the Word was
made flesh; in philosophy the statement is simply
impossible and absurd.

3. The declaration, 'God is man,' is not less
but even more contradictory than if you would say,
•Man is an ass.'

b. The Sorbonne, the mother of errors, has
very incorrectly defined that truth is the same
in philosophy and theology.

5. And has impiously condemned those who have
argued to the contrary.

6. ^or by making this abominable statement, it
was taught that articles of faith are subject to
the judgment of human reason.-]

While Luther is not willing to admit that the matter

at hand runs contrary to logic, he finds human logic

incapable of dealing with the problem. The matter is not

on the same plane with logic: "21. So it is not indeed

something contrary to, but is outside, within, above, below,
2

before, and beyond all logical truth." Thus the state¬

ment, "The Word was made flesh" (paradox) may only be

understood by faith, only then will we "know" what this
"j

means. This is the difference between philosophy and

theology for Luther: "Philosophy deals with matters that

are understood by human reason. Theology deals with matters

of belief, that is, matters which are apprehended by

faith."

It was this issue, as well, which was a major factor

^vicrtin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 3^, Word and
dscrament l'r (Philadelphia: ^ortress Press, 1971), p. 239.

?lbld.. p. 2*fl. 3ibid.. p. 2b2. ^ibid. . p. 262.
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in separating the Lutheran and the Reformed positions on

the Sacrament. Luther felt that if the words, "this is my

body", spoken by Christ at the Last Supper, could be under¬

stood as meaning "this represents ray body", then reason would

sit in judgment on God's Word, and there would be nothing to

prevent denying also that, "the Word became flesn" (Jn. 1.

1*+), since basically the same issue was at stake.1
fhus Luther argues in the tract, "That These Words Of

Christ 'This Is My Body,' etc., Still Stand Firm Against

The Fanatics" <"1527), that Zwingli and like minds cannot

"prove" that Christ's words me,an representation regarding

the Sacrament. Nor, for that matter, can they "prove"

representation regarding Christ's words concerning himself.

These words, likewise, demonstrate the ontological contra¬

diction:

There is no proof of representation, either, in
all the otner passages which they quote. vor ex¬
ample, where Christ says, 'I am tne true vine'
fJohn 15»1), he speaks of the true spiritual vine,
which he also was, not which represents him. How
should it read: 'I represent the true vine,' or,
'I am represented by the true vine'? Who then is
the true vine, apart from any representation?
Again, 'I am the shepherd' (John 10.11), 'I am
the door' (John 10.7;? 'I am the resurrection and
the life' ''John ll.?5>, and all the others. All
these sayings are expressed and understood in terras
of being, not of representing. They will never
convincingly show a representation there; It is
sheer imagination -and self-conceit on their part.,,

Such an ontological contradiction, it should be noted,

1
artin Luther, -.uther's ..orLs, Vol. .37, Lord and

Sacrament ill (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1961), p. 31 •

'ibid.. pp. 3^-39.
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was not limited to Christ's speech. Luther states at a

later point in the same discussion the contradiction

regarding Christ's actions:

Do be sure, when he /Chris.t/ walked on earth, he
availed to the extent that whomever he touched
with his flesh, he helped. Through his body, with
his physical voice, he called Lazarus from the
grave (John 11.^3). He touched the leper and made
him clean (Matt. 8.3). He walked upon the sea,
and stretched forth his hand to the sinking Peter
and drew him to the land (Matt. 1H.31), and all
his acts were miracles and good deeds.^

In a different context, but with the same issues in

mind, Luther states in a succinct manner the nature and

direction of his argument:

Hence, to sum it all up, what those people keep
saying--that because it is not in accord with
reason it is not true--we shall simply turn about
and say the opposite: God's Word is true, therefore
your notions must be false. Is it necessarily
unreasonable, just because it seems unreasonable
to you and you think that the Word must be wrong
and your ideas valid??

i'o sustain this kind of interpretation in his theology,

Luther states, as he does In various places, that, "In

Scripture we snould let the words retain their natural

force, just as they read, and give no other interpretation

unless a clear article of faith compels otherwise."^ When

Scripture is read in this manner, we are faced not only

with moral, but ontological paradoxes.

1ibid.. p. 133.
2
Martin Luther, ./uther's Works, Vol. 3^, Word and

Sacrament II (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg,Press, It5o), p. 3i+3«

'Luther, Luther's -«orks. Vol. 37, p. 270.
See also: -utner1 s Works. Vol. *+<j, p. 157 f«
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The significance of this point should not be over¬

looked. For it is in this issue that twentieth-century

theology so often errs, by taking Luther's "theology of

the cross", or what we have termed the "moral" aspect of

the paradox, as being primarily a paradox of appearance or

phenomenon. Luther at no point in his writings denies any

teaching or action attributed to Christ as having happened.

Indeed it is through Christ's teachings and miracles that

Christ is recognized. Had Christ not said, "whoever sees

me sees my Father as well", Philip would still be seeking

God through speculation or some other means." Luther views

the Scriptures as not only proclaiming Christ, but also as
2

recording the history of his life, " and therefore as

recording the ontological contradiction inherent In that

life as demonstrated by words and actions.

As we have seen above, the question of God's hidden-

ness was a major theme in Luther's work on ho -sans (1517)
where he especially opposed the "theology of glory".

However while Luther maintained God's hiddenness in the

flesh of Christ, such hiddenness never included Christ's

activity. It is, for Luther, a sign of heresy to "divide

Christ" by accepting on the one hand that He "was born,

suffered, died, etc.", while denying that which pertains to

Christ. Rather Luther maintains that, "Christ and the

things which pertain to Him are one and the same thing.

Ruther, library of Christian Classics. Vol. XVI,
p. 291.

2
Luther, Lutner's /.orks. /ol. 35? -vord and Lac ra¬

inen t I (Philadelphia: .'uhlenberg Press, 19o0), pp. 117-118.

■^Luther, Romans, p. 238.
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The ontological paradox is not denied in Romans.

Of Luther's many writings now translated into English,

this paradox may be seen most clearly in Luther's exegesis

of John. We may use John 6.35 as an example, here Christ

says, "I am the bread of life; he who comes to me shall not

hunger, and he who believes in me shall never thirst." Of

this passage, Luther states:

Jell9 that makes no sense at all. Very likely
the Jews first gaped and stared, envisioning all
their graineries filled with corn and barley, all
their cellars with wine and beer, and their purses
with money. But now, when Christ continues: 'I am
the bread of life,' they think: '0 my, what a fool
He is I Surely He is possessedl Just hear iiim
prate such foolishness as He points us to Himself
and claims the ability to provide sufficient
nourishment, food and drink, to sustain life for¬
ever. Who ever heard such a thing?' And now they
ask: 'How about it, dear brother? You would have
us believe that you can hold dominion over the
whole world, since you claim that you can feed all
mankind. Oh, surely this is an abominable lie'.'
they think. I suppose that the Lord was wearing
some drab garment at the time and did not have as
much as a morsel of bread to eat, since He was a
poor man. He Himself speaks of Kis poverty in
Matt, b.20: '7oxes have holes, and birds of the
air have nests; but the Son of Man has nowhere to
lay His head.' But in spite of this He can
answer: 'I qm the bread,' declaring that He would
teach, satisfy, feed, and preserve the entire
world, prevent^its death by starvation, and give
it life. Though He Himself does not have a crust
of bread to eat, He offers to become a physician
and helper to others. To the Jews and their
thought He could not have given a reply that would
have shocked them more. This is as though I, a
poor preacher and beggar, were to address the
emperor: 'By way of helping you defeat the Turks
and the Tartars I shall donate as much money as
this church can hold,' and he were to rely on my
promise. Where would 1 get the money if I owned
no more than this coat and did not have a single
heller in my purse? how do you suppose I would
fare;' Would the emperor not laugh at me? Would
he not say: 'Take that good man into custody. He
is a fool. Lomehow he lost his mind.'1

^Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 23, Lermons en
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Here we have the kind of ontological paradox that

Kierkegaard deals with at length.^ On the one hand is the

lowly man who is obviously not bread, and on the other his

declaration: "1 am the bread of life." When Christ says

this, "no one is able to grasp His meaning, and all regard

Him as a fool."''
Luther exegetes John 6.lfl,l+2 in a similar fashion.

Here Jesus is in a controversy with the Jews: "The Jews

murmured at Him, because He said: I am the bread which came

down from Heaven. They said: Is not this Jesus, the son

of Joseph, whose father and mother we know? How does He

now say: I have come down from heaven?"

Luther observes that the Jews must have found such a

message "ridiculous, offensive, and foolish". It was a

contradiction to maintain that He had come down from heaven

when His family lived right there in Capernaum. He continues:

They /i.e. the Jews./ hear Christ proclaim and say
that He is the bread from heaven, and they immedi¬
ately think of Mary and Joseph's house and say:
•Mary is His mother; Joseph is His father, etc.
Why, do we not know His family, His house, His
street, the stones, and the wood? How can we
harmonize this? How can He come from heaven?
His house is not in heaven, for His house and His
parents are here on earth in Capernaum. Therefore
this is a mistake; in fact, it is unparalelled
folly.' .They regard it as a lie. Our Sacramen-
tarians £e.g. Zwingli7, these dunces, do the same
thing. They declare Christ is sitting at the
right hand of God, that he is enthrowned in heaven
at the Father's right hand, and that for this
reason He cannot be present in the Lord's Cupper.
To be sure, we are well aware that bread and wine
are on the altar; for we certainly see and recog¬
nize bread and wine. But at the same time we say

the Gospel of ot, John, chapters 6-8, trans. Martin H.
Bertram (ot. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1959
pp. l+O-hl.

1 2
See Appendix B. Luther, Luther's t'<orks. Vol. 23,

p. *+5.
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Lhat Christ, who is seated at the right hand of
His Father, is also present in the Lord's Supper.
But how does this make sense.-1 Yes, if our God
were to present us with sensible doctrines—
doctrines which our reason could comprehend--
none of us would be saved; we would all be lost.
For reason is not worth a thing for the purpose
of salvation...-^

While this may sound wholly irrational, such is not

the case, given Luther's perspective, ^or it must be

remembered who it is that speaks in such a manner:

£his has been recorded for our warning, so
tnat he who would deal with the doctrines of the
Christian faith might not pry, speculate, and ask
how it may agree with reason, but, instead,merely
determine whether Christ said it. If Christ did
say it, then he should cling to it, whether it
harmonizes with reason or not, and no matter how
it may sound. For I will admit that Christ is
wiser than my reason is or I am. Give honor to
Him who is speaking here, and let Him be wiser
tnan you.^

Luther goes on to observe that similar occasions

orten occur in secular affairs when a householder or a

prince commands those beneath him to do things which are

not understood from this lower perspective. Still the

person under command is obliged to follow his master's

order, and, in so doing, makes the reason captive.^
Co sum up then, Luther maintains throughout his

writings an ontological paradox, not merely a paradox of

appearance. The paradoxes of "the Word became flesh",
"This is my body", and Christ's words quoted above bear

this out. While the lowliness of Christ's appearance does

"ibid.. p. 80. ''.ibid. 'ibid.. pp. 80-81.
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play a part, such hiddenness Is never so pervasive as to

Include Christ's own words and actions. Luther states:

Thus the Lord declared above: 'He who believes
in Me has eternal life' and: 'I am the bread of
life.' These words greatly offended the Jews. It
annoyed them to think that this Man should have
the power to save, to bestow eternal life, and
also to deliver us from death, sin, and all evil.

After all, He did not give that appearance.
He was a poor man, the son of a poor carpenter
and of a poor mother, devoid of all power. There¬
fore it sounded unreasonable to hear Him say: 'He
who believes in Me will have eternal life.' But
I have told you that whoever would remain a
Christian and be saved must not follow his eyes
or judge by appearances, confer with reason, or
employ his other senses in this matter; he must
hear solely what is preached to him and must turn
his ears to the lips of this Man. whoever fails
to do this, but surrenders and forsakes God's
Word, is lost.-.

Or again

To be sure, it is annoying to hear Christ say:
'I am the bread of life,' while He appears to be
only a poor, despised, and weak man, a man who
walked the earth like any other human being. Dear
Lord Christ, Thy appearance is deceiving. The Jews
must surely have asked and said: 'What do you make
of Yourself? What do you pretend to be? Don't you
know what it means to give eternal life or to pre¬
serve temporal life and to expel death? Who can
do this but the one, eternal God? !nd you claim
to be the One who can dispense a food which gives
eternal life to him who eats it. You speak as
though You Yourself were God and Lord over sin,
death, and life. Mo saint can speak these words.
Whoever ascribes such power to himself must be more
than a creature.'

These claims of Jesus sound irritating and offen¬
sive. Therefore we must close our eyes, blind our
reason, and believe the divine Word of Christ: 'I am
the bread of life.' It is for us to say: 'I will
believe what He says.'0

^ibld.. p. 109.

?ibid.. pp. 112-113.
This same kind of ontological paradox was shared by

the understanding of the Lutheran Church. For example, it



179

It should also be noted that while Luther saw faith

as being the foremost instrument of theology, there is a

sense in which faith retained a cognitive dimension. It

is through faith that one "understands" and "knows"

Christianity. Gerrish underlines this thought by recalling

Luther's comments on Galatians 5.5. There a comparison is

made between faith and hope in respect to "subject, func¬

tion, object, order, and diversity of working." Luther

also affirms that faith is "in the understanding"; its

object is "truth"; it is an "instructor and judge", etc.1
Thus Luther develops the cognitive dimension of faith

apart from reason, whether "enlightened" or otherwise.

However coming to see faith in this light is a diffi¬

cult task, undoubtedly the most difficult task if left to

man's own devices. Fortunately, for Luther, man is the

is stated in the holid Declaration: "...Christ performed
all his miracles and manifested his divine majesty according
to his good pleasure, when and how he wanted to. He did
so not only after his resurrection and ascension but also
in the state of his humiliation—for example, at the wed¬
ding of Cana in Galilee /In. 2.1-117, again when he was
twelve years old, among the teachers /Ek. 2.lhL-5j£7, again
in the garden when with one word he struck his enemies to
the ground /7n. 18.67, and again in death, when he died
not just like another man but in such a way that by and in
his death he conquered sin, death, the devil, hell, and
eternal damnation."

The Formula of Concord expressly condemned as "^alse
Doctrine Concerning the Person of Christ", "That in spite
of Christ's express assertion, 'All_authority in heaven
and on earth has been given to me /Matt. 28.187,' and 3t.
Paul's statement, 'In him dwells the whole fullness of
the deity bodily /Col. 2.^7, Christ, according to the
human nature, is wholly incapable of omnipotence and other
properties of the divine nature."

The iook of Concord: The Confessions of the evangel¬
ical Lutheran Church, trans, and ed. Theodore G. Tappert
et al (Philadelphia; fortress Press, 1959), pp. 606 & *+91.

1Gerrish, p. 82.
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benefactor of God's grace working through the Holy Spirit.

Luther affirms that ultimately faith is not left up

to man's resources alone. Certainly man "cooperates" in

his salvation, but in the last analysis, only because he

has been taken hold of by God."1*" He writes concerning this

issue as he explains the third article of the Apostle's

Creed 1520):

...Apart from the operation of the Holy Spirit, no
one can come to God, nor receive any of the
blessings effected through Christ, His life, cross,
and death, and whatever else is ascribed to Him.
Through Him /I.e. the Holy Spirit/, the Father and
the Son move me and all others that are His.
Through the Holy Spirit, the Father and the Son
rouse, call, and draw us; and, through and in
Christ give us life and holiness, and make us
spiritually minded. Thus the Holy Spirit brings
us to the 7ather, for lie it is by whom the Father,
through Christ and in Christ, does all things,
and gives life to all.0

And again (1521):

And Christ, in John 10 (9,3), declares that he is
the door by which one must enter, and whoever
enters by him, to him the gatekeeper (the Holy
Spirit) opens in order that he might find pasture
and blessedness.-^

Thus faith is finally "revelation" in the personal

dimension. Indeed he states at one point that, "...Christ

cannot be known except by revelation." It is a gift from

Martin Luther, Luther's .vorks. Vol. 29, Lectures On
Titus. I-hlleraon. .lad Hebrews (St. Louis: Concordia Pub¬
lishing house, 1968), p. lkb.

2Lutner, reformation ■-.ritings of Martin Luther. Vol. I,
p. 37.

Luther, Luther's .orks. Vol. 35, p» 123.
k
Luther, Homans. p. 223.
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God, not essentially an act of will. If one is to know

Christ, books, teachers, and reason are finally unable to

help, Luther implies. The ^ather Himself, through the

Holy Spirit, must "reveal" and "present" Christ to us.

Luther finds John 6.Mf, "No one can come to me unless the

Father who sent me draws him"; John 6.65, "No one can

receive me or know me, unless it is given to him by the

Father"; and John 6.^-5, "Hveryone who has heard me through

the Father comes to me", as partial biblical support for

this understanding.1
All that Luther has to say about Christ whether it be

in terms of His cross ("moral" paradox), or in terms of

His being ("intellectual" or ontological paradox), would

have little more than historical interest if it were not

for the fact that the Word of this event remains alive.

Let us look briefly at how Luther applies his paradoxes.

Two examples of this application are outlined below.

The Gospel; A Ljviqg Wppd

It was Luther's understanding that the gospel was a

living Word which continues to capture the hearts of men.

Luther writes:

...the word 'Gospel' signifies nothing else than a
sermon or report concerning the grace and mercy of
God merited and acquired through the Lord Jesus
Christ with His death. Actually, the Gospel is
not what one finds in books and what is written
in letters or the alphabet; it is rather an oral

^Martin Luther, mtner's Works. Vol. k-2. Devotional
Writings (Philadelphia; Fortress Press, 1969), p. 57*
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sermon and a living Word.. .

The gospel, for Luther, is meant to be heard. The

reason for this is not merely because the gospel lies

beyond all understanding, but because it has that quality

of providing more than man could possibly expect or

desire: "For what Christ has said about heaven and the life

to come is grasped only by hearing, be it ever so deep,

but also exceeds all capability of desiring, be it ever so

2
extensive." The gospel, after all, is "good news", such

utter good news that man upon hearing its proclamation

cannot, as it were, "believe his ears." It must be heard

again and again.

While Luther defines what he means by the "gospel" in

various places,- his definition remains essentially the

sane. He affirms the fact that while there are many

gospels, witness the four gospels, as well as the epistles

found in the New Testament, there is only one Gospel. It

concerns itself with the Word of the incarnate Son of God,

who was born of the seed of David, was humbled, and then

glorified through the Holy Spirit. But more than this:

"It is a word of salvation, a word of grace, a word of

"^Martin Luther, Luther' s Works. Vol. The Catholic
epistles (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1967),
P* 3.

2
Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 29, p. lM-5.
^ee e.g.: explanation To Lie N'inet.y-Flve Theses. No.

62; Lectures on Romans r15l7>» 1.3~^ (scholia;; Jrief
instruction On What i'o Look :?or And expect In The Gospels
(1921); and Sermons en i'he First . pistles ef St. Peter
'1523), Preface.
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comfort, a word of joy, a voice of the bridegroom and the

bride, a good word, a word of peace.""*" It is given to us

without any merit on our part as a free gift.

The gospel is the same word as preached by Christ.

Christ says in John 11.25, "I am the resurrection and the

life. He that believeth in me shall live eternally"; in

John l*+.6, "I am the way, the truth and the life"; in

Matthew b.k, "Man does not live by bread alone, but by

every word that proceeds out of the mouth of God." There¬

fore the soul, for Luther, can do without anything except

the Word of God. When it has the Word, it has need of

nothing else. "In short, it possesses food, joy, peace,

light, ability, righteousness, truth, wisdom, freedom, and
2

sufficient to overflowing of everything good."

Such a word of Jesus, contained in the gospel, is so

presented, for Luther, that you hear God speak to you. It

shows that your life and labor are nothing in God's sight,

and are only worthy of perishing. Thus despairing of

yourself, and recognizing your guilt, you are set face to

face with Jesus Christ, in order that, "you may come out

of yourself and flee from yourself /and7 escape your

corruption." It is Christ who says to the sinner through

Lis Word, "you should surrender yourself to Him with firm

"^"Martin Lutrier, quoted in urik Persson, "The True
Treasure of The Churcn", Lutheran .vorld. Vol. XIV, No. 3
(1967), p. 5.

2Luther, deformation, ^rjtjn^S-jjf Martin ^utner, Vol. I,
p. 358.
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faith, .and trust Him gladly." Then, Luther concludes,

that for your faith's sake, all sins are forgiven and

wickedness overcome. "You yourself will be righteous,

upright, serene, and devout. You will fulfill all com¬

mands, and be free from all things," as St. Paul states

(Rom. 1.17; 10.^f).1
However it must be kept in mind that while the gospel

and the Word are the proclamation of Christ and the Church,

Luther never divorced this proclamation from history. For

Luther, the gospels are nothing other than a record of the

words and works of Christ. While none of the gospels

record all the events connected with Christ, some have more,

others less:

Gospel is and should be nothing else than a dis¬
course or story about Christ, just as happens
among men when one writes a book about a king or
a prince, telling what he did, said, and suffered
in his day. Such a story can be told in various
ways; one spins it out, and the other is brief.
Thus the gospel is and should be nothing else
than a chronicle, a story, a narrative about
Christ, telling who he is, what he did, said,
and suffered--a subject which one describes
briefly, another more fully, one this way,
another that way.p

Hut the difference between gospel writers is only of

limited significance. What is of the greatest significance

is the one Fact to which all writers address themselves--

une coming of Christ: "For at its briefest, the gospel is

a discourse about Christ, that he is the Hon of God and

1ibid.. p. 359.

Luther, -utner's Works. Vol. 35, pp. 117-118.
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become man for us, that he died and was raised, that he

has been established as a Lord over all things."1
The reason that Luther does not make a distinction

between the Word and history is because Luther does make

a distinction between the Word proclaimed and the Word

incarnate. They are substantially different. Thus Luther

cannot distinguish between the Lord and history, not because

he lacks subtlety, but because the Word, in its incarnate

sense, is historical. The Word proclaimed can only flow

from the incarnate Word, and not vice versa. This is not

simply a matter of belief, but because it is the incarnate

Word that proclaims the Word about Himself, through His

words and deeds. These words and deeds, as described in

the previous section, bring what we have termed the onto-

logical paradox to light. In this way Christ brings the

gospel to the world.

This is Luther's point in a "table talk" of August,

l5*+0:

Somebody asked, 'Doctor, is the Word that
Christ spoke when he was on earth the same in
effect as the Word preached b^ a minister?'

The doctor (Martin Luther/ replied,'Yes
because he said, 'He who hears you hears me'
(Luke 10.16).'

The inquirer asked, 'Doctor, isn't there a
difference "between the 'Word that became flesh

11bld.. p. 118.
It should be noted how closely this corresponds to

3dren Kierkegaard's statement which is so often quoted:
"If the contemporary generation had left nothing behind
them but these words: 'We have believed that in such and
such a year the God appeared among us in the humble figure
of a servant, that he lived and taught in our community,
and finally died,' it would be more than enough." (:?raK~
merits, p. 13C).
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(John 1.1*0 and the Word that is proclaimed by
Christ or by a minister?1

'By all means!' he replied. 'The former is
the incarnate Word, who was true God from the
beginning, and the latter is the Word that's pro¬
claimed. The former Word is the substance of God;
the latter Word is in its effect the power of God,
but isn't God in substance, for it has a man's
nature, whether it's spoken by Christ or by a
minister.'^

Luther's doctrine of the Word is too complex to deal

with here in any extensive manner, except to say that the

Word, for Luther, is the vehicle through which God brings

His will to bear on the world, whether that be materially,

through such things as nature and history, or spiritually,

through such a thing as a contrite heart. Gordon Rupp

calls it a "master word", and, therefore, too great to be
p

limited by any single definition."

By the Word, then, Luther sometimes refers to Scrip¬

ture, sometimes to Christian preaching, sometimes to the

Sacrament, sometimes to things already mentioned, and

sometimes to Jesus Christ Himself. Yet none of these

items, taken by itself, totally exhausts its meaning.

Ultimately, according to Jaroslav Pelikan, there is only

one "Word of God", although it is manifested in different

forms. However we should be careful to keep in mind the

distinction which Luther draws above.

In this section, we have been concentrating on the

gospel, the word of Christ. Heinrich Bornkamm writes

1Luther, Table Talk., pp. 39*+-395«

^Rupp, p. 320. ^Wood, p. 155-
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reflecting Luther's thought,"*" and sees in the unpretentious

spoken word a metaphor of the wonderful might of Christ:

A word is the weakest thing in the world, a mere
breath of air—yet it is the mightiest. Words
can affect the whole human race, decide the fate
of nations, introduce new eras. Similarly unpre¬
possessing, insignificant, and seemingly defeated,
Jesus stands among the rulers of the world, and
yet, what power has issued from Him, visibly and
invisibly!2

One reason that Luther attaches such power to this

word of Christ is that the word (like Christ Himself) has

a two-fold, or paradoxical, quality to it, a "proper" and

an "alien" work; it "builds up", but it does not do so

without first "tearing down". Thus, Luther states at

Worms, "it was inevitable that Christ would be a rock of

offence.

The gospel, Luther notes, is for St. Paul a word of

the Cross, a foolish preaching for the heathen and an

offense for the Jews. In fact, when the gospel is cor¬

rectly proclaimed, it continues to be such in any generation:

"we have to remind ourselves," Luther warns, "that for us

also the gospel by its very nature is and continues to be

nothing else than the word of the cross, a message of
£

foolishness and offense." It is this offensive "word of

1
See Luther's tract: "The Sacrament of The Body and

Blood of Christ—Against The Fanatics" (1526), Luther1s
Works. Vol. 35.

2
Bornkamm, p. 72.

•^Luther, Reformation Writings of Sartln Luther. Vol.
II, pp. 165-166.

^I Cor. 1.18. h Cor. 1.23.
f.
Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 36, p. 237*
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the cross", or what we have termed the "moral" aspect of

the paradox, which is especially a part of Luther's preach¬

ing.

It is offensive because it breaks down all man's

pretentions of intellect, wealth, and righteousness--

anything related to pride. Of course, not everything that

offends is a word of the cross, but this offends because

it makes the first to be last, and the last first, in man's

relationship to God. Luther states in his Lectures On

Galaticins (1519) > "To me it is certain that the Word of God

cannot be rightly treated without incurring hatred and

danger of death, and that if it gives offense—especially

to the rulers and the aristocrats of the people—this is

one sign that it has been treated rightly."^" Again he

states:

It is a very precious sign of true faith and
doctrine on our part that Satan, through his
lackeys, attacks us so bitterly and in so many
different ways. If our doctrine were of the
world then the world would praise it, as the
world has praised the doctrines of the pope.
Since It is not of the world, however, but has
been given us by God, the world hates us (John
15.19; 17.1^).2

Men would rather hear flattering words—words which

underline their own wisdom, righteousness, word and work.

It is as the Psalm states: "Speak to us smooth things.

Prophesy not to us what is right.This is why, Luther

"Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 27, p. 3^6.
9

Luther, Luther's .orks. Vol. 3^> p» 237.

3Ps. 30.10.
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points out, men shudder at the word of the cross, "by which

their own thought should have been put to death and torn to

pieces by teeth, as it were...""'" They wish to hear things
which cater only to them, and to their thought:

For the pleasant and outward appearance of
truth and righteousness is the reason why this is
an open sepulcher, an incurable and hopeless
poison. For all people love truth and righteous¬
ness, but it is despised when it appears ugly, as
it always really appears. This is evident in the
case of Christ, for whom 'there is no form or
comeliness' (Isa. 53*2). And thus it is with
every truth which goes contrary to our thought..?

Everything that is from God is necessarily condemned by

man, Luther affirms. This was most obvious in the case of

Christ, who was condemned as stones by the builders.

Thus the cross of Christ, Luther notes, has two kinds of

enemies. The first kind are the violent type who want to

negate the effects of the cross by force. They seek vengeance

for anyone who offends. They do not rest until this is

accomplished, and they have been vindicated. The second

type is the cunning variety. They are those who desert the

cross by fleeing. They always try "to please, to wheedle,

to flatter everyone and to offend no one." St. Paul refers

to this kind in Galatians 6.12 where he states: "It is

those who want to make a good showing in the flesh that

would compel you to be circumcised, and only that they may

not be persecuted for the cross of Christ."^

"'"Luther, Romans, p. 230. Vbid.
-Void., p. 290.
"ierkegaard makes a similar distinction between

"active" and "passive" offense. Compare: fragments.
p. 6lff.
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However it should be pointed out that not everyone is

offended by the preaching of the cross. Luther, at one

point, refers to his "fan mail": "But the letters of many

God-fearing people have borne witness that my teaching has

brought comfort, profit, and improvements to simple,

sorrowful, and captive consciences, and they have heartily

thanked me, though I am unworthy, and have praised God

that they lived long enough to hear such a word...wild

animals were offended at Him /Christ7, but the sheep heard

His voice."1 That is to say, those who are poor in

spirit, humble, weak, despised and rejected are not offended

in this fact that Christ shared these lowly qualities. If

they are offended at Christ, it is not for this reason.

Thus Christ is hidden from the wise, the strong, and the

self-righteous, and is revealed to babes.

['his is why Luther's own preaching had, at times, such

a loving and tender quality about it. He was, in the words

of one critic, unlike Tertullian, for Luther was both a
2

"lion" and a "lamb". He had the sensitivities of one who

felt real affection for men, even the lowest of the low.

His lion-like qualities were reserved for those whom he

considered to be enemies of the cross of Christ.

"Preach one thing," Luther affirmed in 1515, "the

"'"Luther, vorks of Martin Luther. Vol. Ill, p. 292.

Parties Morgan, £he importqnqe pf rertqlljan In x'he
development of Christian Dogma (London: Kegan Paul, i'rench,
Irubner Co., Ltd., 1928), p. 213*
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wisdom of the cross."1 And so Luther did. His preaching

itself reflected this paradoxical quality, or as he states,
2

"When I preach a sermon, I take an antithesis." Thus he

never preached without proclaiming simultaneously both

God's "Yes", and God's "No"; "Yes" to God's redemption of

man in the gospel, "No" to all man's presumptions in the

cross. ' God's "proper" work, and "alien" work were kept
%

together as he applied Christology. He did this in spite

of the fact that it was "a pain to everybody!', for while

it was "a stumbling block to the Jews", and "to the Gentiles

folly or stupidity", to believers it was "salvation and
1+

consolation."

It is interesting to note how Luther's preaching clung

to these theological convictions over the years. His

preaching reflected not only the paradox of God's "lowli¬

ness" on the cross, but also reflected the "loftiness"

represented by Christ's words and work. Luther's last

sermon preached at Eisleben on February 15, 15^6, is

interesting in that it combines both these aspects of

paradox in a unity of form. He states:

The Lord here /Matt. 11.25-327 praises and
extols his heavenly Father for having hidden these
things from the wise and understanding. That is,
he did not make his gospel known to the wise and
understanding, but to infants and children who
cannot speak and preach and are not knowing and
wise. Thus he indicates that he is opposed to
the wise and understanding and dearly loves those
who are not wise and understanding but are rather
like young children.t

1:iartin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 51, Germons I
(Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1959), p. 1*+.

2
"ibid.. quoted in, p. xx.

3ibid. ''ibiq., p. 113. 5ibi<l., p. 383.
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Luther continues:

The wise and the understanding in the world so
contrive things that God cannot be favorable and
good to then. For they are always exerting them¬
selves; they do things in the Christian church
the way they want to themselves. Everything that
God does they must improve, so that there is no
poorer, more insignificant and despised disciple
on earth than Godj he must be everybody's pupil,
everybody wants to be his teacher and preceptor.-^

Here the gospel is "hidden" from the "wise and under¬

standing", but rather is revealed to those who are "rather

like young children". This is the dynamic and the power of

the cross, the paradox of God's hidden "lowliness"—the

"moral" aspect. Yet the "wise and understanding" seek to

"improve" what God has done. This suggests the "intellec¬

tual" aspect in which men seek to provide a correction—in

much the same way, to cite an appropriate example, as

"this is my body" is corrected to read, "this represents

my body".

The paradoxical nature of Luther's theology, however,

was not limited to his understanding of the Gospel, or

even of the Sacrament. It is found throughout all of his

thought. Let us look briefly at how Luther expands this

concept in other directions, using his understanding of

the Church as a special case.

The Hidden God and The Church

Luther, as has been pointed out, knew God as a hidden

God. his presence was most hidden on the cross. But,

1lbid.. p. 38^.
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Luther reasoned, if God's activity can be revealed to be

at work even in the depths of human degradation, then

certainly God is at work in areas where He is the object

of equal disregard. For Luther, "...God is excluded from

no place and is confined to none. He is everywhere and

He is nowhere."1 This led to what has been termed Luther's

doctrine of "ubiquity". Luther found God to be active
p

botn in nature and history. *

This does not mean, however, that it was possible by

rational inference, or mystical experience, to proceed

from the existence of the natural world to the existence

of God, as we have noted previously. While Luther had

little use for natural theology, Philip Watson comments,

he had a magnificent theology of the natural, i'his

understanding of the world, therefore, was of value to

faith, and only to faith. Through it the Christian could

see God at work through his "masks", "veils", and

"mirrors". For all of God's works reflected His "divine

will and presence.

1Luther, Table Talk, p. 32.
2
nowever there is a significant difference between

finding God in nature and history, and finding Him in the
sacraments: "Although he is present in all creatures, and
I might find him in stone, in fire, in water, or even in
a rope, for he is certainly there, yet he does not wish
that I seek him there apart from the Word, and cast my¬
self into the fire or the water, or hang myself on the
rope. He is present everywhere, but he does not wish
that you grope for him everywhere. Grope rather where
the Word is, and there you will lay hold of him in the
right way. Otherwise you are tempting God and committing
idolatry." (Luther's Works. Vol. 3^> P* 3^2).

^Watson, p. 281.



19H

Such an understanding of nature was similar to his

understanding of history. History was the arena in which

God worked His will in all its varied dimensions. Further¬

more, for Luther, God works through us concealing Himself

as He performs "all in all", as the Christian well knows.1
Thus God is active on the historical plane. His Word

accomplishes His Will. The Christian should not be afraid

when at times this activity appears chaotic. As Luther

states in a polemic context:

To wish to stop these tumults,therefore, is
nothing else but to wish to supress and prohibit
the Word of God. For the Word of God comes,
whenever it comes, to change and renew the world.
Hven the heathen writers testify that changes of
things cannot take place without commotion and
tumult, nor indeed without bloodshed. But it is
the mark of a Christian to expect and endure
these things with presence of mind as Christ
says: 'When, you hear of wars and rumors of wars,
see that you are not alarmed; for this must take
place, but the end is not yet' (Matt.
^or myself, if 1 did not see these tumults I
should say that the Word of God was not in the
world; but now, when I do see them, I heartily
rejoice and have no fear, because I am quite
certain that the kingdom of the pope, with all
its followers, is going to collapse; for it is
against this particular that the Word of God,
now at large in the world, is directed..

However let us focus our attention on but one aspect

of history alluded to in the above passage, namely, Luther's

understanding of the Church. In the Hchraalkald Articles

(1537)» Luther defined the Church quite simply: "Thank God,

13ornkaram, p. 60.
p
Martin Luther, Luther's .or'-.a. Vol. 33, Career of

the Reformer III. The Bonda re 0^ Che -ill (1525/> ''Phila¬
delphia: Fortress Press, 1972), pp. 52-53«
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a child of seven years old knows what the Church is,

namely the Holy Believers and the lambs who hear the

shepherd's voice.

It is this aspect of "faith alone" which marks the

nature of the true Church, i'hus the Church is not ulti¬

mately to be recognized by outward uniformity of

constitution or ceremony. Hather the Church is, in Pauline
p

terminology, the body of Christ. Members of the body are

true believers wherever they may be found. There is,

after all, only one faith in spite of local differences.

~'hus the true Church is invisible, or hidden, for it is

impossible to look into men's hearts.

Luther states this viewpoint most clearly in a work

entitled, Thg Papaqy \t tQ-no, 'n Answer i:o :hb Celebrated

Romanist At I-eloziK (1520). here he speaks of the Church

as an assembly of all those who believe In Christ, as It

states in the Creed: "I believe in the Holy Spirit, the

Communion of saints..." Or as Luther puts it, "This com¬

munity consists of all those who live in true faith, hope

and love; so that the essence, life and nature of the

Church is not ta bodily assembly, but an assembly of hearts

In one faith...Thus," Luther goes on, "though they be a

thousand miles apart In body, yet they are called an

assembly in spirit because each one preaches, believes,
if.

hopes, loves, and lives like the other."

I O ->

Quoted in Rupp, p. 319. Bph. 1.23- Kramm, p. 68.
Ll
Luther, iorks of Martin Luther. Vol. I, p. 3*+9«



This corresponds to Luther's understanding of God's

kingdom, a kingdom not of this world. The Church is

separated from all temporal communities since it is not

external in nature. He quotes Luke 17.20-21 in support of

this, "The kingdom of God cometh not with observation;

neither shall they say, Lo, here, or lo, there! for behold,

the kingdom of God is within you."1 Those who would make

Church into a temporal kingdom are, in reality, Jews,

Luther observes, because they look for an external kingdom

to be established at a definite place, namely, Jerusalem.

Thus they would, "sacrifice the faith, which alone makes
p

the kingdom of Christ a thing spiritual and of the heart.""

Luther also recognized the fact that the cross would

take its toll when it was realized that this cross meant

loving those who were not very lovable. Luther opposed the

"philosophical" idea that there was a proper "object" or

"material" of love, that is, an object which was righteous,

saintly, pious, good, etc. Such people were for Luther:

...the kind who disdain having the uneducated,
the useless, the hot-tempered, the foolish, the
troublesome, and the surly as companions in life
but look for people who are cultured, pleasant,
kindly, quiet, and saintly. That is, they want
to live, not on earth but in Paradise, not among
sinners but among angels, not in the world but
in heaven. In their case one has to fear that
they are receiving their reward and have their
kingdom in this life. For they are unwilling,
with the bride, to be a lily among thorns ("Song
of Sol. 2.2) or, with Jerusalem, to be situated
in the midst of the heathen or, with Christ, to
rule in the midst of enemies (Ps. 110.2). In
fact they make the cross of Christ of no effect

1

ibid.. pp. 3^9-350. ?lbid.. p. 352.
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(I Cor. 1.17) in themselves, and the love they
have is inactive, is snoring, and is carried on
their shoulders.^

These people who try to become good by fleeing sinners

and other cast-offs, Luther concluded, become the worst of

all. Yet they are the last ones to recognize this fact,

since it is for the sake of "love" that they are fleeing

from salvation itself. "For the Church was always best,"
2

says Luther, "when it was living among the worst people."

Therefore the true Church is a small, hidden community,

made one by personal faith. Luther often described the

Church as a remnant in this respect, especially in his

earlier years of lecturing. He saw that the Word of God

always ran contrary to the natural desires of men. It

abased pride, crushed arrogance, and left all human pre¬

tentions In "dust and ashes". Few there will be who will

listen to such a thing. The true Church will be rejected

and despised by men, and hidden in the midst of the world,

for the true nature of divine things always appears in this

way. Luther recalls as he writes:

What happened in Christ's own time when all
the apostles fell away (Matt. 26.31»56) and he
himself was despised and condemned by the whole
people, and scarcely more than a Nicodemus, a
Joseph, and the thief on the cross were saved?
Were these then called the People of God? They
were the remnant of the People, but they were
not so called, and what was so called was not
the people of God. Who knows but that the state
of the Church of God throughout the whole course
of the world from the beginning has always been

^Luther, Luther's .forks. Vol. 27, p. 391-392.

2ibid., p. 392.
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such that some have been called the People and
the saints of God who were not so, while others,
a remnant in their midst, really were the People
or the saints, but were never called so...
Christ has preserved his Church, but not so as
to have it called the Church.^

however, as Roland Sainton points out, while the true

Church was for Luther, "the Church of the redeemed, known

only to God, manifest here and there on earth, small, perse¬

cuted and often hidden, at any rate scattered and united

only in the bond of the spirit", Luther was prepared neither

to think this hidden Church could be actualized, nor to
2

leave the institutional Church "disembodied". Even this

hidden Church had its external marks.

Some of the "marks" referred to by Luther were

strictly of a descriptive variety. Thus while the Church

appears, "pure, holy, and the dove of God" to heavenly

eyes, the eyes of the world only see a Church which is

like Christ himself, "hacked to pieces, marked with scrat¬

ches, despised, crucified, mocked (Isa. 53»2,3)«"^ In

essence, just as he appeared on the cross, again, in the

"moral" aspect of paradox.

Other marks of the Church are perhaps best described

as actions or functions. They are distinctly visible and

audible. Luther first considered these actions to be

word and Sacrament. This meant that the Church was a

"'"Luther, iThe Jondare of The ./ill, pp. 86-37.
p
bain ton, p. ?h2..

^Luther, Table Talk, p. 262.
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place where the Word was preached (viva vox evangel11;.

and the sacraments administered.1 These were on-going, or

living actions, and as such, were constitutive of Faith
2

and therefore of the Church.

Luther later broadened this list to include various

forms of ministry and worship. In two works, Of Councils

and Churches (1539), and Wider nans Worst (l5!+0), he lists

these functions. They are as follows: (1) the preaching of

the 'Word; (2) the Sacrament of Baptism; (3) the Sacrament

of the Altar; (*f) the keys of Christian discipline and

forgiveness; (5) a called and ordained Christian ministry;

(6) public thanksgiving and worship of God; and (7)

suffering, the possession of the Holy Cross.^
Thus we find in Luther's concept o" the Church the two

aspects of the Christological paradox which we have traced

through this chapter. On the one hand the Church is hidden

to the eyes of the world. In the words of Gordon Hupp,

"Faith is not deceived by Cinderella—like rags, the form
L

of a servant, but knows the Church to be the Bride." Yet

on the other hand, the Church demonstrates not only lowli¬

ness, but the contradiction that in spite of such lowliness

here may be found the means of grace, the word and the

Sacraments, which correspond to Christ's Word and Work.

1
'"ramm, p. 69*

2
C. Cyril Bastwood, "Luther's Conception of The

Church," Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol. 11 (1953), p. 22.

^Hupp, p. 322.
1+
ibid.
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Summation

Luther's theological method may be summarized as

follows: (i'hese points of comparison correspond largely to

the items listed in the "Summation" of the previous chapter.)
!• Luther's approach to thepjogy, like thgt of Kierke¬

gaard and Tertulllan. should not be construed as being

irrational. While Luther has a high regard for reason, in

the last analysis it is of little value as a means of dealing

with issues of revelation. Luther takes revelation seriously

as having occurred in history. Since revelation has

occurred, as God's word tells us, reason itself has little

merit as a judge of what has taken place. Such a revelatory

occurrence, while not contradicting reason, nevertheless is

beyond reason's ability to comprehend. Humility and obedi¬

ence, for Luther, reflect the proper stance for man to take

in the face of revelation.

2. Luther, like Kierkegaard and Tertullian. uses a

non-speculative approach to theological issues. For the

most part, Luther takes Scripture at its face value. His

theology begins with the historical Jesus as rle appears on

the pages of the New Testament. Speculation is ruled out

as a means of attaining a knowledge of God. Such specu¬

lation, as demonstrated by Scholastic Theology, is

unnecessary and erroneous since God has revealed Himself

fully in Christ. Jesus Christ is God as He truly is for lis.

3. Luther's Understanding of the Person of Christ is

in keening with traditional Christologlcal doctrine.
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Luther found no complaint with the traditional formulations

of Christ's Person, as taught by the Church, fhe Chalce-

donian Definition, which held Christ to be true God and true

Man in one person, was retained by Luther. There is no

significant difference between Luther, and those studied

previously, on this point.

*+• Like Kierkegaard and Tertullian. there is a double

aspect to Luther's Christological paradox. The "moral"

aspect of the paradox, or what Kierkegaard terms "lowliness",

is found in Luther's "theology of the cross". Unlike

Kierkegaard and Tertullian, Luther develops the full impli¬

cations of this "moral" issue into a thorough-going

soteriology which encompasses much of his theological

activity. Yet there would be no "moral" aspect if it were

not for its ontological basis.

What we have referred to as the "intellectual" aspect

of the paradox, or what Kierkegaard terms "loftiness", is

also found in Luther. This ontological paradox is made

known historically through the contradiction of the ordinary

man, Jesus, who demonstrates Himself as being anything but

ordinary through his words and deeds. While his physical

appearance is that of a mere man, who looks like all the

others, Jesus proclaims Himself to be more than human, and

demonstrates this claim by healing the sick, raising the

dead, calming the sea, etc. Thus Luther is able to affirm

that, "God is man and man is God.1,1
5. Luther applies his paradoxical understanding of

1
Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 37> p» 212.
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Christ in various directions. Preaching, for Luther, like

the gose^ls themselves, "present" Christ to its hearers

Likewise it presents the paradoxes of Christ's Person and

Cork. Such a proclamation is met with either "offense" or

"faith", These paradoxical understandings are also

demonstrated in Luther's concept of the Sacrament, nature,

and history. His doctrine of the Church was chosen as a

special example of this kind of application. Paradoxical

formulations are a pervasive influence in all of Luther's

theology.

Thus we may conclude that Kierkegaard's claim of

historical continuity may be sustained not only in regard

to Tertullian, but in regard to Luther as well. There is

no great difference between Luther and Kierkegaard over

what Kierkegaard terms the paradox. However, as there were

some minor exceptions noted to this conclusion in the

previous chapter, so also may some exceptions be noted

between Kierkegaard and Luther.

Luther, as observed above, is hesitant to state that the

ontological paradox runs contrary to reason. Yet there is

an ontological "contradiction" involved, hence the inade¬

quacy of reason. Kierkegaard states that faith "transforms"

the paradox. Luther makes a similar statement by affirming

that faith "apprehends" and "understands" Christ. Faith

is not "offended" at the paradox. Faith has a cognitive

dimension for Luther, yet one which is not wholly such.

Kierkegaard, likewise, affirms that faith is not "thoughtless"

Their respective positions, in this regard, are almost

indistinguishable.
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Since faith attached itself to an objective
uncertainty or paradox, objective speculation was
excluded for Kierkegaard as a matter of certain know¬
ledge. Hence Christianity was essentially a right
relationship to God, as opposed to right doctrine.
This, however, should not be understood as excluding
Dogmatics, but rather as affirming the Dogmatic
enterprise yet always under the qualification of
faith and its passion.
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Perhaps a greater difference between the two concerns

"lowliness", or the moral aspect of the paradox. While

Kierkegaard agrees that man is able to do "nothing" in

terms of his salvation like Luther, Kierkegaard does not

emphasize this understanding as growing out of the moral

paradox which negates "good works" as a means of satisfying

God. Like Tertullian, Kierkegaard recognizes the question

of "lowliness" in regard/ to Christ's Person. Yet also

like fertullian, he does not trace the implications of this

aspect to the extent which Luther does in his soteriology.

In spite of these differences, however, Kierkegaard's

theological writings may be viewed as an attempt to restate

Luther's theology for the benefit of nineteenth-century

Denmark. This is especially the case in Kierkegaard's later

works: i'he ,vorks Of hove, JL'ne Sickness Unto Death.

.-nilogqphlgal Fragments, .he Conceding Unscientific Post¬

script. and above all, I'rainlng In Christianity. Basic

issues which appear "e& passant" in Luther are succinctly

concentrated in Kierkegaard. This is in full agreement

with Appendix B, and more importantly with Kierkegaard's

own comment that he sought, "to prevent .any one in

Christendom from taking Luther and the significance of

Luther's life in vain."1 Such an intention, however,

appears to break down at two points: (l) Kierkegaard's

pseudonyms prove to be confusing, and (2> Kierkegaard him¬

self is a very different person as compared ^e^Luther.

'Kierkegaard, I he Point; of View, etc.. trans. Walter
Lowrie (London, New York, Coronto: Oxford University Press,
1939), p. 161.
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Kierkegaard tends to be a highly philosophical and intro¬

spective thinker, while Luther tends to be more theological

•and expansive. Kierkegaard's main obstacle in this under¬

taking seems to have been his own personality. Ltill

Kierkegaard has performed an invaluable service in this

regard.
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Conclusions On Kierkegaard's Use Of Paradox;

Before proceeding to compare Kierkegaard's paradox

with the term as understood by two significant representa¬

tives of Dialectical Theology (Barth and Bultraann), let us

briefly list several major aspects of Kierkegaard's Christ-

ological approach which may aid such a comparison, ^hile

the following points especially pertain to Kierkegaard,

they pertain also to those of similar persuasion such as

fertullian and Luther.

1. ^Kierkegaard accepts the Jesus described In the

. ew Testament as being the "approximate1! historical Jesus.

Scripture is taken by Kierkegaard largely at its face

value, and even in its literal sense. He does not distin¬

guish between what has been termed in the twentieth-

century, "the Jesus of history" and "the Christ of faith".

The New Testament is the historical record of Jesus' life

as compiled by those who believed in Him. This is not to

suggest that the New Testament can, or should, be used as

a biographical record. Rather the significance of these

documents lies in the fact that God is said to have

revealed himself historically. This is in and of itself

noteworthy.

2. Read in this manner, the New Testament presents

the record of an ontological paradox. On the one hand,

Jesus is merely a man who appears identical to all other

men who have ever lived. There is nothing in terms of His

physical appearance that would separate Him in any "quali¬

tative" sense from anyone else. On the other hand, this
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man proclaims Himself as the Christ and equates His person

with the eternal God. Furthermore He performs miracles,

and acts in such a manner as to support this claim. This

suggests an ontological paradox for a man (finite, mortal,

limited in power, etc.) to be, under the same conditions,

God (infinite, immortal, omnipotent, etc.).

3. Jfte offense takgn at this kind of paradox lies in

the fact that, there is something Qbjeqtjve pq yfhich tp

base one's faith. It is morally offensive, and even

blasphemous for a man—who is obviously not God--to speak

of Himself as God. Likewise it is intellectually

offensive for each of two separately defined beings to be,

under the same conditions, the other.

b-. Since Christianity finds as its point of departure

whas is an objective uncertainty 'ontological paradox).

g5s3.qUaJ.ly viewed, Christianity is p relationship. The

paradox has made objective speculation impossible in respect

to God. Thus, for Kierkegaard, the individual may only

respond to this situation in faith, or subjectivity.

Faith in this sense should not be understood merely as

belief (assent/, since the condition for faith is given

by God.



Chapter Four: Paradox in Dialectical Theology

Oarth and Bultmann)
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In the previous chapters we have traced the back¬

ground for Kierkegaard's use of paradox as it appears in

the writings of Tertullian and Luther. We will now turn

to the use of paradox as it is reflected in Dialectical

Theology, most notably in the writings of Karl Barth and

Rudolf Bultmann. While others in contemporary theology

also refer to paradoxes,1 by and large the most central

and pervasive influence in this century stems from Barth

and Bultmann.

In this chapter, therefore, we will begin by examining

what Karl Barth means by this term as it appears in his

Romans. Secondly, since Rudolf Bultmann attributes much

of his theology to his interpretation of Barth, we will

examine Bultmann's understanding of paradox in relationship

to Barth. And lastly, since Barth sought to separate him¬

self from the position of Bultrnann (especially in his

Church Dogmatics), we will glance at Berth's later devel¬

opment in relationship to paradox, noting what change there

is in this regard. Again, as in previous chapters,

comparison will be made with Kierkegaard's understanding

as it would seem appropriate.

This chapter will seek to demonstrate the fact that

Barth's and Bultmann's understanding of paradox is very

close. However while their positions may be close, it will

1e.g., D. M. Baillie mentioned in the Introduction
of this thesis.
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be proposed that they are significantly different from

Kierkegaard's and like positions studied previously.

Whether Kierkegaard's understanding of paradox may be

sustained in the present is especially the concern of the

Conclusion of this thesis.

Paradox In Barth1s Komans

The most radical approach to the question of the con¬

temporary significance of the doctrine of "justification by

faith" was made by Karl Barth in his second edition of

The Gplstle To The Romans (1922). Barth argued in this

work, as opposed to nineteenth-century liberalism, that

faith should not be confused with belief, religious feeling,

or man's experience. Barth saw faith as being the realis¬

ation of the abysmal gulf which separates man from God.

An often quoted statement from the introduction to his

second volume reads:

...if I have a system, it is limited to a recog¬
nition of what Kierkegaard called the 'infinite
qualitative distinction' between time and eternity,
and to my regarding this as possessing negative
as well as positive significance: 'God is in
heaven, and thou art on earth.

This "gulf" between man and God had great significance

for Barth. (Consequently it is faith which is closely

allied to the ambiguous and questionable nature of life.

Faith emerges when this basic contrast between man and God

is realized. Guch faith was for dialectical theologians

^Carl Barth, Jhe hois tie To the lomans. trans, from
the sixth edition by _dwyn C. Hoskyns (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1968), p. 10.
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of greater significance than belief or assent to certain

propositions. Rather they asserted that such faith implied

an acceptance of radical intellectual doubt."1'
Such an understanding, Van Harvey suggests, contributes

to the appeal of Dialectical Theology. Thus the believer

is liberated from any concern that Biblical Criticism could

threaten faith. "The morality of knowledge," he writes,
2

"is not the antithesis of faith but its expression."

Yet, Harvey goes on, such a position is not held without

inherent theological problems. He questions why faith

should be distinguished from all belief, to what extent the

Christian faith should be termed historical if historical

inquiry is irrelevant to its truth or falsity, and in what

sense theology's claim may be that of a unique act of God

in Jesus Christ.^
A key term in dealing with these theological issues is

that of "paradox". Barth uses the term extensively in his

work on nomans. T. F. Torrance underlines the fact of

Kierkegaard's influence on Barth at this time, and of

Barth's use of such Kierkegaardlan concepts as that of

"paradox".+ The question which arises, however, is whether

Barth's reliance upon "paradox" reflects anything more

than an agreement in vocabulary.

^Van Austin Harvey, The Historian And The Believer.
(London: SCM Press Ltd., IW/,, p. 13*+ • ~

2lbld.. p. 138. 'ibid.
k
r. F. Torrance, arl Bartn: in introduction Co nis

<,arly Theology. 1910-IV31 (London:TCM Press Ltd., 1962),
p. 83*
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In the preface to the second edition of domans. Barth

argues Cin apparent disagreement with Kierkegaard) that the

present theological position, and therefore the relation-

ship between God and the world, is not a simple one.

According to Barth, "...he who is concerned with the truth

must boldly acknowledge that he cannot be simple." Barth

affirms that human life is necessarily complex, and that

therefore "short-lived pseudo-simplifications" are

inadequate. Thus truth cannot be expressed directly. It

can only be expressed paradoxically and received by "faith

alone".1 Therefore Barth rules out any understanding of

Jesus Christ which would seek to combine God and man in one

person as some kind of "anthroposo laical chaos", whether it

be a "relative-absolute", or an "absolute-relative".

Furthermore he declares that it is precisely this kind of

"chaos" that Paul views with such "evident horror" in all

p
his letters."

Barth describes what happens in Jesus Christ by

referring to two planes which intersect. The one plane is

that of this fallen world in need of redemption, with all

its limitations of time and space— "our ^world". This known

plane is, therefore, intersected by an unknown plane, a

world of "primal creation" and "final redemption"—"the

world of the Father". However, while this new world seeks

recognition, this intersecting line is not self-evident.

The only place where anything may be directly observed is

1 ^
Barth, Born ans. p. 5. "ibid.. p. 11.
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in the life of Jesus of Nazareth, "the historical Jesus".

It is in the name of Jesus that the "unknown world cuts

the known world".

Barth points out, in keeping with his "system", that

this does not mean that "time, and things, and men" are in

the selves of greater value than "other times, and other

things, and other men", for this is a "hidden line", lie

writes, "In so far as our world is touched in Jesus by the

other world, it ceases to be capable of direct observation

as history, time, or thing." i'hus Jesus only becomes para¬

doxical, for Barth, through the "resurrection";
In this declaration and appointment--which are
beyond historical definition—lies the true
significance of Jesus. Jesus as the Christ,
as the Messiah, is the tnd of history; and He
can be comprehended only as Paradox (Kierke¬
gaard; ..• ^

Prior to the resurrection, there is nothing that would

distinguish Jesus from the rest of mankind:

The assumption that Jesus is the Christ...is, in
the strictest sense of the word, an assumption,
void of any content that can be comprehended by
us. "he appointment of Jesus to be the Christ
takes place in the Spirit and must be appre¬
hended in the Spirit. It is self-sufficient,
unlimited, and in itself true.,

Ihe resurrection is, for Barth, the revelation. This

is what discloses Jesus as the Christ, exclusive of his

works .and teachings. In the resurrection, Jesus is recog¬

nized as the "paradox". And even the resurrection itself

demonstrates the kind of paradoxical meaning that is in

1ibld.. p. 29. ibid. ^ibid., p. 36.
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keeping with his basic ontology:

The Resurrection is therefore an occurrence in
history, which took place outside the gates of
Jerusalem in the year A.D. 3^» inasmuch as it
there 'came to pass', we discovered and recog¬
nized. But inasmuch as the occurrence was
conditioned by the Resurrection, in so far, that
is, as it was not the 'coming to pass', or the
discovery, or the recognition, which conditioned
its necessity and appearance and revelation, the
Resurrection is not an event in history at all.
Jesus is declared to be the 3on of God wherever
he reveals Himself and is recognized as the
Messiah, before the first Easter Day and, most
assuredly, after it. This declaration of the
Bon of man to be the Bon of God is the signifi¬
cance of Jesus, and, apart from this, Jesus has
no more significance or insignificance than may
be attached to any man or thing or period of
history in itself.—^vea though we have known
Christ after the flesh, yet now we know him so

no longer. That He was, He is. But what He is
underlies what he was. There is here no merging
fusion of God and man, no exaltation of humanity
to divinity, no overflowing of God into human
nature. That touches us--and yet does not touch
us—in Jesus the Christ, is the Kingdom of God
who is both Creator and Redeemer. The Kingdom
of God has become actual, is nigh at hand....And
this Jesus Christ is—our 'Lord'...-j

The "absolute paradox" for Barth is the "gulf" which

separates man and God. He maintains (in opposition to

Luther) that "Bin1turn non canax inflniti". the finite

2
cannot bear the infinite. This must be maintained, he

argues, lest some "illusion" replace the only salvation,

which is the "Mercy of God".^
Barth holds up this paradox of appearance or phenomenon

against a Christianity that has become a "direct communi¬

cation". Such a Christianity Barth sees as being "a tiny

superficial thing" which is capable of neither wounding,

1lbld.. p. 30. '°ibld., p. 212. 3lbid.. p. 100.
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nor of healing in any great measure. Instead Barth promotes

the theme of faith in Jesus as the radical "Nevertheless*'.

This is "the most hazardous of all hazards," Barth main¬

tains, yet it is the "road" on which he directs men."*"
Above all, such an endeavor requires faith. Christ

can only be indirectly apprehended or communicated. Christ

has been appointed Son of God "according to the Spirit".

This denies direct immediacy. If Christ is to be God, he

must be unknown, "for to be known directly is the charac¬

teristic mark of an idol (Kierkegaard)." For Barth:

The Gospel does not expound or recommend itself.
It does not negotiate or plead, threaten, or make
promises. It withdraws itself always where it is
not listened to for its own sake.2

Thus the Gospel is for those who are "mature enough to

accept a contradiction and to rest in it...". It likewise

becomes a "scandal" and a matter only for "faith".^ This

qualitative distinction between "God and man" and "God and

the world" is maintained throughout Barth's Romans:

The stone of stumbling, the rock of offence,
which is, however, at the same time the precious
corner-stone laid in Sion, is—Jesus Christ. In
Him God reveals Himself inexorably as the hidden
God who can be apprehended only indirectly. In
Him He conceals Himself utterly, in order that
He may manifest Himself to faith only.^

Barth understands Kierkegaard's "absolute paradox"

in a phenomenal sense which separates "God and man", and

1ib£_d., pp. 98-99. 2iM3., pp. 38-39

3ibid., p. 39. **lbid.t p. 369.
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"God and the world". This, however, is a basic breach with

Lutheran thought in so far as Barth develops his paradox

along Christologlcal lines. Kierkegaard's paradox (as has

been demonstrated in a previous chapter) is absolute in an

onuological sense which negates speculation1s attempt to

apprehend God. This difference between phenomenal and

ontological paradox is the basic difference which separates

Dialectical Theology from Kierkegaard and similar theologies

studied in previous chapters.

There is an apparent non seciuitur in Berth's thought

which excludes the kind of ontological paradox described

above. It does not follow that while God does not reveal

Himself directly in the person of Jesus Christ that there

is consequently nothing that would separate Jesus Christ,

on historical (historisch) grounds, from his contemporaries.

Barth comments in this regard:

The vision of the Hew Day remains an indirect
vision; in Jesus revelation is a paradox, however
objective and universal it may be. That the
promises of the faithfulness of God have been
fulfilled in Jesus the Christ is not, and never
will be, a self-evident truth, since in Him it
appears In its final hiddenness and its most
profound secrecy. The truth, in fact, can never
be self-evident, because it is a matter neither
of historical nor of psychological experience,
and because it is neither a cosmic happening
within the natural order, nor even the most
supreme event of our imaginings. Therefore It
is not accessible to our perception: it can
neither be dug out of what is unconsciously
within us, nor apprehended by devout contem¬
plation, nor made known by the manipulation of
occult psychic powers. These exercises, indeed
render it the more inaccessible. It can neither
be taught nor handed down by tradition, nor is
it a subject of research. ..ere it capable of
such treatment, it would not be universally
significant, it would not be the righteousness
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of God for the wnole world, salvation for all
men. j

The positions which have been described in previous

chapters maintain that God's revelation has been experienced

through historical and natural realities (i.e. through

Christ's words and deeds). Yet it does not therefore

follow that there is a direct continuity between man and

God. Rather the paradox that has been previously described

only becomes a paradox through Christ's teaching and work,

and through the fact that it is only a man (yet to faith

God "incognito") who accomplishes these things. Again to

quote Kierkegaard:

No, there was "nothing about Him for the eye, no
glamour that we should look upon Him, no outward
appearance that we should desire Ilim' (Isa. 53.2
Kierkegaard's version?); directly there was
nothing to be seen but a lowly man, who. by signs
and wonders and by affirming that He was God,
continually posited the possibility of offence.2

This should not be construed as a confusion of God

and man, Creator and creature. On the contrary, God remains

God, and man remains man. Kierkegaard's paradox (like

Luther's) is not a tertium quid, nor a rejection of trini-

tarian doctrine and a return to Praxeas. Rather it is in

keeping with the words recorded in Hebrews: "It was

declared at first by the Lord, and it was attested to us

by those who heard him, while God also bore witness by

1ibid.. pp. 97-98.
2Gefren Kierkegaard, Training In Christianity, trans.

Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
19*61), p. 69. Italics mine.
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signs and wonders and various miracles and by gifts of the

holy Spirit distributed according to his own will."^
Certainly Barth's "system" uses as its dialectical

basis Kierkegaard's structure of the "infinite qualitative

difference". But this, for Kierkegaard, did not exclude

the understanding of paradox that we have attributed to

him. Rather it was the structure itself which allowed his

paradox to work, or more accurately, it was the structure

which came into being through the paradox. If there was

not an "infinite qualitative difference" between man and

God, one would be back to the world-view of paganism, where

God could be directly apprehended. As it is, according to

Kierkegaard, God may be indirectly apprehended in Jesus

Christ, the God-Man, through his words and deeds. This is

the miracle. Yet even this falls under the rubric of

faith. For without faith Christ would appear as another

religious rabble-rouser, magician, and messianic pretender.

It is interesting to note how Barth takes the "infi¬

nite qualitative difference" to mean something else than

what Kierkegaard intended. In The Sickness Unto Death,

Kierkegaard writes:

God and man are two qualities between which
there is an infinite qualitative difference.
Every doctrine which overlooks this difference
is, humanly speaking, crazy...2

*Heb. 2.3a-1f.
2Gdren Kierkegaard, 'ear ->nd Trembling: and The sick¬

ness Unto Death, trans, .alter Lowrie ''Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 195^), p. 257.
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oarth takes this "difference" as applying primarily

to ontology. Understood in this manner, God is "wholly

other" than man. There is no possibility of natural

theology. Thus in Jesus Christ, the God-Man we are presen¬

ted with a paradox of phenomenon: "In so far as our world

is touched in Jesus by the other world, it ceases to be

capable of direct observation as history, time, or thing.

i*owever at a point previous in the discussion, Kierke¬

gaard makes it clear that this "difference" between God

and man is less a matter of ontology than it is a matter

of soteriology. lie states:

Gin is the only thing universally predicated of
man which cannot in any way, either via negationls
or via eminent!a. be affirmed of God. It may be
affirmed of God that He is not finite as man is,
and so, via neeatlonis. that He is infinite; but
to affirm of God that He is a sinner is blasphemy.
As a sinner man is separated from God by a yawning
qualitative abyss. And obviously God is separated
from man by the same yawning qualitative abyss when
He forgives sins. In case it were possible by a
converse kind of accomodation to transfer the div¬
ine attributes to a human being, in one respect man
will never in all eternity come to resemble God,
namely, in forgiving sins.2

Gince the "abyss" between God and man is not exclus¬

ively ontological, the God-Man remains an ontological

paradox instead of a phenomenal one. Thus 3arth apparently

overlooks the paradox which Kierkegaard describes:

L'hat there is an infinite difference of quality
between God and man is the possibility of offense
which cannot be taken away. Out of love God becomes
man; He says, 'Look what it is to be a man'; but lie
adds. '0 take heed, ror at the same time 1 am God—

^Herth, .'tomans, p. 29.
p
"Kierkegaard, Che Sickness Unto Death, pp. 252-253-
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blessed is he who is not offended, in me.1...Or
conversely, 'I and the Father are one, and yet
I am this particular lowly man, poor, forsaken,
delivered into the handso f men--blessed is he
who shall not be offended in me. I, this lowly
man, am He who maketh the deaf to hear, the
blind to see, the Lame to walk, the leper to be
cleansed, the dead to rise up--blessed is he
who shall not be offended in

That Berth overlooks Kierkegaard's meaning may be

understood, when viewed in the light of a discussion which

Kierkegaard makes previously. Christianity begins with the
k

doctrine of sin,Kierkegaard affirms. Such a category

implies the "individual" and opposes "Speculation". To

talk about sin is to talk about the fact that "I and thou"

are sinners. On the other hand:

Speculatively one has to look away from the
individual. So it is only frivolously one can
talk speculatively about sin. The dialectic of
sin is directly contrary to that of Speculation.0

3arth's approach, however, is basically scientific and

objective. Or as he states at a later occasion: "Theology's

whole illumination can be only its human reflection, or

mirroring rin the precise sense of 'speculation'!)..."^
'Then Kierkegaard is studied from Earth's point of view,

the above oversight is easily made as the modes of thought

do not correspond. The problem of sin, and hence Kierke-

gard's paradox, can only be approached existentially and

J"ibid. ? pp. 258-259. Italics mine.

"ibid., p. 251.

^Xarl Earth, evangelical Theology: .in introduction,
trans, drover -bley (London h Glasgow: Collins, 19o3),
p. 21.
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historically, and not speculatively.

Barth's position in pressing the "infinite qualitative

difference" into the realm of Christology, moreover, raises

a serious problem. There is a dualistic, gnostic tendency

to be found in Romans. If Jesus himself did not bring

God's revelation through his teaching and works, later

testified to be the Holy Spirit, what is it then that is

revealed? Barth fills this void, as we have noted, by

calling attention to the resurrection as the revelation.

Here one finds what Bonhoeffer has termed "the positivism

of revelation". It is the revelation itself which gives

significance to history. Thus Barth removes Christianity

from the realm of historical relativism and, therefore,

historical criticism. But one questions whether Barth has

removed Christianity as well. The real world seems to be,

one is tempted to say, gobbled-up by God's spiritual

revelation:

If we thrust the Resurrection into history, if we
set the pre-supposition which is in Jesus within
the sequence of events, if we weave the paradox
of faith into human spiritual experience, we
introduce, as it were, a spectre which devours
every living thing. The world would then dis¬
appear before God, creation before redemption,
experience before apprehension, content before
form, and the law would be made of none effect
before the Lawgiver, which is, however, visible
to faith alone.-j

Barth is aware of the gnostic nature of such a state¬

ment, as well as of the criticism such a statement arouses.

He answers this criticism by employing a series or

^Barth, Romans, p. lip.
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negatives which leave the reader wondering if he has really

answered the accusation, or merely clouded it:

How could we protect such a notion and the criti¬
cism which proceeds from it from the dualism of
Gnosticism? ie could in no way protect it, if
the radicalism which here appears be not the ex¬
treme radicalism. negation which remains side
by side with the position it negates must itself
be negated, and is therefore no truly radical
negation. Resurrection ceases to be resurrection,
if it be some abnormal side event side by side
with other events. What, in that case, did rise
again? A presupposition which does not apply to
every living thing and which is not universally
valid, is no absolute final presupposition. The
paradox which still retains a relationship with
normal spiritual experience, however peculiar or
abnormal or even 'ecstatic' it may be, is no real
paradox. That Other from which we have come and
which is contrasted with all concrete, known,
temporal, human existence can be in no manner
wholly distinct. This complete Otherness is
adequately protected only when it is quite
strictly the Origin and Fulfilment of human
existence, its final affirmation.^

Barth seems to be saying that to the believer the

revelation is known to be true because it negates every

negation. But is this a proper argument? Does Earth's

position really separate him from the cries of "gnosticism",

or only set forth a more radical application of the same

theme?

Likewise Earth's position does not necessarily change

in what follows. Barth comments on Paul's use of the

Abraham narrative (Rom. *+.17'o-25) • in his discussion, as
2

in other places, he quotes Luther. This, however, is

odd as iuther's commentary on the same passage runs contrary

to the very point that Barth is seeking to make.

Void. p
ibid., p. 1M+.
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Barth writes in reference to verse 21:

1 And oeing fully assured that what he had
promised, he was able also to perform.'

Was he—'assured' by some religious experi¬
ence, by intuition, by the consciousness of a
divine mission? Perhaps there were these things
also; for why should the non-historical assurance
not be accompanied by historical assurance? It is
more probable, however, that there were no such
accompaniments. It is more probable that Abraham
was filled with deprivation and brokenness and
uncertainty. And yet not even filled with these
things, for the assurance of deprivation and
hunger and thirst would still be no more than
an historical assurance. The riches of grace
(Eph. i.) lie, like poverty in spirit (Matt, v.),
beyond historical possession and deprivation.
i.'he fulness of Abraham's assurance, however, has
no other ground than that he was the recipient
of the divine promise. Ehis is beyond history
and is indescribable. It is comprehensible only
as life from the dead iv. 1.3 )•-,

instead Luther writes:

iie was fully convinced, through faith, that God
was able to do what lie had promised, because His
truthfulness sees to it that He does not promise
what He cannot perform. But man, because he is
a liar, often promises what he cannot fulfill.
But His power sees to it that He cannot be
changed and cannot lie.p

This can hardly be construed as a ringing endorsement or

Barth's position as far as Luther is concerned; rather, it

is just the opposite.

Barth continues in verse 22:

'Wherefore it was reckoned unto him for right¬
eousness. '

'Wherefore'?--Because Abraham's faith is faith

Xibid.
o
Bartin Luther, lectures un Womans. Vol. 25 of

Luther's Works (At. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1972}, p. ifl.

Bee also: uthe-r' s Works. Vol. 3, p. I53ff.
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before God (iv. 17'd); because faith is not one
element in his character, but forms the absolute
limitation which marks his behaviour and dissolves
it, the absolute Miracle, the pure beginning, and
the Primal Creation. Because his faith is not
comprehended in an historical happening, but is
the negation of all occurrence and non-occurrence,
it is defined by God as righteousness; and in
God, and by God only, Abraham participates in the
negation of all negation and in the death of all
death. And so his faith, being unimpeded by
historical occurrence, shines forth as light from
light uncreated.

This again opposes Luther's position. Luther sees

Abraham as justified by faith because he believed that God
2

would do in history what lie had promised. ~ If such a

promise is unfulfilled, Abraham's faith is in vain, and God

becomes a liar. Yet God kept his promise to Abraham,

Luther tells us. Such an occurrence is opposite of what

Barth describes as being, "the negation of all occurrence

and non-occurrence", not to mention, "light from light

uncreated".^
This brief comparison with Luther underlines the ten¬

dency in Berth's Romans which seeks to re-create the world

as if the created order, with its time, material, and

space, was somehow inferior so as not to be capable of

"bearing the infinite", furthermore, and in accordance

with Luther's suggestion, the fact that certain events

^Barth, Romans. pp. ikk-lk^.
2
Luther, Romans, pp. kl-*+2.

■^Kierkegaard apparently shares the same conviction
as Luther. Kierkegaard writes under the pseudonym Johannes
De Lilentlo regarding Abraham: "he accepted the fulfilment
of the promise, he accepted it by faith, and it came to
pass according to the promise and according to his faith..."
' :?ear And Trembling, p. 33 5 •
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never happen for narth would call into question the nature

of Barth's faith, in spite of his protestations to the

contrary, since doubt is here implied in regards to what

God is able to perform. Barth's reason finds it "more

probable" that Abraham's promise was not fulfilled in any

historical sense.

One has the feeling in reading Romans that, for Barth,

the physical world is beneath him and is, therefore, of

secondary importance. As such, this is to place a foreign

element into Christianity. Barth writes:

Faith is the possibility of daring to know
what God knows, and of ceasing, therefore, to
know what He no longer knows. Such knowledge,
since it opposes the questionableness of all
human capacity, lies outside our competence.
It is this recognition that constitutes the
hazard of faith, Faith is the possibility
which belongs to men in God, in God Himself,
and only in God, when all human possibilities
have been exhausted. Faith means motionless-
ness, silence, worship--it means not-knowing.
Faith renders inevitable a qualitative dis¬
tinction between God and man; it renders
necessary and unavoidable a perception of the
contradiction between Him and the world of
time and things and men; and it finds in death
the only parable of the Kingdom of God.-^

Faith means many things for Barth, "knowledge",

"possibility", "motionlessness", "silence", "worship", etc.

But one wonders when it is that faith means faith in the

historical God-Man, Jesus Christ. By understanding the

"infinite qualitative difference" in the way he does,

Barth is reminiscent of Marcion who found it "unseemly"

that God should associate Himself with the created world.

Ihus the paradox of Jesus Christ is given after the fact,

"'"Barth, Romans, p. 202.
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not with the fact. God only becomes corporate in the

resurrection, which is to say, i;e does not become corporate

in the Christian sense—He does not become flesh (John 1.

Ik). flarth continues:

The visible significance of His /I.e. Jesusj7
life cannot be understood apart from the dis¬
closure and revelation of the invisible glorifi¬
cation of the Father, This is the resurrection
of Jesus from the dead. The judgement to which
Jesus surrenders Himself is righteousness; the
death He suffers is life; the 'No' which He
proclaims is 'Yes'; and the contradiction between
God and man which is disclosed in Him is recon¬
ciliation. In the invisible totality of the new
man Jesus, that is, in the concrete, corporal
person of the risen Jesus, the direction in
which His visible human life had moved is re¬

versed. Then this reversal is revealed and is
perceived, the frontier of all visible human
history, including the visible human history of
Jesus of Nazareth, is clearly marked. This
reversal or transformation is not a 'historical
event' which is placed side by side with other
events. Rather it is the 'non-historical'
happening, by which all other events are bounded,
and to which events before and on and after
Raster Day point.

This "'non-historical' happening" Barth understands

in terms of Gverbeck's notion of Ur^eschlchte. This term

suggests that it is the Church which has the task of

speaking God's Word into an historical void. One cannot

pass from man to God, from history to God's Word. Rather

it is the revelation of God which breaks into history and

meets man there. Here God speaks in particular ways, but

in such a way that His revelation is not tied to historical

events, lest like the rest of history it too should die

and perish, f. F. Torrance describes it as follows:

Revelation is rather that which breaks into

^ibid.. p. 203.
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history and becomes historical without being
resigned to the history of this passing world;
and therefore it becomes historical in a way
that breaks through the history of the fallen
world, not because it is less real but because
it is more real. That is the new kind of
history that takes place in Christ, Urgesch-
ichte. the original history of Revelation,
history which is not merely historical event,
but history invaded by the creative and re¬
deeming Word of God, history which we can only
grasp and understand by listening to the Word
of God, by participating in its happening, and
which we cannot understand by abstracting it
from the speaking and revealing God who meets
us in it. Rather is it from the point of view
of Urgeschichte chat we are to understand all
history for then we can see beyond all history
for then we can see beyond its uncertainties
and relativities and contingencies and ambigu¬
ities to its true meaning and foundation in the
God of history.-^

Such an understanding seems to place speculation in

the realm of history. We are faced with a device which

would seek to overcome the created order with all the

world's "uncertainties", "relativities", "contingencies",

and "ambiguities", in order to get at what is really

"true", that being beyond this creation. While such a

technique uses Christian rhetoric, there is very little

other than rhetoric that would separate it from a kind of

gnosticism applied to the historical realm. The Word does

not really become incarnate. Rather it is the "Revelation"

which "declares" and "appoints" Jesus as such.

It must be kept in mind that we are only dealing here

with Berth's Romans. Barth later became aware of some of

the problems inherent in this approach, and sought to alter

^Torrance, p. 110.
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his position (final section.. Part of the reason for this

change was Bultmann's approval of Romans..

;jul tm arm' s Paradox

Bultmann received Barth's domans in a friendly manner,

a fact which Barth found to be, "the strangest episode in

the history of the book'."*" The chief reason for Bult-

mann's agreement with Barth was because of Bultmann's

acceptance of Barth's "system" taken from Kierkegaard.

Schubert a. Ogden quotes the statement from the second

edition which concerns Barth's "system", and goes on to

state that:

I know of no better way to characterize Bultmann's
own 'system' than by saying of it the principle
thing that the 'early' Barth says of his. For in
Bultmann's case also, what constitutes the inner
integrity of all that he really intends to say in
his affirmation of the 'infinite qualitative dif¬
ference' between time and eternity in its several
negative and positive implications. Indeed, we
may lay it down as a rule that one ought never to
su&Pjqse he has correctly qrj4er?tQQh fflytt|iqg that
Bultmann says, as regards the method or the con¬

tent of his theology, until he is able to see it
as permitted or required by this basic dialectic.?

However at second glance, it is not necessarily odd

that Bultmann should be in agreement with Barth on Romans.

For as Ogden points out, both theologians identify them¬

selves in the strictest sense with this basic ontological

dialectic, i'he difference that does emerge between the

two is that of their respective points of departure.

Barth begins from the point of view of God in Himself;

1 ,2
Barth, tomans, p. 16. Schubert M. Ogden, quoted

in Rudolf Bultmann, existence
and Faith, trans. Schubert M. Ogden rLondon 6; Glasgow:
Collins, I960), p. 15. Italics his.
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Bultmann begins from the point of view of man In himself.

This makes their two positions very much alike in some

respects, and very dissimilar in others. In either case,

though, this basic ontological dialectic is maintained.

Bultmann states, in opposition to certain critics

(e.g. Jaspers), that Christianity is not a philosophy of

existence, as much as it is a "kerygma". It is a procla¬

mation in which God addresses man through Jesus Christ,.

This is Bultmann's paradox, Thile on the one hand Bultmann

calls for a transition of New Testament teaching into

statements which concern themselves with human existence,

on the other, he insists upon the decisive act of God in

Christ. The Christian faith, for Bultmann, is not dissolved

into a mere philosophy of existence, or so it is argued.

Thus John Macquarrie observes that Bultmann puts a limit

upon demythologizing.^
This "act of God", this "eschatological event", like

Berth's, is not a direct act, but a paradoxical one. All

that one would see in a natural and historical context

would be the birth and death of the man Jesus. That God

has acted in history in such a way, may only be recognized

by faith existentially. Again, like Barth, faith is
p

expressed in terms of a "nevertheless".

(London: SCM Press Ltd., . ,

^Walter Schrnithals, Aq, Ip^rQdqqtlpp to the i'heplogy
of Kudolf oultmann (London: oCM Press Ltd., 1967-', p* 169.

1
John Macquarrie
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Bultmann writes in respect to this indirectness:

The thought and the action of God as an un¬
worldly and transcendent action can be protected
from misunderstanding only if it is not thought
of as an action which happens between the worldly
actions or events, but as happening within them.
The close connections between natural and histori¬
cal events remains intact as it presents itself to
the observer. The action of God is hidden from
every eye except the eye of faith. Only the
so-called, secular (worldly) events are visible
to every man and capable of proof. It is within
them that God's hidden action is taking place.-,

Thus the fact that God cannot be identified with any

visible action excludes what Bultmann understands to be

"myth". God does not submit to being seen and observed.

If one is to believe in God, this is to be accomplished

only i& spite of appearance. Bultmann compares his task

to that of St. Paul and Luther, except they argue for

"justification by faith" in the field of soteriology.

However Bultmann applies the doctrine of "justification

by faith" to the sphere of "knowledge and thought". He

writes:

Our radical attempt to demythologize the New
Testament is in fact a perfect parallel to St.
Paul's and Luther's doctrine of justification by
faith alone apart from the works of the law. Or
rather, it carries this doctrine to its logical
conclusion in the field of epistemology. Like
the doctrine of justification it destroys every
false security and every false demand for It on
part of man, whether he seeks it in good works or
in his ascertainable knowledge. The man who
wishes to believe in God as his God must realize
that he has nothing in his hand on which to base
his faith. He is suspended in mid-air, and
cannot demand proof of the Word which addresses
him. For the ground and object of faith are

^Budolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology (London:
SCM Press Ltd., 1958), pp. 61—62. Italics his.
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identical. Security can be found only by aban¬
doning all security, by being ready, as Luther
puts it, to plunge into the inner darkness.j

This rejection of all self-made security is "offensive"

to many, Bultmann observes. But it is only those who

surrender this security to God that find "authentic
2

existence".

A central criticism has been made at this point in

regards to the "formlessness" of Bultmann's revelation.

One critic comments on Bultmann, "Since he is committed to

the view that God acts only in Jesus Christ and in the

proclamation about him but insists that no historical

knowledge of that event is relevant to faith, it is diffi¬

cult to know what he means by an 'act of God,' or what

possible relevance the life of Jesus has for one's self-

understanding.Such a criticism finds Bultmann's

theology to be "contentless" in any historical (historisch)

sense. There is no happening which "informs the pattern

of faith." Jesus only seems to denote man's transition

from "unfaith to faith". The content of the faith itself

1Rudolf Bultmann, in Rans-Werner Bartsch, ed.,
/.erygma And Lfrth: A Theological Debate, trans. Reginald
H. fuller, Vol. I (London: S.P.C.K., 1972), pp. 210-211.

Luther, however, would be the first one to admit
that something may be true in one discipline and false in
another. It is thus difficult to understand how soteri-
ology may have any logical conclusion in the field of
episteraology. Biological Darwinism, for example, is one
thing; social Darwinism is another. (See: Luther's "the
Disputation Concerning The Passage: 'The word Was Made
::,lesh' (Jn. l.llf)"; Lery^ma .Bid Myth, Vol. II, p. 80.)

2 ^
Lciimithals, p. 25^. Harvey, p. Ih-3.

j
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may be discovered in a "philosophical analysis of human

existence.

However such is not fully the case, as has been noted.

Bultmann is willing to discuss the "act of God" within

"secular events" which are available to the historian.

Bultmann is sure that Jesus existed historically, that he

taught and died. But he finds no evidence regarding Jesus'

personality, inner development, and little about the

content of his life. Bultmann expresses this by saying

that ve have the Pass, not the was of Jesus. However this

Pass, for Bultmann, does include a certain amount of

knowledge in which Jesus' person and teaching are preserved.

Like Schweitzer, Bultmann sees Jesus as an apocalypticist,

proclaiming the world's end. However Bultmann places

greater emphasis on decision in regards to Jesus' person.

A decision for or against Jesus is a decision for or against

the kingdom of God. The Pass is not only that Jesus

existed, but that he taught and called men to decision

through the Word. This teaching was nothing new in way of

content. The decisive element was that he spoke. Through

his Word God's Will called men to decide. Yet all this

was given without claim as to his person. There were no

signs to validate his preaching. Historically (historisch)
he was only a mistaken apocalyptic preacher proclaiming

t

the imminent end of the world. But contrary to all outward

appearances he brought the Word of God. He placed men

1ibld.T pp. 1^3-lMf.
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through the paradox of phenomena of having to make an

eschatological choice.1
This decision did not cease with the death of Jesus,

but is present, as well, in current existential encounter

through preaching. Since the action of God is not conceived

in terms of any superhistorical or supernatural occurrence,

to speak of the act of God means at the same time to speak

of one's own existence, human life is only lived out in

the world of time and space. Thus man's encounter with

God must be here and now in the specific event of preaching.

Hultmann writes:

It is the paradox of the Christian message that
the eschatological event, according to Paul and
John is not to be understood as a dramatic cosmic
catastrophe but as happening within history, begin¬
ning with the appearance of Jesus Christ and in
continuity with this occurring again and again in
history, but not as the kind of historical develop¬
ment which can be confirmed by any historian. It
becomes an event repeatedly in preaching and faith.
Jesus Christ is the eschatological event not as an
established fact of past time but as repeatedly
present, as addressing you and me here and now in
preaching.p

The believer is one who has chosen freedom from himself

by the grace of God. He becomes a "new self", and finds a

"new life" grounded on "responsible acting". This allows

the believer to be assuredly for his neighbour, since this

is only possible for the man who is free from himself. He

is free to live for the future. He continues:

"■"George iTLdon Ladd, "The dole of Jesus In Bultmann's
Theology," Scottish Journal of Theology. XVIII (1965), pp.
60-61.

D. Rudolf Bultmann, nlstory And Eschatolony (Edin¬
burgh: The University Press, 1957/, pp. 151-152.
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It is the paradox of Christian being that the
believer is taken out of the world and exists, so
to speak, as unworldly and that at the same time
he remains within the world, within his histori¬
city. To be historical means to live free from
the future. The believer too lives from the
future; first because his faith and his freedom
can never be possession; as belonging to the
eschatological event they can never become facts
of past time but are reality only over and over
again as event; secondly because the believer
remains within history. In principle, the future
always offers to man the gift of freedom; Chris¬
tian faith is the power to grasp this gift. The
freedom of man from himself is always realised
in the freedom of historical decisions.^

For Bultmann, it is preaching itself which marks the

life of Jesus as being a saving act of God. Without

preaching, God would not be found in this historical event.

Revelation only occurs, the saving event only happens, in

proclamation. Christ "...meets us in the word of preaching
2

and nowhere else."

Thus Jultmann finds little point in inquiring behind

the primitive Christian preaching. Faith does not grow

from certain saving facts, but from the saving event of

preaching. Historical investigation can ponder what it

will, but it cannot investigate salvation "for me". ^
As Gustav vingren observes, for Bultmann, the question

of whether anything actually happened in the past in

Christ may be "completely eliminated". Not only does such

1ibid., p. 152.
2
Rudolf Bultmann, in Hervtrna And Hytn. Vol. I. p. kl.

^Schmithals, pp. 176-177•
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an investigation find it impossible to secure adequate

answers to this question, but such a question "destroys

faith". It would seek to flee from the decision in which

Christ's Word places one now in the present. Io even ask

such a question means by itself that one has chosen "un¬

reality". It is to seek objective security in factual

possessions, instead of grasping new life offered to one

in the Word addressed now through preaching.1
Like Barth, Bultmann sees nothing in the historical

Jesus which would call to the attention of a contemporary

the possibility of a superhistorical faith. Jesus does not

call attention to himself, but merely proclaims the end of

the world and is ultimately mistaken. One only comes to

believe that Jesus is God's saving act because it is pro¬

claimed as such through the Word of preaching. Kierkegaard's

dialectic of the "infinite qualitative difference" may be

taken as applying to Christology as well. the paradox for

Bultmann and Barth is "absolute" in the sense that God

never infringes upon the world in such a way as to cause a

disturbance, as, it is argued, this would make God directly

apprehendable. Like Barth, Bultmann can say that God

remains God, and man remains man, in the strictest sense.

While it is certainly paradoxical to speak of any

divine significance, any "act of God", or "eschatological

event", as happening in the created order, given this basic

1Gustav Wingren, L'heology In Conflict, trans. Eric
H. Wahlstrom (London and Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1958),
p• 13 ^•
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dialectic, this paradox per se is not Kierkegaard's paradox.

As we have previously observed, Kierkegaard's paradox arises

from history (Historie) itself; it is not merely applied to

history through preaching. To recall a passage which under¬

lines this point:

Here at the outset let us take care to make it
clear that the question of an historical point of
departure arises even for a contemporary disciple;
for if we are not careful here, we shall meet with
an insuperable difficulty later...when we come to
deal with the case of the disciple whom we call the
disciple at second hand. The contemporary disciple
gets an historical point of departure for his eter¬
nal consciousness as well as any later disciple;
for he is contemporary with precisely that histori¬
cal phenomenon which refuses to be reduced to a
moment of occasional significance, but proposes to
interest him in another sense than the merely
historical, presenting itself to him as a condition
for his eternal happiness. If this was not so, then
(deducing the consequences conversely/ the Teacher
is not the God but only a Bocrates, and if he does
not conduct himself like a Socrates, he is not even
a Socrates.|

Kierkegaard's paradox is an ontological paradox which

begins with history (lilstorie). Such an "historical

phenomenon" presents itself to man "as a condition for his

eternal happiness." Therefore preaching itself, in so far

as it retains this paradox, is historical. Any other

alternative presents one with "an insuperable difficulty".

There is really no objection to the fact that Barth

and Bultmann use the paradox that they do. The only objec¬

tion here noted is the tendency to pass off their paradox

as being ierkegaard's paradox. Any such effort cannot

succeed simply because of the abundant evidence to the

^Gbren "ierkegaard, > ■hi 1 o so ahieal :Pragnen t s (Prince¬
ton: Princeton University Press, 1962J, p. 72.



236

contrary.

Let us now turn to the question of whether the more

mature Barth is an advance upon his earlier position in

regards to the Christological issue.

Later Barth: The Paradox Resolved

Gustaf Wingren observes that Barth's "system", which

makes an ontological distinction between God and man, has

"left its stamp" on the whole of Barth's writings. The

difference between Barth's earlier and later theological

works, therefore, "appears insignificant".1
For the most part, Wingren's observation seems to be

correct, however one does find in later Barth a certain

mellowing of his position over against the position

expressed in Romans. There tends to be a relaxation of

the hostility between the two realms separated by this

"gulf", even if it does not represent the construction of
2

a "new building", as Wingren rightly observes.

Furthermore there is a difference in Barth's later

position regarding paradox. A'hile in the Dogmatics Barth

refrains from using paradox to the extent it was used in

Romans. this is not to say that he does not occasionally

refer to Jesus' existence as a "paradox", or that there is

now no Christological paradox of the phenomenal kind as

used in his earlier work. Rather it is to suggest that

from what he terms the "altitude of revelation", his

mature position finds the Christological paradox resolved,

^
.ingren, p. 23. 1 bld.. p. 28
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given an "illumined" reason.

We have noted at the very beginning of this thesis

that for Barth, "A paradox...is not only made by means of a

a 'phenomenon,' but is to be regarded, if it is to

be understood at all, Sa£)<*v i.e. contrary to

what the phenomenon as such appears to express."1 Paradox,

for Barth, means that which runs contrary to "appearance".

In this respect, his position is very similar to Bult-

mann's. Thus Barth is able to say, for example:

The form as such, the means, does not take the
place of God. It is not the form that reveals,
speaks, comforts, works, helps, but God in the
form, the result therefore of God assuming a
form is not a medium or a third thing between
God and man, nor a reality different from God,
which as such would be the subject of reve¬
lation.-

this revelation, for Barth, takes place not in "man's

sphere", as a theogeny or cosmogeny may be said to have

done. Nor for that matter does it take place in the

"historical", if one is to understand by that, historical

phenomena. Barth contends that revelation as history of

the phenomenal variety Is, "obviously and utterly inappro-
"5

priate to the object of its testimony."J
revelation in this sense suggests a certain under¬

standing of faith. Faith, to Barth's way of thinking, is

best grasped as "gnosis": "...rightly understood the act

1
.arl Barth, The CQCfrrlqe uf Ifta ford God (Pro¬

legomena to Church Wo;rma tics, Vol. I, Part 1;, trans.
G. i1. thorn son (Edinburgh: I & I Clark, 1936), p. 189.

2ibid.. p. 369. 3ibid.. p. 373-
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of faith is also an act of knowledge. Faith means know¬

ledge.""*" Faith is concerned with an "illumination of the

reason". Revelation occurs when God in His own freedom

makes himself known to man and there is "actual experience"

that God speaks, and one cannot fall to see and hear Him.

Knowledge is transmitted to man by "this incomprehensible

Teacher". Thus Christian faith and knowledge occurs when

the "divine reason" or the "divine Logos", "...sets up His

law in the region of man's understanding, to which law,

reason must accommodate itself." .hen this comes to pass,

man comes to "knowledge". Then it is that, "God sets up

His law in man's thought, in his seeing and hearing and

feeling, the revelation of the truth is also reached about

man and his reason, the revelation of man is reached, who

cannot bring about of himself what is brought about simply
p

by God Himself." Barth continues:

Can God be knownT Yes, God can be known, since
it is actually true and real that He is knowable
through Himself, when that happens, man becomes
free, he becomes empowered, he becomes capable—a
mystery to himself—of knowing God. Knowledge of
God is a knowledge completely effected and deter¬
mined from the side of its object, from the side
of God.

^

Possessing this revelation, or rather being possessed

by this revelation, the disciples could witness to Jesus as

the Christ. They could then use these revelatory sayings

about Jesus, "...repeating them as coming from His mouth."

■*"Karl Barth, Dogmatics In Outline, trans. G. F. Thomson
(London: SCM Press Ltd., 19^6>, p. 23.

2ibld.. p. 2k-. -^lbid.
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fhis, however, was not an illegitimate practice, since it

was God's revelation, and not merely their own enthusiasm

which motivated this action.

Thus the Bible is understood by Barth, as the

"witness" to revelation.1 The Gospels "witness" to the

revelation of God in Jesus Christ as he was revealed to

the disciples in the Resurrection and the forty days

following. Barth writes:

During this period they came to see that He had
always been present among them in His deity,
though hitherto this deity had been veiled.
They now recalled these preliminary manifesta¬
tions of glory which they had already witnessed
during His earthly life, but with unseeing eyes,
and which now, in the light of what took place
in those days, acquired for them particular im¬
port which they had always had in themselves,
though hidden from them. Now they actually
beheld His glory. During these forty days the
presence of God in the presence of the man
Jesus was no longer a paradox.2

when the New Testament, tnerefore, speaks of Jesus as

the word of God it is speaking of "his resurrection from

the dead", and only secondarily of any historical records

of the event itself. The paradox of phenomena is strictly

adhered to in terms of Jesus' historical existence:

The witness concerns the self-attestation of the
Son of God who is identical with this man, not an
existing acquaintance with His being and work as
such. All such acquaintance with Jesus the Son

1
"arl Barth, C.P.. 1/1, p. 375ff.

Pari Barth, Church Dogmatics. Vol. 11/2, eds., G. W.
Bromiley and T. ?. Torrancerhdinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
i960), pp. M+8-V+9.
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of God is repudiated. His form as a man is
regarded and described rather as the concealing
of His true being, and therefore this true
being as the Son of God is a hidden being.^

This later position in the Church Dogmatics does not

seem to vary from this earlier position in so far as the

phenomenal paradox is concerned. In volume 1/2 especially,

Barth deals with the Christological issue and with the

difference between Reformed and Lutheran understanding.

Much of what he states here shares the same conviction as

expressed in Romans.

Barth affirms that "the Word became flesh" means

"primarily and by itself", that the Word became a "par¬

ticipant" in human nature and existence. Human "essence

and existence" became His in this respect, that is to say,

in the concrete reality of one man, Jesus of Nazareth.

This, he states, is not to be confused with adoptionism,

so that man ceased to be what he was before. Nor for that

matter, did God cease to be what He was before—yet He
2

became what he was not, "a man, this man".

However Barth understands by the word "became" in

this context something other than its literal meaning.

In a manner reminiscent of Zwingli, Barth proposes a

"paraphrase", and thus understands the passage to mean

"the Word assumed flesh". This, he argues, avoids the

misunderstanding that God could somehow cease to be

1Barth, P.P.. IV/1, p. 163.
2Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics. Vol. 1/2, The Doctrine

of The Word of God, trans. G. T. Thomson & iisrold (night
(New York: Charles ocribner's Hons, 1956), p. l*+9•
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"entirely Himself and equal to Himself". "God cannot cease

to be God.

Furthermore he makes the significant point (to which

we will return below) that while the incarnation is "incon¬

ceivable", it is not "absurd", nor must it be understood

as an "absurdity". He continues:

The inconceivable fact in it /.I.e. the incarnation?
is that without ceasing to be God the Word of God
is among us in such a way that He takes over human
being, which is His creature, into His own being
and to that extent makes it His own being. As His
own predicate along with His original predicate of
divinity, rie takes over human being into unity with
Himself. And it is by the paraphrase 'the Word
assumed flesh' that the second misunderstanding is
also guarded against, that in the incarnation, by
means of union of divine and human being and nature,
a third is supposed to arise. Jesus Christ as the
Mediator between God and man is not a third, midway
between the two. In that case God has at once

ceased to be God and likewise He is not a man like
us. Hut Jesus is the Mediator, the God-Man, in
such a way that he is God and Man. This 'and1 is
the inconceivable act of the 'becoming' in the
incarnation.^

Barth goes on to recall the difference in this respect

between the Lutheran and the Reformed positions. The

Lutherans took a "well-nigh independent interest in the

unio naturarumwhile the Reformed Church, on the other

hand, stressed the "relation of the union of natures to

the hypostatic union." Pushed to the extreme, he notes,

the former position might lead to the i^utychian error of

identification of the two natures, the latter to the

^ibid.. p. l6o. Marcion also made this assertion.
See: Tertullian's Incar. 3«

2lold.. pp. 160-161.
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Nestorian error with its separation. This was in fact the

mutual objection of both parties.1
Barth maintains, however, that such differences should

not be construed as differences in "faith", but rather as

differences between "two schools of tradition". Each

position, he argues, finds their starting-point in the unity

of Jesus Christ, "the unity of the divine Word with the

human being assumed by Him, the unity of the two natures."

He finds biblical antecedents to this discussion in the

"Synoptic and Pauline-Johannine witness to Christ", the

Synoptic being closer to the Lutheran position, the
2

Pauline-Johannine being closer to the Reformed.

Earth sums up Luther's position on Christ along the

following lines:

The miracle of the incarnation, of the unio
hypostatica. is seen from this angle when we
realise that the Word of God descended from the
freedom, majesty and glory of His divinity, that
without becoming unlike Himself He assumed His
likeness to us, and that now He is to be sought
and found of us here, namely, in His human being.
There is no other form or manifestation in heaven
or on earth save the one child in the stable, the
one man on the cross. "his is the Word to whom
we must harken, render faith and obedience, cling
ever so closely. Every question concerning the
Word which is directed away from Jesus of Naza¬
reth, the human being of Christ, is necessarily
and wholly directed away from Himself, the Word,
and therefore from God Himself, because the Word,
and therefore God Himself, does not exist for us
apart from the human being of Christ.^

In light of the above description—a description

which would appear to be an accurate outline of Luther's

^1bid., pp. 161-162. ^ibid., p. 162.

'ibid., pp. 165-166.
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position—Barth raises several questions which are of

value in relationship to Luther and also to the Christo-

logical paradox. He writes:

The problems raised by this idea may be
plainly reduced to the following questions.
Does it take such account of the freedom,
majesty and glory of the Word of God that they
are in no way merged and submerged in His
becoming flesh? And if such account is taken
of it, then does the same hold true also of the
flesh which He has become? And if the concept
'Word1 and the concept 'flesh* are both taken
seriously but are considered as mutually con¬
ditioning one another, is the statement of
John 1.1*+ an understandable statement at all?
On the assumption of such mutual conditioning
does it not mean that either the vere Deus or

the vere homo is taken less than seriously, is
in fact weakened down and altered in meaning?^

The key word here in Berth's understanding of the

Lutheran position is that of "idea". In the foregoing

chapters where the Christological paradox has been dis¬

cussed, it has been defined and described not as an

"idea", but as an "historical occurrence". Unless this

point is made and understood, subsequent discussion is at

cross purposes.

The difference between Luther's understanding outlined

above, and the Reformed understanding as outlined by

Barth, is largely one of existential versus speculative

modes of thought. This was what Kierkegaard discussed in .

the Pos tscriot. and which we have reviewed in a previous

cnapter in reference to the "absolute paradox". On a

theoretical-speculative level, it is "inconceivable"

1iolu.. pp. I66-I67.
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that God could become man. However on an historical-

existential level, not only is such an event "inconceivable",

it is "absurd". Absurdity denotes existence; it is

"absurd" that the scrawny Jew, who I can touch and handle,

and who stands before me, is, at the same time, God, and

demonstrates himself to be such by word and deed.

This is not to suggest that Christianity itself is

"absurd", or that the "eternal divine essence" is inherently

illogical. Rather it becomes absurd when it comes into

existence. The experience of the paradox is a function of

one's "transition to belief".1 For the believer the

paradox is no longer paradoxical, nor absurd. According

to Kierkegaard: "the object of faith is the absurd, the

paradox, which is the inevitable cause of scandal, but

only for whoever sees the object from the outside, i.e.

for him who has no faith...For the believer, for the man

2
of faith, the object is neither absurd nor paradoxical..."

This is to suggest, as well, a difference in how Scripture

is understood by the respective positions. Barth writes:

The New Testament, like the Old Testament, is
the witness to the revelation of the hidden God.
The conclusive revelation, the revelation expected
by the whole of the Old Testament, at the very
point at which one might well have seen the con¬
tradiction and annihilation of it, in the rejection

^Alastair McKinnon, "Berth's Relation to Kierkegaard:
Some Further Light," in Canadian Journal of Theology.
Vol. XIII, No. 1 (January, 1967), p. 35.

2Sdren Kierkegaard, quoted in Howard A. Johnson, ed.,
A Kierkegaard Critique (New York: harper & Brothers,
Publishers, 196?), p. 179.
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and crucifixion of the Son of God by His chosen
people. Here, too, essentially, the New Testament
asserts nothing that differs rrom the Old Testa¬
ment. On the contrary, we shall have to show
that it is the New Testament that the hiddenness
of God in the Old Testament is first disclosed
in all its completeness

The New Testament (as we have observed previously) is, for

Barth, the "witness to the revelation", in the sense that

God has illumined men's reason through the revelation, not

in some crude historical sense. Barth continues:

With regard to expectation in the New Testament
the change that has taken place as compared with the
Old Testament consists in the fact, and only in the
fact, that the coming of Christ of whom the New
Testament witness speaks is not the object of re¬
collection as He that has come. This cannot be
said of the Messiah expected in the Old Testament,
although Old Testament expectation refers only to
Him that came according to the New Testament
witness. As distinguished from Old Testament
expectation, New Testament expectation knows con¬
cretely and explicitly who it is that is expected.
It is simply recollection turned at an angle of
180 degrees, the recollection of the Word come in
the flesh, whose glory the New Testament witnesses
have seen.p

On the contrary, Luther, as we may recall, understood

the New Testament to represent history, "...just as

happens among men when one writes a book about a king or

a prince, telling what he did, said, and suffered in his

day. Understood as history, the New Testament allows

one to become, to use Kierkegaard's term, "contemporaneous

"Barth, C., 1/2, p. 106. '' ibid.. p. 119«

^Martin Luther, Luther's .orks. Vol. 35? Word and
0acrament I (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 19o0;,
pp. 117-118.
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with Christ". Christ does not come to us existentially in

the present as a superior kind of divine Friend. Rather

we become existentially contemporaneous with Him through

the reading of the New Testament as history. This presents

an ontological paradox to us as an objective historical

occurrence.

Thus the questions that 3arth addresses to Luther are,

strictly speaking, inappropriate and misplaced. ,Vhat is

involved, to Luther's understanding, is not his "idea",

but God's occurrence. Nor for that matter, could the

Lutheran position admit to a difference between the Gynoptic

and Pauline-Johannine understanding of Christ. John's

gospel, as well as Paul's epistles, concern themselves with

history as do the Synoptics. From Luther's perspective,

the issue at stake is not one of "tradition", as much as

it is one of "faith". John l.l*f is intelligible only as

ontological paradox, and must be faced as such. Not to

face the paradox, is not to face the God-Man. One can

only enter Christianity through the "door"; only then will

one "go in and out and find pasture."^
At a later point in the Dogmatics (IV/l), 3arth

again speaks directly to incarnational issues. Yet even

in this later description, Barth does not alter his basic

dialectic. ihe word assumes flesh, but does not become

flesh as in the sense of John l.l1*. Barth writes:

God gives Himself, but He does not give Himself
away. He does not give up being God in becoming
a creature, in becoming man. He does not cease

"*"John 10.9.
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to be God. He does not come into conflict with
himself, he does not sin when in unity with the
man Jesus, he mingles with sinners and takes
their place. And when he dies in Kis unity with
this man, death does not gain any power over Him.-,

For Barth God "becomes" man, only in the sense of

"God and man", of God "in unity with" man. He maintains

this construction since:

If it were otherwise, if in it He set Himself in
contradiction with Himself, how could He reconcile
the world with Himself? Of what value would His
deity be to us if—instead of crossing in that
deity the very real gulf between Himself and us—
He left that deity behind Him in His coming to us,
if it came to be outside of Him as He became ours?
What would be the value to us of it if He lost

Himself?2

I'hus Barth states that, "We begin with the insight

that God is 'not a God of confusion but of peace' (I Cor.

15+. 33) - " Therefore Barth fin (is "no paradox.. .not even the

possibility of it." God is the "Father of lights with

whom there is no variableness nor interplay of light and

darkness (Jas. 1.17).,,f

1
Barth, C.I).. 17/1, p. 185. 2tbid.
^Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard "begin" from

the opposite direction with the historical Jesus Christ.

^Barth, C.D.. 17/1, p. 186.
This, again, is not to say tnat there is no paradox

in Jesus' existence. For as has been observed, 3arth
speaks of Jesus' existence as a "paradox", and that in a
phenomenal sense (C.D.T III/2, p. ¥+9). Rather, it is
to say that in light of Barth's understanding of reve¬
lation, the paradox has ceased to be paradoxical to the
extent that it is "no longer a paradox."

Perhaps it would be helpful to recall Brunner's
analogy of the stick in the water. A straight stick
appears broken when partially submerged in water, just
as God's Word appears broken when found in the world.
God, for Brunner, could only reveal Himself in the world
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Barth continues in a style of argument almost

reminiscent of Luther:

what he is and does He is and does in full unity
with himself. It is in full unity with himself
that He is also—and especially and above all—in
Christ, that He becomes a creature, man, flesh,
that he enters into our being in contradiction,
that He takes upon Himself its consequences. If
we think that this is impossible it is because
our concept of God is too narrow, too arbitrary,
too human—far too human, who God is and what it
is to be divine is something we have to learn
where God has revealed Himself in Jesus Christ as

the God who does this, it is not for us to be
wiser than lie and to say that it is in contra¬
diction with the divine essence. We have to be
ready to be taught by Him that we have been too
small and perverted in our thinking about Him
within the framework of a false idea of God.
It is not for us to speak of a contradiction and
rift in the being of God, but to learn to correct
our notion of the being of God, to reinstate them
in the light of the fact that He does this.^

It is this latter passage which is especially inter¬

esting in contrast to Berth's other comments from 17/1

quoted above. On the one hand, Barth seeks to affirm that

in the "form of a servant" -'he .ord And The world, pp.
6-7). Yet we know that the paradox of the stick in the
water is resolvable. From a higher perspective, it may
be determined that the stick is indeed straight; and that
its broken appearance is due to the refraction of the
light. But the question which arises when this paradox is
applied to Christology is how in the world may it be
determined that there is no contradiction in God's Word?
This was Kierkegaard's complaint against Speculative
Philosophy. 7or Kierkegaard maintained that ia the world
it cannot be determined, but rather can only be determined
by being eternal. Yet Barth argues that given God's
revelation, an "illumined" reason knows there to be no
contradiction in God's Word, and hence no paradox. The
phenomenal paradox is resolved by Barth. For Kierkegaard
the paradox is ontoloKical and, therefore, cannot be
resolved even in the face of an "illumined" reason.

This difference becomes especially apparent in what
follows.

1lbld.
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God "does not cease to be God" when He is found "in unity

with" Jesus. For if that were to happen, He would have

lost Himself and there could be no reconciliation. But on

the other hand, Barth ^inds that in order for there to be

a reconciliation, God, "in full unity with Himself", must

at some point enter into the contradiction of our being,

"creature, man, flesh", and therefore all its "conse¬

quences". But how can this be? How can God, who is

without contradiction, enter into contradiction and still

remain non-contradictory? Something must give. And for

Barth, finally, it is man's reason itself which must go.

Barth's style of argument is "almost" reminiscent of

Luther's but not quite. Luther, like Kierkegaard, would

never admit to there being a contradiction in God's being.

Rather the contradiction is found in the fact that the

"eternal divine essence" has come into being in "existence",

hence the paradox, fhe paradox is not within God Himself,

but within the fact that lie has come into being. The

contradiction lies historically in the God-Man, the onto-

logical and "absolute" paradox.

Barth, however, in trying to hold together his

"system" can only do so at the cost of reason itself.

Barth figures that what appears to be a "contradiction

within the divine essence" must really be a "false idea

of God". But is stich a "contradiction" really "within

the divine essence" itself, or within Barth's "system"

itself?

It is usually Tertullian, Luther and Kierkegaard who
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are accused of being irrational. However they are at

least rational enough to recognize a paradox when they see

one. An ontological paradox in order to be an ontological

paradox presupposes the reason that the paradox contradicts.

Given Barth*s approach, there is no paradox, no contra¬

diction, and hence no reason. While Luther and <ierkegaard

find such a paradox to be no paradox to faith, the paradox

always remains paradoxical to reason. Barth, on the other

hand, finds no paradox in terms of an "illumined" reason.

Where does barth acquire such an "illumination"? No doubt

Barth would answer that it is "revealed". To argue with

Barth is a losing battle. For not only are we playing on

his court, but we are playing by his rules.

We are again back to the question of gnosticism that

was raised in the previous section on Romans. Barth seems

to act the role of re-Creator. Faith is re-created as

knowledge, the God-Man as God and Man, Biblical history as

Biblical witness, ontological paradox as phenomenal para¬

dox, "the Word became flesh" as "the Word assumed flesh",

and reason as illumination.

A chief characteristic of Marcion was his contempt

for the created order. He found it "unseemly" that God

should be found within this "prison-house" which he

called our world. Barth comes very close to Marcion when

he states that history is an "obviously and utterly

inappropriate" setting for revelation. And if it is

"inappropriate" for God to reveal Himself in history, it

is also "inappropriate" for God to reveal Himself in the
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creation. Phus Barth re-creates the world to his liking;

everything is re-fashioned in the image of his "system"--

a "system" which, as has been observed, cannot be traced

back to Kierkegaard.

summation

This chapter has attempted to demonstrate that both

Barth and Bultmann share an understanding of paradox which

is a paradox of phenomenon. On the other hand, it has been

argued above that Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard

share an understanding of paradox which is basically one

of ontology.

Berth's later position, while being close to his

earlier position in terms of its basic dialectic, does

reflect a different position regarding the Christological

paradox. Given a revelation which "illumines" the reason,

the paradox is no longer paradoxical to reason. This

differs from Kierkegaard's understanding which finds the

paradox "absurd" to reason, yet inoffensive to faith.

For Barth, the contradiction in God's reconciliation

of man lies not in God's being itself, but in man's reason

itself. ?or Kierkegaard, the contradiction in God's

reconciliation of man lies not in God's being itself, but

in the historical paradox itself--the God-Man. Precisely

because the God-Man is an ontological paradox and not merely

a phenomenal one, objective knowledge of God is ruled out

for Kierkegaard. Instead man is placed in the position of

having to believe in this objective uncertainty.

Barth's misunderstanding of Kierkegaard's paradox
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seems to stem from a "speculative" reading of Sickness

Unto Death* Read in this manner, the "infinite qualitative

difference" between God and man is basically a difference

in ontology, ^or Kierkegaard, however, this difference is

more a matter of soteriology than ontology.

3arth and Bultmann, it should be noted, are not alone

in their rendering of Kierkegaard's paradox as being

phenomenal. Such an understanding has had a tremendous

influence on the theology of this century. It is an

understanding shared not only by, what has been termed, the

"left-wing" of Dogmatics and Biblical Criticism, but by

so-called "moderate" voices speaking for the Church herself.

It may be recalled that we began this thesis by noting

three primary definitions of paradox used by Martin J.

heinecken: counter to appearance (phenomenon), counter to

general opinion, and counter to logic (reason). It is

interesting to note how Heinecken himself understands

Kierkegaard's "absolute" paradox in light of the above

definitions. For Heinecken, it is the paradox of pheno¬

menon which is the controlling idea that informs the other

definitions. He maintains that such a paradox fits all

three definitions of the term, ^irsfc, it is "counter to

appearance" because God is "effectively hidden" in the

man Jesus. He did not reveal Himself directly to his

contemporaries "either by his looks or his deeds."

Secondly, it is "counter to the general opinion" since

the "natural taan" cannot discern the Godhead in the man

Jesus. Only the Holy Upirit may enable man to do this.
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And thirdly, it is an "offense to the reason of man". Han

"can only understand that he cannot understand it." Yet

he observes that it is not primarily offensive to the

intellect in this sense, but "to his pride of virtue and

of power, which makes his absolute dependence upon God's

grace a skandalon." Heinecken continues:

The 'knowledge' of God conveyed in and through
Jesus, the Christ, is, therefore 'knowledge' of
the most intimate personal relationship in the
biblical sense rather than a mere intellectual
apprehension of an historic fact or of a truth
of the reason. It is the self-impartation of
God himself and this is not accomplished except
through the transformation in his existence of
the one so apprehended (John 2.5)* The alter¬
natives when confronted by the claim which
Jesus, the Christ, puts upon man are not belier
or doubt, but 'faith' or 'offense', and neither
'faith' nor 'offense' are possible except where
the aDsoluteness of the paradox in the sense
described is recogniEed.^

ihus Heinecken understands by Kierkegaard's "absolute

paradox" not an ontological paradox, which so affronts

reason as to render objective speculation impossible because

the paradox is irresolvable. Rather he understands by

"absolute paradox" a paradox of appearance which excludes

"historic fact" in favor of the "self-impartation of God

himself" existentially in "the one so apprehended". Like

3arth, he affirms "absolute dependence upon God's grace"

Martin J. Heinecken, "Christology, The Lord's
Gupper And Its Observance In The Church," in Paul C.
Lmpie and James I. McCord (eds.) Marburg. Revisited: A
rieexamination Of Lutheran aid Reformed Traditions (Minne
apolis: Augsburg Publishing house, 19o6>, p. 87.
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apart from any physical or historical manifestation, any

form that would betray a synthesis with God's content.1

^Cf•, Barth, C.D.f 1/1, p. 200.
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Conclusions On Dialectical Theology's Use Of Paradox

In the previous chapter, paradox has been studied in

relationship to two representative figures of Dialectical

Theology (Barth and Bultmann). The following major points

of comparison may be drawn between this Christological

approach and the approach used by Kierkegaard.

1. Both Barth and Bultmann (in agreement with much

of historical criticism) do not accept the Jesus described

in the Hew Testament as beim? the "approximate" historical

Jesus. As opposed to Kierkegaard's understanding, their

approach is indifferent to any historical phenomenon as

being in and of itself noteworthy as a point of departure

for Christian faith. That is to say, there is nothing

about the historical (historisch) Jesus' teachings and

actions that could be construed as being an unveiling of

God's hiddennness in themselves. Barth, for example, only

proceeds from God's Word to history, and not from history

to God's Word. If God is revealed through the teachings

and actions of Jesus, It is not the form as such that

reveals God, but God in the form. Fbr Kierkegaard, reve¬

lation and the form cannot be separated.

2. The Jew Testament. therefore, resents a paradox

of appearance or phenomenon. On the one hand, Jesus is

merely a man who appears identical to all other men who

have ever lived. There is nothing that would distinguish

him in what Kierkegaard would term a "qualitative" sense

from anyone else. This applies not only to his physical

appearance, but to his words and deeds. On the other hand,
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this man is revealed to be God's act in history. The New

Testament, therefore, is seen as the "witness" (Barth) or

"proclamation" (Bultmann) of this revelation.

3. The offense taken at this kind of paradox lies In

the fagt that pb^re \s pothihg objeqtiye op yhiph to bage
■

one's faith. Heinecken finds this offensive to man's pride

because, it is argued, man has nothing to content himself

with in terms of objective historical possession. It is

also intellectually offensive for God to act in history coun

ter to all appearance. Barth maintains that man has nothing

on which to base his faith except the "mercy of God", which,

of course, cannot be apprehended from history as phenomenon.

*+. oihge tjae gpntradictlpp between God apd mar*

spoken of in terms of a paradox of phenomenon and not

pqtp].Qfty» objective knowledge of GQ<| j§ got excluded for

reasons of the paradox. Barth affirms that God is know-

able to a reason illumined by God's revelation. The

Christological paradox in the phenomenal sense is resolved

in the face of such knowledge. Kierkegaard, however, saw

the paradox as being an ontological contradiction, and

hence "absolute" in the sense that it contradicted any

objective attempt at the knowledge of God apart from the

paradox. Such an ontological paradox could only be

appropriated by faith—the condition for faith given by

God. Bultmann also excludes objective knowledge of God,

not because of the paradox of phenomenon, but because of

his presuppositions (see below).

These two different understandings of paradox (as
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represented by Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard on

the one hand, 3arth and Bultmann on the other) raise

certain problems for contemporary theology. It is to

this question that we will now turn.



Chapter Five: Conclusion—

The Dilemma of Contemporary Theology
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The title of this final chapter reflects the name of

a book by Per Ldnning. Ldnning observes that there is a

conflict to be found in contemporary theology when two

positions express "different and seemingly incompatable

claims". How can both "revelation" and the "modern world"

be taken seriously? Or as Ldnning phrases it, "...is a

coexistence possible without some kind of amputation that

would render either Christianity o>F culture invalid?"1
In terms of this thesis, the question which emerges is

whether the ontological paradox which has been attributed

to Kierkegaard, Tertullian, and Luther can be sustained in

the present, given the rise of historical criticism? If it

can, what is to become of such criticism? And if it

cannot, what is to become of the Christologies of Kierke-
p

gaard, Tertullian, and Luther?

. er Ltfnning, The Dilemma of Contemporary Theology:
Prefigured in Luther. Pascal, "lerkegaard. Niehsche ^New
York: Humanities Press, 1962), p. 127.(

2
As observed previously, Kierkegaard's ontological

paradox comes about through the acceptance of the Jesus
depicted in the New Testament as being the "approximate"
historical Jesus. Kierkegaard takes the gospels largely
at their face value and even in their literal sense.

No paradox is paradoxical except when understood at
its face value. Brunner's analogy of the stick in the
water, for example, is paradoxical only when understood
in terms of appearance. Upon further examination, such
a phenomenal paradox may be resolved with an increase in
knowledge. In much the same way, Barth resolves his
understanding of the Christological paradox in his Church
Cogmatics when such knowledge is given in the form of
revelation.

ierkegaard's paradox, however, is an ontological
paradox. That is to say, the believer believes that the
paradox is a "true" paradox at its face value, and thus
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However before attempting to struggle with this issue

any further, let us first review the fact that we are indeed

dealing with an ontological paradox, and not a phenomenal

one. Paradox, as has been observed in the previous chapter,

is often understood by twentieth-century theology to be a

paradox of phenomenon, i.e. that which runs contrary to

appearance. This understanding, it has been argued, is a

breach with Kierkegaard and his predecessors. For further

support of this argument, a glance at a recent work which

comments on this issue may be of value.

filer's observation

Vernard KLler, writing in Kierkegaard and Radical

Discisleshio: New Perspective, speaks to the question at

hand, -ller affirms that for Kierkegaard, Jesus Christ is

"ihe" Paradox, the Absurd, and thus the object of faith.

Such a paradox, for nller, is ontological in nature. He

writes: "The claim he both presents and represents is that

this plain, ordinary, individual man ''who thus obviously

Is not Sod) is in fact God. This claim, he continues, is

cannot be resolved by further knowledge. Jesus is truly
the Christ, the Son of God, as He says He is (John b.26;.
Because He is truly the Christ, lie heals the sick, raises
the dead, etc. Since the believer believes this, he finds
little sense in seeking to explain such events in terms of
their "immanent historical causes" (Bultmarm), for much
the same reason that the disciples did not "seek the living
among the dead" (Luke 2lf.5)* Jo explain such events as
happening wholly "within" the historical context (as, for
example, do Bultmann's critical methods), would be a
breach of faith. Certainly such events may be explained
in terms of "immanent historical causes". There is no

shortage of explanations. The problem, however, rests not
only in explaining them, but in*proving such explanations.

1Vernard Hller, "ierkegaar-.i and radical Disclpleship:
.<ew Perspective (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1S6<3;, p. 35b.
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not to be ignored. ?or if the claim is true, to choose

Christ is to choose life, and to reject him is to chose

damnation. Likewise indifference is a sign of "defiance

and rebellion". Therefore, "one must choose.

This choice, as dller sees it, cannot be calculated

on a rational basis, either scientifically, historically,

or philosophically. Investigation and reflection are

incapable of deciding the matter. 3ut hller affirms,

"this is not the same as saying that investigation and

reflection are of no use whatever". Rather he understands

ierkegaard's position as maintaining a role for reason

and research. Their "role" is that of determining whether

the claim is truly a paradox or not, and in determining

what evidence is available both "pro" and "con". He

continues:

Thus regarding the claim 'Napoleon was a man',
research can say, * This claim is not a paradox
but an evident fact. All the evidence is 'pro';
there was such a man and there is nothing to indi¬
cate that he was anything other than a man.'
Conversely, regarding the claim 'Plymouth Rock is
God,' research can say, 'This claim is not a para¬
dox but an absurdity; all the evidence is "con";
the rock is a rock and there is nothing to suggest
that it might also be God.' finally, regarding
the claim, 'Jesus Christ is God,' research can say,
'This claim, indeed is a true paradox; there is
strong and convincing evidence both pro and con;
Jesus is either what the claim says he is or else
he is a fraud—either God-Man or mad man, but
which, no amount of study or thought will accom¬
plish a whit to decide.'0

Libid.

2ibld.. p. 359.
There is a certain amount of difficulty in this

approach in that Cl) "pro" evidence runs contrary to
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Paradox, for Lller, is the "precondition of faith".

It makes faith both possible and necessary. Kierkegaard

maintains the paradox by proposing the term "God-Man".

This term affirms Jesus' divine humanity (or human deity/,

"without positing a human nature and a divine nature in

such a way that one tends to gain predominance over the

other.""1' Thus, Lller observes, for Kierkegaard the factors

of Christ's "recognizability" as over against his "incog¬

nito" are in operation concurrently and in tension with

one another. Furthermore, he makes the following statement,

whose content is in keeping \>rith the basic nature of this

thesis:

S.K. has not been well understood on this point,
and in an effort to go him one better, thinkers of
the modern 'kerygma theology' school have picked
up the truth of S.K.'s insistence upon Christ's
incognito and made it mean that the 'deity' of the
historical Jerus must be absolutely invisible and
indiscernible. The paradox, then, comes about in
this wise: The life, career, and person of the
earthly, historical Jesus constitutes the 'con';
nothing is to be seen here except what would
indicate that Jesus is simply and solely a man.
Later, after the historical Jesus has left the
scene, the 'pro' comes along in the form of the
early Church's contention that this man was indeed
God. But this was not S.K.'s position: in fact,
he said: 'The whole life of Christ on earth would
have been mere play if he had been incognito to
such a degree that he went through life totally
unnoticed—and yet in a true sense He was incog¬
nito. ' 2

reason and therefore is difficult to accept "scientifi¬
cally"; and (2) even if there is established "pro"
evidence on historical grounds, it does not follow that
such evidence leads to the logical conclusion: God. That
is to say, once confronted with both "pro" and "con" evi¬
dence, we are still faced with Lessing's "ditch". filler
understands by "pro" evidence any claim of divinity, in
the first instance; and In the second, any miracle that
would "witness" to such a claim. Jee: p. 363.).

l.« h-? a n a6o "ibid.. p. 362. This and other
' c points of evidence which support

Eller's claim hsve been'noted in previous chapters.
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Eller goes on to state that much of the misunderstan¬

ding of paradox stems from what Kierkegaard meant by

"incognito". Eller maintains that for the "kerygma-school

any "proofs", "signs", or "claims" of Jesus deity would be

a violation of His "incognito". Therefore such evidence of

"supernaturalness", or anything that could be seen as

betraying Jesus' divinity are seen by such people as Bult-

mann, as belonging to the Church's ealy affirmation of

faith (kerygma), and are not to be understood as a literal

event concerning the historical Jesus.1
But Eller points out that such claims were, for Kierke-

gard, no such violation, since it must be remembered who

it is that acts in such a manner. For Jesus to say, as an

example, "I am God", is no violation of incognito, Eller

reminds us, since it is only a mere man who says such a

thing, and therefore is obviously not what he claims to be.

The speech contains all "pro" evidence, but the speaker is

all "con", and thus the speech is paradoxical in the

extreme--not in the sense of being contrary to all phenom¬

ena, but in the sense of affirming contradictory ontologies.

Eller states:

Clearly, 'incognito' meant something different
to S.K. than it does to Bultmann and others of the
kerygma-school. For S.K.,it did not mean that the
historical Jesus must be denied any and every indi¬
cator that would suggest his deity but only that
every such indicator be accompanied with a counter -
indication which would have the effect of balancing
the account and leaving the verdict wide open—yet
all the more urgent because of the evidence that is
building up. In short, the kerygma-school sees the

1lbld.. p. 363.
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historical Jesus as nothing but incognito; S.K.
saw him as incognito so dialectically welded to
immediate recognizableness as to form a most
irritating and inescapable paradox.

Eller sees Kierkegaard's position as avoiding some of

the "most glaring weaknesses" of the "kerygma-school".

For, he reasons, if there is nothing to be found in the

historical Jesus that would betray the ontological kind of

paradox described above, then there is no real reason why

the claims of the early Church should attach themselves to

Jesus of Nazareth and not to someone else, or even to no

one at all. Paradox, used in the sense that is used by the

"kerygma-scnool", arises from the claim of the Church and

not from the historical person, and thus might just as well

attach itself to a figure of the imagination as to a real
p

historical person.

Finally, Eller concludes by raising several other

questions which often go unanswered. He writes:

Thus, the kerygma-school does not possess a true
Kierkegaardian paradox composed of pro-and-con
evidence building up to an existential tension
that compels one either to take offense or to make
the venture of faith. It holds, rather, a mass of
'con' evidence topped by a 'pro' claim which brings
with it absolutely no substantiation except the
subjective power of 'God's .<ord.' But why this
particular claim, coming as it were out of thin
air, should be treated as the Absurd rather than
merely an absurdity, no one is able to say. And
what there is about a claim so lacking in solidity,
in historical actuality and 'presence', that should
attract a man's attention, compel him to face up to
it, and force him to decide one way or the other—
again, no one is able to say. And yet—and yet
Kierkegaard is the one who customarily gets accused

1lbid.. p. 365. '~i bid.
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of irrationality, subjectivism, and making faith
into a wild and unmotivated leap in the dark.^

This thesis would confirm Eller's observation regar¬

ding the difference between Kierkegaard's understanding of

paradox—a paradox which represented an ontological contra¬

diction; and that understanding of paradox held by a great

segment of contemporary theology—a paradox which represents
p

a phenomenal contradiction. " Indeed one may go further than

Eller and maintain that in so far as Kierkegaard developed

his ontological paradox on the Christologies of fertullian

and Luther, this breach is reflected, as well, between

these earlier positions, and the paradox of contemporary

theology.

It must be remembered that Tertullian and Luther read

the Scriptures as statements o** history. Read in this

manner, the New Testament found no distinction between the

"historical Jesus" and the "biblical Christ". Rather, they

were one in the same: the paradox, the God-Man, or as

Luther called Him simply, "Christ". He was the objective

historical revelation. This Jesus proclaims Himself in

various ways as being divine, he heals the sick, raises

"^ibld.. p. 3^6.
2
John heywood i'homas in his book, subjectivity And

Paradox (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957)» is also of the
opinion that Kierkegaard's paradox is historical in nature
(pp. 116 & 12*+). While it appears, at first, that he
understands by Kierkegaard's paradox, an ontological para¬
dox (p. II1*;, it soon becomes obvious that his understanding
is one which runs "contrary to all appearance" (p. 128).
i'hus there is an ontological distinction to be made between
God and man in Jesus Christ (p. 123), and therefore is no
real difference between "ierkegasrd and Barth (pp. 122-133)
to his understanding.
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the dead, commands nature, fulfills prophecy, and announces

God's Kingdom with himself as King. And he does all this

as an historical individual man born of the seed of David.

1
We are left wondering, "What sort of man is this...?"

It is interesting to note as well, that Kierkegaard

read the Bible in the same manner as his predecessors. .And
2

he did so after the historical question had arisen. The

paradox that Kierkegaard demonstrates throughout his work

is the paradox of the God-Man. It is always Jesus of

Nazareth, the historical Jesus, who "...directly represents

himself as something entirely different from what it is to

be a man, makes himself out to be divine—-he, an individual

raanl"- The paradox is that while Jesus appears to be only

a mere man who "looks like all the others", yet he says such

strange things about himself, and does such miraculous

deeds, that he, in effect, acts in such a way as to announce

that he is God. Always "incognito" is expressed by Kierke¬

gaard in terms of Christ's flesh, not in terms of his words

or deeds. Kierkegaard's paradox is an absolute one because

it contains the absolute consideration: Eternity which has

come into being in time. It is, therefore, in keeping with

"lMatt. 8.27.
2
ierkegaard, as we have noted, attributed much to

Lessing's writings. The Postscript was written especially
against the backdrop of historical relativism. Likewise
David ^riedrick Gtrauss' famous work, Das hepen Jesu (1335)?
was in print years before Kierkegaard first travelled to
Berlin, and for over a decade before the Postscriat '■ 18*+6)
was published.

^Gdren Kierkegaard, -rainim- In Christianity, trans.
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1971), pp. 100-101.
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traditional Chalcedonian Christology, and in some ways, an

improvement upon it.

Luther, however, like Kierkegaard, is often viewed

by contemporary theology as presenting a Christological

paradox which runs contrary to all phenomena. Thus Ian

D. K. oiggins describes the following as "the extreme

paradox of the faith":

We must, on pain of our soul's damnation, believe
in the lordship of Christ. Yet when we hear that
all things are given to His hand, does not the
very opposite seem to be the truth? Before God,
Christ is indeed lord of all; yet there seems to
be nothing humbler in heaven and earth. In rela¬
tion to the kingdom of the world, Christ's kingdom
is hidden, secret, spiritual, subject to the cross.
It has no might, no wealth, no population statis¬
tics. It does not regard the riches and power and
position, nor yet the wisdom, piety, and virtue of
the world, but is open to the weak, poor, blind,
and sinful only. Not only does the world refuse
to recognize it, but the most eminent, wisest,
holiest, and most zealous men persecute it as a
destruction and subversion of sound government,
both spiritual and temporal.^

Or to cite another example:

Luther's faith is a daring faith: it looks to
Christ. His open eyes for reality with all its
profundities and tensions had made it apparent to
him that God is not visible, not demonstrable,
not calculable, but that belief in Him calls for
a venture, a leap Into the dark...According to
Luther, only one thing sustains us in this leap
from life's safe shore into the abyss; over this
abyss God has erected the sign of the Cross,
-wen the Cross is no proof that we shall spring
into the arms of God. Hven on the Cross we behold
nothing of God's victory... the certainty of faith

'

Ian D. K. Slggins, hartin Luther's Doctrine of
Chrisc (New haven and London: Yale University Press, 197g>,
pp. ldl-132.
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is not based on human experiences and on visible
tokens of God's rule in the world. These may be
deceptive. But this certainty rests on faith's
knowledge of another aspect of God's reality in
the world: His hidden presence in Jesus Christ.
To be sure, this runs counter to all outward
appearance and to all reason. Reason cannot
graso the mystery: 'Who, clothed in garb of flesh
and blood, Dost take a manger for Thy throne,
vhile worlds on worlds are Thine alone. '-j_

Again in contemporary theology, the Christological

paradox becomes a paradox which "runs counter to all out¬

ward appearance". And only does it run counter "to all

reason" in so far as it "runs counter to all outward appear¬

ance". This, however, was not Luther's understanding, as

has been discussed in a previous chapter. For if such was

the case, why would Luther waste so much effort in defending

ontological paradoxes?

Rather we have observed that Luther's understanding of
2

Scripture was that it represented an historical document.

";\irthermore Luther maintained at various places a position

regarding Scripture that is sometimes (falsely/ taken to be

"literalism". Luther states, "...its plainest meanings

are to be preserved; and, unless the context manifestly

compels one to do otherwise, the words are not to be under¬

stood apart from their proper literal sense, lest occasion

i

heinrich 3ornkamra, miner's „orld of Thought, trans.
Martin h. Bertram (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1965), pp. 87-88.

2See: A Brief Instruction up Wnat To Lppk "or ^rui
-'•pect Ln The Gosoels (1521 J •
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be given to our adversaries to evade Scripture as a whole.

Luther was not offended by the simplicity of the

language and of the stories that he found in the Bible. In

spite of simplicity, he found the Scripture to contain the

"wisdom of God". He urged those who study the Bible to:

...let your own thoughts and feelings go, and
think of the Scriptures as the loftiest and
holiest of holy things, as the richest of mines,
which can never be worked out, so that you may
find the wisdom of God that lays before you in
such foolish and simple guise, in order that He
may quench all pride. Here you will find the
swaddling-clothes and the manger in which Christ
lies, and to which the angel points the shepherds.
Simple and little are the swaddling-clothes, but
dear is the treasure, Christ, that lies in them.?

Yet while Luther has a high estimate of Scripture, and

even considers it to be God's word, he does not let this

conviction prevent aim from criticizing it when it departs

from what he considers to be the gospel and Christ. Por

this reason, he considers James' letter to be a "right

strawy epistle". Likewise he is, at one point, willing to

hold up Christ against Scripture should Scripture contra¬

dict Christ. "That which treats of Christ" is Luther's

standard for judging the Bible. The Bible records the

historical event of Jesus Christ; it is the "swaddling-

clothes" in which Christ is laid. His critical viewpoint

arises from what we have termed the moral and ontological

1
Bartin Luther, deformation writings of Martin Luther.

Vol. I, trans. Bertram Lee vjoolf (.'iondon:" Lutterworth
Press, 1952), p. 226.

p
"Martin Luther, Works of Martin Luther. Vol. VI

(Philadelphia: 1. J. Holman Co. 6c The Castle Press, 1932),
pp. 367-368.
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paradoxes which Scripture itself bears.^
lo a certain degree, it is understandable how Barth

could misinterpret Kierkegaard on the meaning of paradox.

In The Sickness Unto Death, the paradox is treated briefly;

and in Philosophical Fragments, the paradox is outlined

without the accompanying detail which would avoid any mis¬

interpretation. But it is difficult for one to understand

now the same kind of phenomenal paradox has achieved such

wide acceptance as being truly representative of Luther's

Christology, when at every turn Luther holds up the plain

meaning of Scripture against all speculative attempts to

replace its simplicity with sophistication. Phis must be

one of the most remarkable misunderstandings in the history

of Christian scholarship. Scripture, again when taken at

its face value, presents Christ as an ontological paradox,

not as a phenomenal paradox.

For Luther, God was hidden in the flesh of Christ.

God's activity was recognizable neither to the naked eye in

terms of Christ's appearance nor in his Cross. But such

hiddenness never included, to Luther's understanding,

Christ's teaching and works as often reported to be the

case by contemporary theology. When Scripture was read in

~*"For examples of Luther's use of Scripture, see:
Martin Luther, Works o^ Martin Luther. Vol. Ill (Phila¬
delphia: A. J. Holman Co. & The Castle Press, 1930), p. 395*

Kurt Aland, "Luther As Bxegete," Ihe expository
limes. LXIX (Oct. '57-Sept. ' 58>, p. b6.

Luther, Works of Martin Luther. Vol. Ill, p. 350.
Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 33» the Bondage

of The Will (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972), p. 90
and loOff.
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the sense that Luther encouraged, Christ preached the

gospel, healed the sick, raised the dead, etc. In a word,

Luther's understanding of Christ was the understanding

taken over by Kierkegaard in his "incognito". It was never

the "leap into the dark" which Bornkamm describes. Luther

writes:

This means that he /3hris.t7, ate, drank, slept,
awakened, was tired, sad, and happy, he wept and
laughed, hungered, thirsted, froze, and perspired.
He chatted, worked, and prayed. In brief, He
required the same things for life's sustenance and
preservation that any other human being does. He
labored and suffered as anyone else does. He ex¬
perienced both fortune and misfortune. The only
difference between Him and all others was that He
was sinless. Since He is also very God, he was
free of sin. And yet He was the man through whom
the whole world was created and made.^

Contemporary theology has no problem thus far. But

Luther goes on to add the following:

There is the Creator. He is in the world. He
lives among men. But He is well hidden. The world
did not know Him and paid no attention to Him,
especially not until His thirtieth year, when He
began t<? prgagh, hesfl the siq>, apd raise thq dead.2

Or again:

But because Christ's actual appearance did not
coincide with the image of Him which their thoughts
conjured up—lie was plain and unassuming, and en¬
joyed no great reputation—the rulers of the people
of Israel and the common mob would not acknowledge
Him as the Messiah, much less accept Him. And this
despite the fact that St. John had preceded Him as
His herald and had testified to Him, and that lie

Martin Luther, Luther's „orks. Vol. 22, Sermons On
The Gospel of St. John. Chapters 1-4 (St. Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1957;, p. 73*

'

i old.. p. 71+. Italics mine.
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Himself appeared publically shortly thereafter,
preaching with power and performing miracles.j

Luther maintains that on the one hand, Christ appeared

to be like any other man. There was nothing in terms of

his physical appearance which would set Him apart from the

millions upon millions of men that have lived. Yet this

same man—ordinary to all appearance— demonstrated Himself

to be something beyond man by what He accomplished.

Luther describes this ontological paradox as follows:

...Christ not only demonstrated His humanity with
His actions, by dwelling among the people so that
they could see Him, hear Him, speak with Him, and
live near Him until His thirty-fourth year, by
suffering cold, hunger, and thirst in this feeble
and wretched human form and nature, but that He
also displayed His glory and power in proof of
His divinity. Of this He gave proo^ with His
teaching, His preaching, His signs and wonders,
convincing anyone of His Godhead who was not
blinded and hardened by the devil, as the high
priests and scribes were. By word and deed
He proved that He was God by nature: He healed
the sick and raised the dead; in short, He wrought
more and greater miracles than any prophet before
Him, in fact, than any other human being ever was
able to do.0

Luther's position, of course, was nothing new.

Tertullian, it has been affirmed, held to this same kind

of ontological paradox, as did Luther, many centuries

before. It may be helpful, as well, to quote a passage from

lertullian's Apology (XXI), where he writes similar to

Luther:

It followed therefore that he whom they /I.e. the
JewsZ had assumed to be merely man because of his

1 - ?
ibid.. p. 77. Italics mine. "ibid.. p. &11*
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humanity, they regarded as a magician from his
power, when by a word he cast out demons from
men, restored light to the blind, cleansed lepers,
braced up the paralytic again, and even by a word
restored the dead to life, ruled the elements them¬
selves, quelling storms and walking upon seas,
showing that he was the word of God (that is the
Logos), that original, first-born word, attended
by power and reason and supported by spirit, the
selfsame who was both making and had made every¬
thing in a word. At his teaching, however, by
which the teachers and leading men among the Jews
were refuted, they were so angered, especially
because a vast crowd was turning aside to him,
that in the end they persecuted him, and by vio¬
lence of their partisanship obtained from Pontius
Pilate...Jesus' surrender for crucifixion...^

Tertullian goes on to add these solemn words:

Let no one charge us with dishonour, let no one
believe any other thing than this /I.e. the above,
ete.7, because it is not permitted for anyone to
tell lies about his o'wn religion, ^or from the
moment that a man says anything that is worshipped
by him other than what he worships, he denies what
he worships, and transfers both worship and honour
to another, and by transferring he now no longer
worships that which he denied. ->

To sum up, then, it would seem unlikely that the

paradox of contemporary theology—the paradox which runs

contrary to all phenomena in terms of Jesus' divinity—can

find support for its position in the writings of Kierkegaard,

or for that matter, in the writings of Luther and Tertullian.

Reading the Scripture as history, they held to an understan¬

ding of Christ which was basically a paradox of ontology.

Kierkegaard's paradox borrows from the paradoxes described

by these earlier theologians. There appears to be nothing

"^fertullian, loologeticus. trans. Alex.Souter (Cam¬
bridge: The University Press, 1917), pp. 71-73*

Pibid.. p. 75*
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of importance which would separate Kierkegaard's position,

in this regard, from these preceding positions studied in

this thesis, except for the fact chat Kierkegaard refers to

Christ as the "Paradox", whereas these others did not.

Vernard ^ller has drawn attention to a significant breach

in the continuity of Christology.

An hither/Or

Perhaps it is fitting that in dealing with Kierkegabd,

we should finally pose a dilemma around one of Kierkegaard's

favorite themes: either/or. While the question of sus¬

taining Kierkegaard's paradox is not, strictly speaking, at

the center of discussion in this thesis, it is a question

which naturally arises, ahd which requires some comment.

It would be anticlimactic, if not irresponsible, to escort

the paradox all this way, only to abandon it outside the

pale of the current discussion. The problem which arises is
this: either the Christological positions of i'ertullian,

Luther, and Kierkegaard (positions which take Scripture at

its face value and even in its literal sense) are no longer

adequate, given the conclusions of historical criticism—

in which case, they should be honestly and finally laid to

rest; or historical criticism is, at some point, inadequate

--in which case there is need for the further qualification

of such research due to the nature of the paradox.

Contemporary theology, it would seem, has sought to

grasp the best o** two worlds. On the one hand, it has

maintained that the ontological paradox is no longer
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necessary, given its exegetical conclusions."1" On the

other, it has looked for support in this endeavor especi¬

ally to Luther and Kierkegaard by understanding the paradox

to be found in their works to represent a paradox of
2

phenomenon rather than ontology.

Let us, therefore, move on to discuss this dilemma

using Rudolf Sultmann's theology as a primary case. In the

following, the arguments in favor of sustaining the paradox

will especially be considered, fhe reason for such a

biased approach is twofold: ^1) given the manifold conclu¬

sions of historical criticism, a response is called for if

one is to cling seriously to the traditional Christological

positions described above; and (2) there appears to be

certain implications of Kierkegaard's paradoxical approach

which have been largely overlooked in the current debate.

That Bultmann understands paradox in a different

manner from Kierkegaard stems from the fact that both men

have differing presuppositions regarding the nature of the

world, and the events that are possible within it. Kierke¬

gaard writes in a journal entry in lSW:

To God all things are possible, that thought is now,
in the deepest sense, my watch-word, has acquired a
significance in my eyes which I had never .imagined
it could have. That I must never, at any moment,
presume to say that there is no way out for God
because I cannot see any. For it is despair and

This has been, in general, the finding of historical
criticism since David Friedrick .Strauss' famous work, Das
-e'oen Jesu (1835) > and has not reversed itself in recent
years.

2
This practice would appear invalid in view of the

discussion thus far.
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presumption to confuse one's pittance of imagin¬
ation with the possibility over which God
disposes.^

Kierkegaard's presupposition is the presupposition of

faith. He sees God at work both in nature and history.

Miracles do happen for Kierkegaard. In fact, "God can only
2

snow himself to man in miracles..."

On the contrary, 3ultmann holds to a presupposition

which excludes Kierkegaard's understanding. Bultmann's

theology is entirely consistent and predictable in this

respect that whatever has happened historically must be

understood "within" the process of history. He writes in

Jesus 'aid The Word (l93'+):

Obviously the /biblical7 criticisms which many
deliver, favorable or unfavorable, are given from
a standpoint beyond history. As against this I
here especially aimed to avoid everything beyond
history and to find a position for myself within
history. Therefore evaluations which depend on
the distinction between the historical and the
super-historical find no place here.^

Again Bultmann holds to the "Infinite qualitative

difference" in relationship to Jesus as being God's reve¬

lation. This same understanding is expressed in a clearer

fashion in a work decades later. In his essay, "Is

exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible?" (1957)» he

3(3ren Kierkegaard, The Journals of Lbren rierkegasrd.
trans. Alexander Dru (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford
Univeristy Press, 1938)j (75l+) p. 2*+0.

Ibid., (V;8) p. 13*+.

^D. Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus And The Word, trans. Louise
Pettibone Smith, Erminie Huntress (London: Ivor Nicholson
& Watson, 1935), p. 7«
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writes concerning the historical method:

The historical method includes the presuppo¬
sition that history is a unity in the sense of a
closed continuum of effects in which individual
events are connected by the succession of cause
and effect. This does not mean that the process
of history is determined by the causal law and
that there is no free decisions of men whose
actions determine the cause of historical happ¬
enings. But even a free decision does not happen
without a cause, without a motive, and the task
of the historian is to come to know the motives
of actions. All decisions and all deeds have
their causes and consequences; and the histori¬
cal method presupposes that it is possible in
principle to exhibit these and their connections
and thus to understand the whole historical
process as a closed unity.^

As in his earlier statement, this latter statement,

as well, seeks to understand history without reference to

anything beyond itself. Bultmann's methodology begins with

the assumption that it is theoretically possible to explain

the entire historical process as a "closed unity".

This presupposition, however, is not held to exclu¬

sively. Bultmann as well claims "faith". In faith,

Bultmann denies this "chain of cause and effect as it

2
presents itself to the natural observer." In faith, he

is able to place supernatural events within the realm of

causal history. Yet this is done not as mythology does

through an observable phenomenon, Bultmann argues, but

rather in a hidden way. He writes:

Rudolf Bultmann, existence And ^alth: Shorter
writings of Rudolf Bultmann. trans. Bchubert M. Ogden
(London a Glasgow: Collins, i960), p.

2
Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology (London:

SCM Press Ltd., 1958), pp. 6l+-6?.
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In faith I realize that the scientific world-
view does not comprehend the whole reality of the
world and of human life, but faith does not of^er
another general world-view which corrects science
in its statements on its own level. Rather faith
acknowledges that the world-view given by science
is a necessary means for doing our work within the
world. Indeed, I need to see the worldly events
as linked by cause and effect not only as a scien¬
tific observer, but also in my daily living. In
doing so there remains no room "or God's working.
This is the paradox of faith, that faith 'never¬
theless' understands as God's action here and now
an event which is completely intelligible in the
natural connection of events.-^

This position represents a significant ''and sometimes

overlooked) difference between Bultmann on the one hand,

and the positions of Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard

on the other, while they, like bultmann, claim faith,

their faith includes the fact of historical (historisch)
2

happening. bultmann, given this presupposition, considers

the claim of any such observable event to be "mythology",

however Kierkegaard maintains his position against mythol¬

ogy. ^or Kierkegaard, "Actuality, i.e. the fact that this

or that actually occurred, is the subject of faith... "J It

is this understanding which calls normal "scientific"

presuppositions into question as far as Kierkegaard is

concerned. For Kierkegaard is convinced that the paradox

1ibid., p. 6?.
2
e.g. Sgfren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments,

trans. David F. Swenson (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1962), p. 108.

-Wren Kierkegaard, i arke^aard' s Concluding Unscien¬
tific Postscript, trans. David 7. Gwenson, Walter cowrie
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19*+!), p. 515.
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of the God-Man, including the related implications of word

and deed, happened in "actuality", not just in the

"illusory" world of mythology.

Bultmann's approach, therefore, raises an interesting

problem. Since his world-view cannot be disturbed by

"supernatural, transcendent powers", there can be no

"miracle" in any "super-" sense of the word. This would

be something whose cause existed apart from history. He

states:

While, for example, the Old Testament narrative
speaks of an interference by God in history, hist¬
orical science cannot demonstrate such an act of
God, but merely perceives that there are those who
believe in it. To be sure, as historical science,
it may not assert that such a faith is an illusion
and that God has not acted in history. But in it¬
self as science cannot perceive such an act and
reckon on the basis of it; it can only leave every
man free to determine whether he wants to see an

act of God in a historical event that it itself
understands in terms of that event's immanent
historical causes.,

Thus if God is to reveal Himself to the world, to

Kierkegaard's way of thinking, He can do it only through

"miracle" (ontological paradox). But if God only reveals

Himself through "miracle", to Bultmann's way of thinking,

science cannot "perceive" such an event as occurring, but

would rather "understand" it in terms of the event's

"immanent historical causes". Thus we are back to our defi¬

nition of paradox ("i.e. the term used to describe an

ontological contradiction in which the absolutely unlike

/'eternal divine essence/7 comes into being in the abso¬

lutely like /'existence/.7 as an objective historical

^Bultmann, existence "nd faith. p. 3^5.
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occurrence and there reveals itself by virtue of the absurd).

This "paradox" historical cience finds to be absurd and

seeks to explain it through historical causation. In fact,

according to cience, there is no paradoxical occurrence

at all.

This raises questions, from the perspective of the

ontological paradox, as to the value of "the scientific

method" as a means of determining whether or not any reve¬

latory event occurred in history, Bultmann may be placed

in the tradition of Francis Bacon who said once long ago,

"God does nothing in nature save by second-causes"."* Yet

if this conviction is held to at the start as a presuppos¬

ition, it would rule out beforehand the possibility of an

ontological paradox as an historical occurrence, there

being no tool adequate for the task. In the case of Jesus

Christ, at least, the objective, scientific historian has

ceased to be objective, by holding to a position which is

as much a matter of faith as the believer's. The "scien¬

tific" argument runs, a non oosse ad non esse—if

something is impossible it never happened. This, however,

is a questionable stance for any historian to adopt.

Bacon, though, was also of the opinion that a proper

scientific approach to any realm of experience studied the

facts under investigation with an open, and unprejudiced

^"luoted in Tobert 8. Cushman, "Is The Incarnation A
Gymbol?," Theology i-'odav. <7 (July, 1958), p. 180.
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mind, and, therefore, allowed the facts to make their own

impression upon him.1 It would seem that a prime require¬

ment of any researcher would be an openness to the facts

as they are. Yet as Bultmann points out, no exegesis is

without presuppositions; the exegete is not a "tabula
2

rasa". In distinction from natural science, he affirms,

historical science deals with facts which cannot be neut¬

rally observed, "...but rather open themselves in their

meaning only to one who approaches them alive with questions,

then they are always only understandable now in that they

actually speak in the present situation."-^ historical

investigation is never closed because the questions asked

of history arise in the present situation as an on-going

process.

L'his would suggest that a study of the God-Man cannot

be objective in the scientific sense. It certainly cannot

claim to have reached any positive conclusions on the basis

of science, since it is impossible to be knowing about the

God-Man, one may only be believing. Likewise the very

questions that science asks of history in so far as they

are shaped by scientific presuppositions, determine the

shape of the answers. Kierkegaard once observed, in this

respect, that one begins a study of the Bible from one of

. M. Shaw, "The Basically Supernatural Character
of the Christian Gospel," Canadian Journal of Theology.
XII (1966), pp. 26^-265.

"'Bultmann, Existence And Faith, p. 3*+2.

3ibid., p. 3*+8.
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two presuppositions, either Jesus was the God-Man, or he

was not.^" That is to say, what is involved in this

question is as much a subjective problem as an objective

one, the subjective issue being the emphasis of the loaclu-

djflg Unscientific ?qstsqyipt.

However, if science cannot speak in a positive sense

regarding revelation, it being a consideration "into

another kind" and therefore the object of faith, it is at

least theoretically possible that it may negate the his¬

torical basis of the Christian revelation, since revelation

in order to be revealed must be tied to history: Jesus is

the God-Man. Yet, strictly speaking, such a negation

lacks "certainty" because history is a relative dimension

and not an absolute one. historical research can lead only

to probable results. Under certain conditions (e.g. the

recovery of historical evidence through archaeology), the

results of historical research may become so extremely

probable as to constitute "practical certainty". Yet this

must be distinguished from "absolute", or "philosophic
2

certainty". i'he question which arises is in what sense

"practical certainty" may be spoken of in relationship to

Bultmann's historical method, if at all. Let us look

further at Bultmann's approach.

1Kierkegaard, draining In Christianity, p. 30.
p
Harvey K. McArthur, "From the Historical Jesus to

Cnristology," Interoretation. XXIII (April, 1969), p. l*+5.
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In recent years much emphasis has been placed on the

fact that Bultmann was influenced by Martin Kahler."1"
K&hler's famous book, Che Jo-Called Historical Jesus .And

Che historic. ciblical Christ. argued two main points:

(1) that the search for the historical Jesus wa3 ill

conceived, and (2) that the historic (HeschlchtllchJ

Christ is the Christ of New Testament preaching. I$hler

defended the suggestion that it was impossible to somehow

get behind the historic, Biblical Christ to the historical

Jesus. According to KMhler, "...we have no sources for a

biography of Jesus of Nazareth which measure up to the
p

standards of contemporary historical science." Thus he

emphasized the preached Christ as the "real" Christ.-^
The similarities between Kghler's position and that

of Bultmann's later development of form criticism are

numerous. According to Carl Braaten, they agree that no

historical biography of Jesus may be composed from the

gospels. Likewise there is no scientific basis for the

"arcan prejudice", namely, that the historical outline of

Mark may be taken to be the most reliable chronology. The

difference between the fourth gospel and that of the

synoptics is basically one of degree, not one of kind.

Thus all four gospels largely reflect the early evange¬

listic preaching which founded the Church. As such they

^Carl Braaten in, Martin .dnler, Che oo-Called
.historical Jesus And Che nistoric. Biblical Christ, trans.
Carl Braaten (Philadelphia: Portress Press, 196'+), p.

ibid.. p. bQ. ^ibld., p. 66.
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present the witness of the early Church to Jesus as the

Christ. It is impossible and irrelevant to get behind the

kerygma to a purely historical Jesus. The tradition of

Jesus the Crucified Messiah is inseparable from the

believing community. The recollections regarding Jesus

were shaped in the community. The tradition should be

understood in terms of its original intention, that is,

kerygmatically. Thus the event of the resurrection becomes

the basic heraeneutic factor for New Testament interpre¬

tation. ^
however, it should be noted in passing, that while

there are some basic similarities between Kfihler and iult-

niann, there are also some basic differences, fhe chief

difference between the two lies in how they distinguish

between his torie and Oeschichte. For Bultmann, as we have

seen, there is nothing in the historical (historisch/
events themselves which would set Jesus of Nazareth apart

from his contemporaries in any super-historical sense.

Rather the significance of Jesus arises out of the fact

that he is proclaimed as the "eschatological event" through

the Christian kerygma (Geschlchte).

Yet K&hler never makes sucn a hard distinction as

this. On the contrary, the biblical picture of Christ is

"real", for Kflhler, because it has arisen in history

(Historie). Christ .ig, the Messiah of Christian preaching

Xibid., pp. 3^-35.
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because he was the historical Messiah, and considered

himself to be such.1 KMhler writes in this regard:

The biblical picture of Christ, so lifelike and
unique beyond imagination, is not a poetic ideal¬
ization originating in the human mind. The
reality of Christ himself has left its ineffaceable
impress upon this picture. Were this not so, all
the scholars would long ago have ceased to rack
their brains over the sphinx-like enigma of this
person. Because it is so, thousands have been
able to live with him as if he were their most
intimate and influential friend^

^or K&hler, this historic (geschichtllch) picture of

Christ can only have arisen because the image itself was

an historical (hlstorisch) reality. The two meanings of

history cannot be clearly separated. Rather, "...Christ

himself is the originator of the biblical picture of

Christ..."3
Paul Althaus, in his companion volume entitled, The

.'.q-Called Xerygma And The Historical Jesus, makes some

related contributions to this discussion. He is of the

opinion that while it was necessary that KShler (writing

when he did in opposition to the "lives" of Jesus) should

emphasize the fact that the gospels were not primarily

historical sources, but were rather testimonies of faith,

today the emphasis should be placed elsewhere. Althaus

is concerned that the the gospels be viewed also as

historical (hlstorlsch) narratives and sources. 1'hus the

question as to the historical basis of the kerygma is
Ll

theologically legitimate and not one to be ignored.

1lbid.r p. 69. ' ibid., p. 79. ^ibid.. p. 87.
Italics his.

Ll
Paul \lthaus, Che ^o-Called Xerygma And The Histor¬

ical Jesus, trans. David Cairns (Edinburgh & London:
Oliver and Boyd, 1959)? p. 25.
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Althaus makes a like observation to the one made above

regarding the difference between XShler's and Bultmann's

respective understandings of history. He states:

here_/T.e. in the writings of Bultmann and
Gogarten/ Kfihler's proposition, that we cannot
theologically and dogmatically go behind the
kerygma. is affirmed. But in contrast to K&hler,
the retrospective question as to the historical
ground of the kerygma is also vetoed. Here we
have to do with an outlook indifferent to, or
rather hostile to, history.-^

Thus in opposition to Bultmann and Gogarten, Althaus

argues that:

Che problem is this; preaching has a double content
in inseparable unity; it is a report of things that
have happened, happened in our human history at a
determinate place in time. And secondly it is the
indicative and imperative, a witness of the sig¬
nificance of the event for salvation and judgment.0

Of course if such "double content" is really "insepar¬

able", it would be foolish to again renew the quest for the

historical Jesus. But to return to the question that has

been asked above (regardless of the issue of Bultmann's

faithfulness to KSnler's position), in what sense does

Bultmann's method of form criticism speak to the question

of "practical certainty" in negating the historical

(historisch) nature of the Scriptures, and likewise

Althaus' thesis concerning "inseparable unity"?

Bultmann sharpened the historical-critical method

into the form-critical method of biblical analysis. The

latter postulates the fact of an amorphous oral tradition

1lbld.. p. 27. 2ibid.. p. 29.
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"behind" the earliest written forms. These forms tended

to crystallize in a manner characteristic of all folk-

tradition. "hrthermore, it holds that these early forms

(i.e. narratives, apothegms, miracle stories, and proverbial

sayings) were selected by the Church not out of historical

concern but because of the developing Cnristology, and

because the early community, as a missionary and cultic

society,' was at odds with the greater society as a whole.1
Given these various tools, the apparent results of

such a critical approach were pervasive and even spec¬

tacular. Gerhard Ebeling writes in this respect:

...the crumbling fortifications of the orthodox
doctrine of Scripture were unable to withstand
the onslaught of the historical-critical method.
While the Church taught the verbal inspiration of
the Scriptures through God, historical enquiry
was showing the Bible to be the results of a long
and complicated development which could be charted
by the various disciplines of tradition-history,
form criticism, literary criticism, and by an
examination of the history of the canon and the
texts. Its various sources and historical strata
were isolated. Many of the details about the
history of the documents, as for example their
authorship, have been shown to be no more than
pious inventions. Much which was before con¬
sidered historical is now recognized as legendary.
Parallels from other religions have shown that
the portrayal of divine acts of revelation is
mythological in character. The biblical view of
the universe of time and space emerges as very
different from our own.9

Thus applying Gultmann's, as well as other related

critical methods, led to the conclusion that not only were

1Cushman, p. 17G.
p
Gerhard ^beling, Theology and Proclamation, trans.

John Riches (London: Collins, 1966), p. 18.
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these documents unreliable from the point of view of

historical chronology, but the constituent parts of the

documents themselves—the forms themselves—were largely

the legendary or mythical product of the Church's faith.1
And if on the grounds of "scientific historical knowledge",

which is Bultmann's accredited means of historical

"knowing", one cannot identify the subject involved in

the Church's messianic claim, neither can the claim be

verified, one can hardly be asked to put one's faith in an

historical event of absolute significance, if one cannot

even identify the event. If such, indeed, be the case,

in the words of one critic:

Jesus, where art thou? And the answer is, gone
beyond recall, that is. so far as the most
refined use of our adopted scientific method
can sav. 2

Yet there remain certain fundamental problems in

Bultmann's, and similar approaches, to which this above

passage hints. The chief problem with such critical

methods is simply the fact that while these approaches

may reach any number of critical "conclusions"—undeniably

both critics and "conclusions" abound—it does not,

therefore, follow that such-and-such a conclusion has any

relationship whatsoever to do with what actually occurred.

The fact that a hundred volumes, or a hundred thousand

volumes, have been written which reach similar conclusions,

lfillan Barr, "Bultmann's Estimate of Jesus", Scottish
■Journal uf Theology. VII ('1951+), p* 339.

2
Cushman, p. 172. Italics his.
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does not mean that, for example, the biblical Christ is not

the "real" (hlstorisch-geschichtlich) Christ of KShler and

Althaus, nor, for that matter, does it mean that He isi

In so far as one understands the theological method

of Luther and Kierkegaard, there are two arguments which

seem to present themselves in the defense of the ontolo-

gical kind of paradox here at issue. Phus if such a

paradox is to be sustained, a defense may be formulated

along the following lines: Historical criticism implies by

definition rational judgment, therefore (l) in so far as

such criticism demonstrates rational judgment, it is not

capable in principle of dealing with an ontological paradox

as an historical occurrence, since such an occurrence runs

contrary to reason.1 tod (2) in so far as such criticism

demonstrates rational .judgment, it is not capable in

principle of reaching "practical certainty" tor proof),
since a judgment is an opinion (perhaps an "expert"

opinion, but an opinion nonetheless/, and an opinion, while

constituting more than an impression, is less than positive
2

knowledge. Po recall a phrase used by Luther, one cannot

1
Phis is basically the thrust of Luther's polemics.

He argues from the standpoint of faith: "...what those
people keep saying—that because it is not in accord with
reason it is not true—we shall simply turn about and say
the opposite: Hod's Word is true, therefore your notions
must be false." touther's Works. Vol. 36, p. 3^3).

Kierkegaard makes a similar statement at one point:
"...but since the Paradox has made the Reason absurd, the
regard of the Reason is no reliable criterion." (Frag¬
ments. p. 65).

2
Phis is Luther's argument against Zwingli, upon whom

he considers the burden of proof to rest. Lee: Lu'tner' s
•orks. Vol. 37, p. 30ff.

It may be argued that such critical research concludes



290

begin with a water jug and end with a wine jar; the con¬

clusion must reflect the means by which the conclusion was

obtained, Practical certainty can only rely on historical

evidence, not on historical judgment. The greatest

certainty that judgment is able to reach is concensus;

but, again, concensus is not proof.

This latter point is often neglected by biblical

criticism. For example, Ebeling (quoted above) writes as

if the critical conclusions he cites are a practical

certainty. He does this in spite of the fact tnat Sultmann

apparently never makes so bold a claim. In fact, Bultmann

maintains that historical science cannot speak to the

question of revelation in history. Rather, "...it can

only leave every man free to determine whether he wants

to see an act of God in a historical event that it itself

understands in terms of that event's immanent historical

causes.""1" This is quite a different matter.

With these comments in mind, let us look at how Bult-

mann deals with the question of "historical revelation",

both in terms of "miracle", and in terms of "messianic

consciousness" (Christology). Bultmann begins his study

of Jesus by holding to strict historical analogy. That is

with a number of extremely probable findings. But, again,
this has nothing to do with the ontological paradox.
Kierkegaard writes, "The offended consciousness holds
aloof from the Paradox and keeps to the probable, since
the Paradox is the most improbable of things. Again it
is not the Reason that made this discovery; it merely
snatches the words from the mouth of the Paradox, strange
as this may seem; for the Paradox itself says: Comedies
and romances and lies needs be probable, but why should
I be probable?" (Fragments, p. 65).

"^Bultmann, existence And Faith, p. 3*+5•
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to say, what happens in the present is analogous to what

happened in the past, and vice versa. Thus Bultmann treats

the Bible as he would any historical document. Nor can

there be any exceptions, for Bultmann, if the Bible is to

beyond history for any explanation of Jesus' actions or

deeds. In his work, Jesus And I'he Jord. he writes:

Accordingly this book lacks all the phraseology
which speaks of Jesus as a great man, genius, or
hero; he appears neither as inspired nor as in¬
spiring, his sayings are not called profound, nor
his faith mighty, nor his nature child-like.
There is also no consideration of the eternal
values of his message, of his discovery of the
infinite depths of the human soul, or the like.
Attention is entirely limited to what he pur¬
posed. and hence to what his purpose as a part
of history makes a present demand on us^

Bultmann is of the opinion that, "...we can now know almost

nothing concerning the life and personality of Jesus,

since the early Christian sources show no interest in

either, are moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and

other sources about Jesus do not exist.

Of course the problem initially with this approach is

that while Bultmann treats the Bible as if it was any

other historical document, the Bible itself does not make

assertions exclusively about the historical plane.

Rather, in the words of St. Mark, for example, his work
i+

is, "...the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God."

1
be understood historically. Thus Bultmann does not look

1lbid.. pp. 3*+5-3^6
p. 3.
Siark 1.1.

2
oultmann, Jesus And I'he .vord.
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In other words, it raises the question of revelation in

an historical context, and to raise the question of reve¬

lation is to raise the question of miracle (ontological

paradox).
In his essay on "The Question of wonder", Bultmann

deals with this issue.^ He is convinced that it is

"almost impossible" for us today to believe in miracle

because we understand the natural process to be governed

by law. tirade is not a viable possibility, for Bultmann,

not because such an event would contradict all experience,

but because we presume, as axiomatic, law as a part of our

understanding of nature, an assumption from which we may
2

not free ourselves at will.

Thus "the idea of conformity to law" underlies our

basic ideas and actions which are related to the world.

Such a conception Is not merely an "Idea", "interpretation",

"judgment", "conclusion", or "world-view", but rather, he

argues, is "given in our existence in the world". We

always act in the world in implicit acceptance of, and in

conformity to, natural law. "Up" is up, and "down" is

down, so to speak, a fact which is true for all men regard¬

less of geographical or historical setting. Lven the

astronauts, one may add, are dependent upon the consistency

of natural law for their very lives. Assertions which

1Hudolf Bultmann, ?alth And understanding, ed. Hobert
W. Think, trans. Urnise Petti bone "mith f London: 3CM Press
Ltd., 1969>, p. 2»+7ff.

bid., pp. 2!+7-2>+8.
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cannot conform to such an understanding, Bultmann affirms

to be "fantasies"."1 Also more recent developments tend to

make the conclusion that many things which were once regar¬

ded as supernatural are now understood as conforming to

law. Thus, "...the impossibility of accepting miraculous

events as real becomes increasingly clear." It follows

that the "idea of miracle...must be abandoned." He con¬

tinues :

nence the Christian faith is apparently not
concerned with miracles; rather it has cause to
exclude the idea of miracle. No argument to the
contrary can be based on the fact that in the
Bible events are certainly recorded which must
be called miracles. That fact merely make3
necessary the use of critical methods which show
that the biblical writers in accordance with the
presuppositions of their thinking, had not fully
apprehended the idea of miracle and its impli¬
cations. The authority of Scripture is not
abandoned when the idea of miracle is relin¬
quished. The real meaning of Scripture can be
rightly seen only after the idea of wonder as
God's action has been made clear.?

Bultmann states that while wonders are "recorded" in

the New Testament which have the character of miracles,

especially In association with Jesus, they are acts which

only have Importance for "those immediately concerned".

Even if they were verified historically, they do not

"directly" concern us; as such they are not Christ's work,

if we understand Christ's work to be that of "redemption".

Lastly Bultmann concludes with a reference to Kierke¬

gaard:

Iibld.. p. 2*fd. ^lbid., p. 2^9.
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Anyone who chooses to affirm that God's revelation
is the historical personality of Jesus lays himself
open to Kierkegaard's taunt that he is smarter than
God himself, who sent his son in the hlddenness of
the flesh. To apply the conception of revelation to
the historically demonstrable personality of Jesus
is as senseless as to apply the conception of
creation and wonder to the world seen as nature.-^

Several comments may be presented in response to 3ult-

mann's opinions from the point of view of the ontological

paradox. Let us take each one in turn. The question of

the actual "use of critical methods", however, will be

reserved until Jesus' "messianic consciousness" is discussed

below.

First of all, Bultmann is correct in assuming that all

men rely on natural consistency, or "law" as he calls it, in

daily life. However such consistency does not necessarily

exclude the kind of ontological paradox which Kierkegaard

describes, as much as it makes such a paradox perceptible.

If the natural world were itself as absurd as Alice's

"wonderland", the paradox could not be perceived as being

absurd. It would, rather, be taken to be yet another

aspect consistent with such surroundings, ^very revelatory

aspect and implication would be reduced to naught. How¬

ever since all men are subject to an understanding of

natural consistency as a presupposition, "given in our

existence in the world". God's revelation becomes apparent

and astonishing: in the words which St. Mark records, "We
2

never saw anything like this!"; ' or in the words recorded

^ibid.. p. 261. ^Hark 2.12a.
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by St. Luke, "We have seen strange things today.

Secondly, while Buitmann feels that the biblical

writers describe what may be termed "miracles", they did

not fully apprehend the meaning of the "idea" of miracle

and its implications. Bultmann's criticism, in keeping

with his presupposition, views miracle as an "idea",

however, Kierkegaard's paradox has, in this thesis, been

defined as an "objective historical occurrence", fhus

Bui tmann ("much like Barth in the previous chapter) is

unable to speak to the question of ontological paradox,

because he is unwilling to admit to its historicity.

Thirdly, while Bultmann argues that even if miracles,

such as healings, could be more or less verified histori¬

cally, they do not concern us in so far as they are not

Christ's work of redemption. Yet while it may be true

that such events do not concern us, strictly speaking, as

redemptive works (Soteriology), they do, however, concern

us in so far as they testify to Christ's Person (Christol-

ogy).
While Christology and Soteriology cannot be separated,

there can be no Soteriology without a prior Christology.

If Melanchthon's phrase, "To know Christ is to know His

benefits", is true, it is only because Christ does the

work of Christ, for the same reason that a "sound tree
p

bears good fruit." It is interesting to note that when

the Christological question was asked of Jesus by John's

1Luke 5.26b. 2Matt. 7.17.
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disciples, Jesus directed them to his works: "...the blind

receive their sight and the lame walk, lepers are cleansed

and the deaf hear, and the dead are raised up, and the poor

have good news preached to them. And blessed is he who

takes no offense at me.

Lastly, Bultmann's final reference to Kierkegaard

underlies his basic misunderstanding of Kierkegaard's para¬

dox. We have already dealt with this at some length. For

Kierkegaard, "hiadenness of the flesh" meant exactly that,

and had nothing to do with Christ's teaching or miracles.

In fact it was his teaching and miracles together with this

"hiddenness" which constituted the paradox historically,

nller comments that Bultmann's motive is credible in

denying that miracles are supernatural "proofs" of Jesus'

divinity. Such "proofs" would destroy the paradoxical

precondition of faith. However he,states:

3.K. would have agreed with Bultmann's principle
but not with his application of it, for S.K. denied
that miracles actually can play the role that Bult-
mann fears they do. Indeed, S.K. insisted that
miracles are meet for his purpose, that their very
nature reflects the ambiguity, the pairing of 'pro'
and 'con', which truly heightens the paradox rather
than destroying it. lie pointed out miracle is
understood as a miracle only by one who through an
act of faith already has accepted the miracle-worker
for what he claims to be. Otherwise, the so-called
miracle is simply an inexplicable event which just
as easily and just as logically can be explained as
a fraud or delusion. For S.K., Jesus' miracles
are very much to the point; they are ambiguous
witnesses that attract attention and then, quite
the opposite of providing proof, force one to make
a decision regarding the paradoxical miracle-
worker . 2

^latt. 1.5-6.
'ierkegaard made much use of this passage in his work,

-.raining In Christianity (e.g. p. 96ff.).
~ller, p. 363•
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Thus Bultmann, in keeping with his basic presuppo¬

sitions and critical methods, seeks to understand those

events recorded in the New Testament which must be called

miracles wholly within their historical context. This,

again, is not to say that such events never occurred.

Rather it leaves the reader free to determine whether or

not he cares to believe in such events as miracles, given

the fact that they can be explained in the manner which

xiultmann does.

however a more basic question in terms of Christian

faith than the question of miracle, is whether or not the

historical Jesus actually considered himself to be the

Christ, the Son of God, and proclaimed himself to be such.

As Lller points out above, the question of miracle only has

significance in light of Jesus' super-historical claims.

Apart from such claims, any miracle is simply an "inexpli¬

cable event", devoid of any revelatory significance.

Let us, therefore, glance at how Bultmann deals with

the question of Jesus' "messianic consciousness", and the

Christological paradox which such a consciousness implies.

Bultmann argues that the Church, after Christ's death and

resurrection, "superimposed" her own faith in Jesus'

messiahship upon his person. He writes:

Ihe message of Jesus is a presupposition for
the theology of the New Testament rather than a
part of that theology itself. For New Testament
theology consists in the unfolding of those ideas
by means of which Christian faith makes sure of
its own object, basis, and consequences. But
Christian faith did not exist until there was a

Christian kerygma: i.e., a kerygma proclaiming
Jesus Christ—especially Jesus Christ the Crucified
and Risen One—to be God's eschatological act of
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salvation, tie was first proclaimed in tne kerygma
of the earliest Church, not in the message of the
historical Jesus, even though that Church freq¬
uently Introduced into its account of Jesus'
message, motifs of its own proclamation, thus,
theologically thinking—the theology of the New
Testament—begins with the kerygma of the earliest
Church and not before.^

The problem which arises at this point is what

historical evidence Bultmann can supply which would support

this understanding. 7or this opinion, as Bultraann admits,
2

runs contrary to the Evangelist's point of view. However,

it also runs contrary to St. Paul's view as well. On the

whole, St. Paul presupposes the historicity of Jesus'

message. As he states, "For no other foundation can anyone

lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus Christ.""
J+

In other places, however, St. Paul becomes more explicit.

Perhaps most explicit is his comment in I Timothy 6.13

where he speaks of the "good confession" which Christ made

before Pontius Pilate, a confession likewise echoed by the

Church (6.12). The Christological nature of such a con-

fession is apparent.

however, in answer to the question of historical

evidence, again Bultmann provides none. Rather, he merely

lets the assertion stand on its own as a premise. In

1
TudoIf Bultmann, hie. Thbblogy Cfte Hew Testament,

Vol. I, trans, 'endrick Grobel 'London: JCM Press Ltd.,
1952), p. 3.

°lbid.. p. 26. 3I Cor. 3.11.

)+e. g. Eph. 2.17ff• and I Tim. 3«l6, 6.3*
5 ,att. 27.11; Mk. 15.2; Lk. 23.3; said Jn. 18.37.
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other words, the assertion finds as its basis the probability

that such and such must have been the case. In so doing,

he is in keeping with the methods of historical criticism.

As Timothy Barnes writes in another context, "...rational

speculation provides the foundation of his /T.e the his-

torian'.s7 craft."" Yet it must be noted that Bultmann's

method presupposes that a "messianic consciousness"

(Chrlstology) is impossible to begin with, as has been dis¬

cussed. Thus Bultmann can reach no other conclusion in

suite of evidence to the contrary.

And there is evidence of this kind. It is interesting

and significant to note how Bultmann seeks to defend his

premise in the face of such opposing evidence. Let us look

at the way in which Bultmann deals with "Peter's Con-
p

fession". Bultmann finds this to be "no counter evidence".

On the contrary, he argues that "...it is an Baster-story

projected backward into Jesus' life-time, just like the

story of the Transfiguration (Mk. 9.2-8)."^ But how does

Bultmann know this? He does not know it (since knowledge

is dependent upon evidence); rather he makes the judgment

that such must have been the case, again given his pre¬

supposition.

In his work on The history of The vnontlc Tradition.

Bultmann deals with this passage in some detail, here

^Timothy David Barnes, Ter'culliao (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1971), p» 56.

2Mk. 8.27-30; Matt. 16.13-23; and Luke 9.18-22.

^Bultmann, Theology of The Mew Testament. Vol. I,
p • 26.
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he considers the passage to be "legend", and Jesus' question

a "literary device". Let us consider how Bultmann deals

with this passage, noting the judgmental element in his

method (italics):

...the narrative is fragmentary, since it must
have originally contained an account of the atti¬
tude Jesus himself took to the confession he had
stimulated. The instruction to keep silent and
the prophecy of the Passion, together with the
rejection of Peter in vv. 31-33 are formulations
bv Mark, and parts of what follows need not, in
my view, be considered as the original continu¬
ation of the Confession. I think that the original
conclusion has been retained in Matt. 16.17-19.
Mark has dispensed with it. and has on ton o^ that
introduced a polemic against the Jewish-Christian
point of view represented by Peter from the sphere
of the Hellenistic Christianity of the Pauline
circle (8.32f). At the least Matt. 16.17-19 goes
back to an old Aramaic tradition...The words can
hardly have been formulated in any other place
than in the Palestinian Church, where Peter was
looked up to as the founder and leader of the
Church and the blessing of Peter was put into the
mouth of the Risen Lord. ?or it is doubtless the
risen Lord who speaks in Matt. 16.17-19 is the
original conclusion to the story of the Confession,
that but expresses the view that Peter's experi¬
ence of master was the time when the early Church's
messianic faith was bom; indeed we should have to
reckon the whole narrative as an Master story,
which had been (perhaps for the first time in
Mark) carried back into the ministry of Jesus.
Just as Jer. 20-22f. is a parallel to Matt. 16.19,
so the whole story of the Confession has a clear
parallel in the Easter story in Jn. 21.15-19. •,

This kind of rational approach is typical of 3ult-

marxn's exegesis. He deals in the same way with Jesus'

messianic title, "Son of Man". Bultmann speculates, for

1Rudolf Bultmann, history of The oynoptic L'radltion,
trans. John Marsh (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963J, op.
258-259.
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example, that when Jesus forgives the sins of the paralytic

as the Son of Man,'1' it must be a "wrong translation", or

really refers to the word "I", Bultmann argues that it is

the Palestinian Church which deals with the tradition in

2
such a manner as to increase its own "authority".

Yet nothing has been proved. That Peter's Confession

is "an Easter-story projected backward into Jesus' life¬

time", that Peter's Confession never occurred, that the

phrase "Son of Man" is a wrong translation, and most

important, that Jesus never considered Himself to be the

Christ (ontological paradox), and never elicited this

response in his contemporaries, are all the product of

Bultmann's critical method. Such a method is a method

precisely because further historical evidence is lacking.

Again, Bultmann does not claim any such proof on the

basis of such a method. Rather he only claims to demon¬

strate such an event "in terms of that event's immanent

historical causes.That is to say, he seeks to explain

such an event as occurring entirely "within" history; and

thus no reference to any super-historical explanation is

required.

However from the point of view of Kierkegaard's

paradox, such an explanation is tantamount to saying

merely that the ontological paradox is paradoxical. That

1Mk. 2.1-12.

2
Bultmann, history uf i'he .'ynootlc Tradition, pp. 15-

16.

^Bultmann, existence End Jaith. p. 3l+5»
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is to say, it is absurd, and thus seeks a rational explana¬

tion. But we knew this when we started. In fact, it was

admitted that the paradox not only contradicts reason, but

in the words of Kierkegaard and like minds is "absurd".

Whether it be in terms of miracle, or in terms of

Jesus' messianic claims, Bultmann looks to "critical

methods" which would explain such events in a fashion more

acceptable to his presupposition. Such a method, we should

note as well, is analogous to the method of Erasmus which

Luther once argued against. Erasmus used figurative

explanations or "tropes" to deal with difficult passages

which contradicted his understanding of free choice.1- In

a similar way, Bultmann seeks to explain difficult

passages which contradict his understanding of a "closed

continuum...of cause and effect". The issues are different;

but the dynamics are the same. Erasmus and Bultmann place

human reason above God's omnipotence; Luther and Kierke¬

gaard affirm the contrary, humility before God, for the

latter, includes man's reason; to quote Luther, "...there
2

is no avoiding the absurdity." Man's reason finds Jesus

Christ to be impossible and contradictory. In light of

this, one must either seek to explain the paradox involved

through rational means (e.g. "The proclaimer became the

proclaimed."), thus making human reason the final arbiter

of what God is able to do; or one must believe (e.g. "Let

^"See Appendix B.

"Luther, The Bondage Of The Will, p. 173.
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God be GodI") • ^or if God is God, He is beyond human

reason's ability to comprehend.

To return to the question which was posed previously,

3ultmann does not achieve "practical certainty" in negating

the ontological paradox which Kierkegaard describes, nor

does he claim to. In fact, Bultmann admits, at one point,

that the question of Jesus' "messianic consciousness"

remains open.1 Bultmann presents no new historical evi¬

dence, only new critical tools. And criticism, it has

been argued, cannot attain "practical certainty". Let us

keep this issue in mind as a few comments are made on his

famous essay on demythologizing.

Much of what Bultmann deals with in this essay has

been implicit in our discussion thus far. Bultmann argues

that fin opposition to K&hler) the historical Jesus was

turned into myth by primitive Christianity, i'he preached

Christ was, for the most part, the Christ of faith, having

little historical (historisch) foundation. He was

presented under the influence of .a Gnostic redeemer-myth

which maintained that he was not a mere human being, but

a God-Man, a pre-existent being, who redeemed man from his

sinful condition. Not only did he die, but he rose from

the grave, and returned to his heavenly realm, enabling
a

his followers to return to this realm of light as well.

1
Bultmann, ..xi^tegqe .And ^ith, p. 3^3-

2
Rudolf Bultraann quoted in, Harns-Werner Bartsch, ed.,

'erygma And Myth. Vol. I, trans. Reginald H. Fuller
(London: 3.F.C.K., 1971), p. 8.
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i'his kind of message Bultmann finds to be "irrational

and utterly meaningless"." Instead he proposes a two-fold

task which would rightly present the Christian message to

modern man. Not only must the gaspel be "demytholo-

gized",. that is, the primitive mythical elements of

Christian preaching be removed, but its message must be

reinterpreted in a manner more acceptable to modern scien¬

tific thinking."'

In much of what Bultraann has to say, there is no

basic disagreement with Kierkegaard's paradox. There are

admittedly mythical elements (as defined by Bultmann), In

the New Testament which, if held to in all seriousness as

real historical (historisch) occurrences, would demand a

sacrificium lntellectus. In fact, it may be argued that

Kierkegaard himself presents us with a "demythologized"

account of the New Testament message in his Philosophical

fragments (18M+), and later, and more extensively, in his

Training In Christianity (1850). here many of the

elements which modern "scientific" man considers to be

"mythical" are either excluded or reinterpreted in a

secular fashion (e.g. the Virgin Birth, the Resurrection,

and the Ascension). ior are the mythical elements, as

myth, necessary for Christian belief. What is necessary,

according to Kierkegaard, is the ontological paradox; and

^lbld. Indeed it i^ "irrational and utterly meaning¬
less"... so described.

^Shaw, p. 26l.
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this is precisely the disagreement—if one may call it

that—between Kierkegaard and 3ultmann. vor Bultmann to

claim Kierkegaard as an intellectual forebear, it is neces¬

sary that he redefine Kierkegaard's concept of paradox as

has been shown. Such is necessary as Bultmann's definition

of "myth" is so broad as to include what Kierkegaard means

by paradox."1"
It has been pointed out that Bultmann's real reason

for his proposal to demythologize the Church's message lies

not only in a desire to make this message more palatable to

modern man, but also in an underlying fact. Bultmann's

concept of mythology includes, as well, "all objectifying

statements about the acts of God." According to George

Ladd:

Demythologizing is a demand of faith itself, "^or
faith needs to be emancipated from its association
with a world view expressed in objective terms,
whether it be a mythical or a scientific one. It
is a fundamental failure of mythological thinking
that it has tried to project God and His acts into
the sphere of objective reality. The invisibility
of God excludes every myth which tries to make Him
and His acts visible. God withdraws Himself from
the objective view: He can only be believed upon in
defiance of all outward appearance. Security can
be found only by abandoning all security. This
framework of nature and history is profane, it is
only in the light of the Word of proclamation that
nature and history become for the believer, contrary
to appearance, the field of divine activity.0

In opposition to this paradox of phenomenon, Kierke¬

gaard argues that there is an actual objective historical

^Bee: Slier, pp. 362-363.
p
George ^ldon Ladd, "The Role Of Jesus In Bultmann's

Theology," scottish Jpjirnai qf_i'h3qlqgy» xviii q965),
p. 59.
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basis for the faith. While God does not appear to man

"face to face", he does appear in the flesh. He manifests

Himself to man through his words and deeds. Such an

historical occurrence serves as the point of departure for

Christian faith.

This Bultmann claims to be myth, "...the use of

imagery to express the other worldly in terms of human

life, the other side in terms of this side."'*' Such acts

and deeds, Bultmann argues in another context, are toothing ✓-

new:

...they come from old mythologies. from ancient
hopes and dreams. The new element was simply the
fact that all these assertions were made about this
specific historical man, Jesus of Nazareth. But
the conceptions were not necessarily altered by
this ascription to a specific person. Rather,
this historical figure, because of the strong
impression he made on people, became the occasion
for believing the old wishes and fantasic dreams
to be reality.2

From the point of view of the paradox, however, this

criticism itself finds little basis in reality. What the

reason finds to be offensive cannot have happened. Thus

some "critical method" must be employed to help the paradox

out of its sorry condition. We are left with Kierkegaard's

biting, and none too complimentary, words from the pen of

Johannes Climacus: "When Reason takes pity on the Paradox,

and wishes to help it to an explanation, the Paradox does

not indeed acquiesce, but nevertheless finds it quite

Bultmann, 'erygma And Myth. I, p. lOn.

23ultmann, :?aith And Understanding, p. 26k-,
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natural that the Reason should do this; for why do we have

our philosophers, if not to make supernatural things

trivial and commonplace?""*"

1Kierkegaard, Fragments, p. 72.
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Summation

In this thesis we have sought, first of all, to

demonstrate Kierkegaard's understanding of paradox. It

has been affirmed that Kierkegaard's paradox is basically

a paradox of ontology: the historical God-Man, the man who

appears absolutely like all the others, but who demon¬

strates himself as being absolutely unlike all the others

both by word and by deed.

Secondly, we have noted the genesis of Kierkegaard's

understanding of paradox as it appears in both Tertullian

and Luther. Khile both hold similar views in terms of the

ontological paradox and basic theological approach, a

greater difference was noted in terms of the moral aspect

of the paradox. Kierkegaard appears to be closer to

fertullian than to Luther in this respect.

Thirdly, we have observed the history of Kierkegaard's

paradox in the twentieth-century. Paradox in contemporary

theology has come to mean a paradox of appearance or

phenomenon. That is to say, there was nothing unique in

the life of the historical Jesus which would separate him

from other prophets and religious leaders in the ontolo¬

gical sense here described.

fourthly, it has been argued that such an understanding,

on the part of contemporary theology, is a breach not only

regarding 'ierkegaard's understanding of paradox (as i^ller

has pointed out), but regarding the understandings upon

which Kierkegaard relied: Eertullian and Luther.



309

Lastly, such a breach, it would seem, raises a dilemma

for contemporary theology; either the Christologies of

Tertullian, Luther, and Kierkegaard have been proven to be

ill conceived due to the findings of historical criticism;

or historical criticism itself is, at some point, inade¬

quate and in need of qualification.

for the sake of discussion, certain questions have

been raised concerning 3ultmann's "critical methods", from

the viewpoint of Luther and Kierkegaard especially. It

should be noted, however, that while Bultmann has been used

as a case in point, the issue is much greater than simply

the findings of one theologian. In asking such questions,

it is realized that "critical methods" themselves are

being criticized. In this regard, it may be helpful to

take note of the following comments, written by a repre¬

sentative of one's own denomination:

There are those, of course, who have no
patience with this exacting task of critical
interpretation and prefer to deal with the Bible
as though it has no relationships to its times,
a timeless book untouched by human hand. Their
motives are not always questionable or vicious;
they are frequently reacting against what they
regard as a relativizing of the biblical message.
I'hey fear that once the critical process is under
way it will be impossible to point to a sure
message from God. But it is important to recog¬
nize that the historical character of the Bible
makes the critical process not only permissible
but necessary. The gospel is not present in the
Bible like precious metal in unprocessed ore,
gold amid dross...^

This is an interesting comment in light of the
passage of Luther quoted above: "...think of the Bcrip-
tures...as the richest of mines, which can never be
worked out..." („orks of ..artin uther. Vol. 71, pp.
367-368).
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Biblical interpretation requires therefore not
only literal and historical principles but a theo¬
logical principle as well. God's message to us in
Christ varies with our relationship to Him. He
whose relationship to God in Christ is evasion or
rebellion will hear God's address to him as a

demand for responsibility. When he heeds this
message and comes to know himself as God's creature,
he can listen comprehendingly to the offer of life
in Christ. At its deepest level, biblical interpre¬
tation demands not only sound critical judgment but
an existential relation to God who speaks in Scrip¬
ture. For only the Holy Spirit can give understanding
of the realities of God's redemptive purpose, which
is the content and unifying principle of Scripture.^

Warren Cuanbeck has here in mind the kind of liter¬

alism which persistently haunts certain branches of

American Lutheranism and the Church in general. The reader

should be aware, however, that literalism is not the

issue raised above. Likewise one would seek to disas-

sociate oneself from a doctrine of "verbal inspiration",

or similar device, that would view the Bible as, "a timeless

book untouched by human hand." One is not seeking here

to perform the kind of "amputation" which ?er Ldnning

fears would leave culture "invalid".

Rather the issue here being raised is a problem which

stems from the relationship of Revelation to Reason.

Kierkegaard's paradox, it has been affirmed, has an

objective, historical 'historisch) basis. However such

an occurrence, because it involves historically the

Absolute consideration, poses certain problems. How may

Warren A. Quanbeck, "Gospel, Confession And Scrip¬
ture" in Paul C. ,xnpie & James I. McCord, . larbur.^
Revisited: A Reexamination Of Lutheran And Reformed
Traditions (Minneapolis:Augsburg Publishing House,
1900 / , Dp . 23-2'+.
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such an occurrence be perceived as having taken place in

history at all? Reason automatically finds such a para-

dox (as the kind recorded in the New Testament) absurd,

and, therefore, seeks to explain it in rational terms:

a non nosse ad non esse*

As opposed to this, Kierkegaard maintains that the

paradox may only be "apprehended" by faith not only

historically but immediately—that is, had one been con¬

temporaneous with it, faith would be necessary to avoid

the conclusion that Jesus was a messianic pretender and

a magician. Reason argues that it "perceives" (Sultmann)
no historical paradox; faith argues that reason cannot

"apprehend" (Kierkegaard/ what is plainly before it.

Thus faith considers itself to be higher than reason—

reason being a "blockhead and a dunce", at least in this

respect.

Thus historical criticism can neither prove nor

disprove the historical nature of revelation. Yet there

is an element of risk involved in such an historical

commitment." The evidence of historical research (as

opposed to the judgment of historical criticism) may

someday demonstrate the extreme improbability of the
A

paradox on historical grounds, through archaeological or
some other tangible means. Such research faith welcomes,

since it believes that it will be ultimately vindicated.

Reason also welcomes such research out of the same

Kierkegaard, 'Tagncnts. p. 103.
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conviction.

In the meantime, it would seem that the believer is

free to believe in the biblical Christ as the "real"

fhistorlsch-geschichtlich) Christ, simply because he is

so told. This is the point of Luther's "literal" inter¬

pretation. It is also the point of the words used by

Kierkegaard in the fragments: "If the contemporary

generation had left nothing behind them but these words:

'we have believed that in such and such a year the God

appeared among us in the humble figure of a servant, that

he lived and taught in our community, and finally died,'

it would be more than enough.""*" The New Testament

itself adds precious little to this statement which is

of value as far as faith is concerned. Faith is the only

organ which may "apprehend" such an ontological paradox

as having happened in history as an objective historical

occurrence.

Void., p. 130.
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Evaluation

Kierkegaard's paradox has little value as a rational

philosophic category. If Luther's distinction between

philosophy and theology is maintained, it would appear

that the chief value of such an understanding would be on

the side of theology. It is Luther's opinion that para¬

doxes are only of value for the "elect".^ Likewise

Kierkegaard states tnat the paradox exists for "Faith
2

alone". In the field of theology, the paradox has great,

and, indeed, Absolute significance. As was observed, it

is the point of departure for Christian faith.

The paradox, as a Chrlstological construct, would

appear to be an improvement upon the Chalcedonian Defi¬

nition. While this definition does point to two natures

in one person, it may lead to certain misinterpretations

either of an Eutychian or Nestorian variety. Such a

formulation, by its very positing of two natures, poses

the problem of "balance", in which one nature or the

other is overly stressed, a problem easily documented

in the history of Christian thought. Thus Hller

comments on the Kierkegaard!an paradox:

S.K., on the other hand, made no use of this
cregdal solution--but not because he was intent
on deserting orthodoxy. He chose to be unortho¬
dox in the interest of achieving a purer orthodoxy.
He consistently referred to Christ under the term

1Luther, the Bondage uf The Will, p. 61.
p
tierkegaard, Fragments, p. 120.
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L That is to say, reason is not capable of
acknowledging an ontological paradox in history,
even when there exists a certain amount of
objective documentation affirming such a paradox.
Hence the paradox may be said to exist for "Faith
alone" since other organs of apprehension are
incapable of embracing the paradox.



33>

'the God-Mail,' and he never allowed the slightest
grounds for breaking that hyphen apart to examine
the two halves independently. The God-Man is not
some of God and some of Man; he is not two natures
in union; there is no suggestion that either in
his being or in his actions there is that which
can be identified as stemming from his deity as
over against that which stems from his humanity.
Precisely the significance of Christ's humanity
is that it is God who has assumed it; and pre¬
cisely the significance of Christ's deity is that
it is revealed in human form. The two 'natures'
cannot get out of balance, because the concept
has been so developed that it is impossible to
describe either without affirming the other.^

The term "God-Man", however, was not Kierkegaard's

invention. It may be found in the writings of the ancient
2

Church. Indeed this is in full agreement with Kierke¬

gaard's insistence (quoted at the beginning) that the

importance of his writing, "...absolutely does not consist

in making any new proposal, any unheard-of discovery, or

in the forming of a new party, or wanting to go further,

but, precisely on the contrary, consists in wanting to

have no importance, in wanting...to read solo the original

text of the individual, human existence-relationship, the

old text, well known, handed down from the fathers—to

read it through yet once more, if possible in a more

heartfelt way."^

1Gller, p. 355.
2
C. Hoell, writing in the .tew Catholic ,ncycloaedla

(Vol. XIV, p. *+;, attributes the term to Pseudo-
Dionysius (ca. 500).

^Kierkegaard, Postscript, p. 55^.
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Appendix A:

understanding Kierkegaard's Autnorshin

Much of the misunderstanding surrounding Kierkegaard's

authorship stems from his critics, especially those in

Germany, and continues to flourish to the present day.

.ost evidence points to one Christoph Schrempf as the

initiator of this confusion. Schrempf was a Lutheran

pastor in Germany who gave Kierkegaard the credit for the

extreme theological liberalism which resulted in Schrempf's

exclusion from the ministry of the Lutheran Church.

Embittered, he spent his life translating "ierkegaard, and

combating Christianity."^ Schrempf's translation--

significantly the only complete edition of Kierkegaard's

works in German# from 1906 to 1950--was accompanied by a

Nachwor t which pictured Kierkegaard as a fool and a non-

2
Christian. he represented Kierkegaard as an extreme

fideist and irrationalist, an interpretation which is still

held in some circles.

This interpretation (which has been dubbed by Alastair

•icKlnnon as "the phantom Kierkegaard") understood Kierke¬

gaard's concept of reason to be an exclusively logical

1Walter Lowrie, Kierkegaard. Vols. H II (New York:
harper h Brothers, 1962), p. 5.

2
~5dren Kierkegaard, On Authority And Revelation, trans.
Walter lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1955), pp. vi-vii.

^Alastair McKinnon, "Sarth's Relation to ierkegaard:
Gome further Light," Canadian Journal of Theology. XIII,
No. 1, (Jan., 1967), p. 35.
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capacity, and likewise understood the concept of paradox

only in terms of logical contradiction. This understanding

neglected the peculiar orientation of Kierkegaard's work,

and failed to grasp that the believer's experience of

paradox was but an aspect in his transition to belief.

The poetic nature of Kierkegaard's writing was dismissed

and read instead as a series of direct prose conclusions.

The result was a Kierkegaard who held that Christianity

itself was a logical contradiction, which must be accepted

as such if it was to be believed.1
Such a misunderstanding is apparent in the problem

that Hermann Diem outlines regarding Kierkegaard's pseudo-

nymity:

During his lifetime Kierkegaard could to some
extent protect himself from the enthusiasm of the
lecturers both by his own personal attitude and the
wnole apparatus of pseudonymity which intensified
the obliqueness of his literary method. But with
his death this obliqueness ceases. One is no longer
confronted by the spectacle of his own personal life
as a challenge and a shock. The mystery of the
pseudonyms is pierced. It is no longer necessary
to pay heed to ierkegaard's own requirement that
his writings should not be cited under his own
name but tinder that of the pseudonyms in order to
guard the obliqueness of his communication as an
essential part of his whole work, for it can concern
nobody if this is not done, and, moreover, the lec¬
turers regard the failure to do it as a scholarly
proceeding. On the contrary, the position now is
that the pseudonyms can be utilised in order to
probe the personality of the author underlying
them, and the main interest is centered in that
personality.

i'hus the modern critic need no longer subject
himself to the ultimate intention of Kierkegaard's

1lbid.
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work and its method and purpose. And thus we are
in a position to analyse the work into its component
parts and so exploit it as we will.^

however this misunderstanding is not overturned by

what Diem adds as a remedy, since it too fails to grasp

the entire dramatic quality of the pseudonyms:

Instead of engaging in a dialectical approach to his
work in its passionate concentration and wholeness—
an approach which requires the involvement of the
critic's personal existence—existence will rather
be made the object of academic exposition, and
philosophers and theologians will take from Kierke¬
gaard's work the cornerstones for the construction
of -a system of 'existential thought.' And they will
completely overlook the small distinction, so momen¬
tous in consequences, namely the fact that Kierkegaard
speaks not of 'existential thought' but of the
'existing thinker.19

Many of Kierkegaard's critics fail to take note of

the fact that the pseudonyms, "...are poetically created

creatures, held togetner poetically so that what they say
-3

is in character with their poetic individuality."J That is

to say, in order to grasp the significance of the pseudo¬

nyms, one must know that the "authors", like dramatic

characters, all have their part to play, borne represent

views contrary to those of Kierkegaard himself, others are

close to him or on the way to becoming him, and still

others represent his ideal. One of them (Anti-Climacus),
it has been suggested, "...is even more "ierkegaardian

^Hermann Diem, Kierkegaard's Dialectic of existence,
trans, iiarold Knight (Edinburgh and London: Oliver and
Boyd, 1959), pp. 20*+-205•

Pibid.. p. 205.

^3dran "ierkegaard, The Journals of Bdren '"ierkegaar1.
ed. and trans. Alexander Dru (London, Hew York, Toronto:
Oxford University Press, 1938), (1238) p. *+53 •
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than Kierkegaard himself.""*"
Thus Kierkegaard warns his readers against confusing

himself with his creations (a fact, incidentally, which has

little to do witn whether . ierkegaard is alive or dead):

As everyone with a grain of common sense will
immediately realise, a ridiculous confusion would
ensue if the statements of these poetic persona¬
lities were made into mine, however, 1 have once
for all, as a precautionary measure, earnestly
begged people to observe that if they wish to cite
something by one of the pseudonyms the quotation
snould not be made into my words '■ 'lnal Postscripts.^

Quoting ierkegaard*s pseudonyms indiscriminately, as

if they were Kierkegaard himself, would only lead to the

conclusion that the author had a split personality. This

Kierkegaard warns against. likewise disreputable would be

the practice fmore evident in our age) of alluding to

Kierkegaard's dramatic techniques while quoting the pseudo¬

nyms at will as representing his position: "And everyone

who makes use of the fact that there is also a poetic side

to me in order to quote those writings in a confusing way

is, in my opinion, more or less of a chicaneur or literary

practical joker.fhis would be analogous to passing off

the position of Lear, Hamlet, or John Falstaff—or all

three together—as representing Shakespeare's true position.

One may wonder why Kierkegaard went to all the

troixble of using pseudonyms, as opposed to direct discourse.

L'he answer to this question is bound up in a journal entry

George L. Arbaugh and George 3. rbaugh, '.ierkeaaard's
Authorship (London: George Allen <k Unwin Ltd., 19*8;, p. 10.

Kierkegaard, Journals« (1238) p. 1+5l+.
3ibid*

1
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from lQ'+S: "A man who could not seduce sien cannot save

them either."1 In other words, inherently involved in

what Kierkegaard wished to communicate to his reader was

a certain change in the state of the reader which could

only be appropriated through a process which Kierkegaard

had already undergone. This communication, therefore,

could not be communicated directly without the reader

undertaking the same appropriation process.

Walter howrie states the problem in this manner:

Whereas the objective thinker can perfectly
well communicate directly the results of his own
reflection, 'the subjective existing thinker'
discovers an impediment to the communication in
the further reflection that the truth he arrives
at 'interests' his existence (is part and parcel
of it) and as such cannot simply be handed over
to another, but to be appropriated, to be one's
own, it must be acquired through the same process
of reflection by which it was originally reached.
Hence the communication must be indirect, artfully
devised2 to prompt the other to think out the
thing for himself, while the subjectivity of the
communicator remains concealed.^

Thus Kierkegaard refuses to make things simple for

his readers by merely presenting them with a "result",

l'his would be like memorizing the answer to a mathematical

problem without working it out for oneself. He obliges

his reader to approach the goal along the same difficult

1ibid.. (835) p. 271.
p
Dais is one reason way Kierkegaard's Postscrlot is

"unscientific".

-'Hefren 'Kierkegaard, l'ralainK In Christianity, trans.
Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1971), ?. 132a.



338

path which he has already trod.1
A related reason for the need of indirect communication

lies in the fact tnat to Kierkegaard's mind his reader is

in the grips of an illusion. If the reader were purely

receptive to what he would communicate, "...like the empty

vessel which is to be filled," direct communication would

be appropriate; but where an illusion enters in and some¬

thing must be done away with, then direct communication is
2

out of place.

The illusion that Kierkegaard would dispel is that

while his audience would claim to be a Christian audience

(for to be born a Dane was to be born a Christian), it was

living for the most part in aesthetic rather than religious

categories. The problem was to enable his reader to become

a Christian, when the reader naturally thought that he

already was a Christian—hence the illusion.

His writing,then, is one of religious (and even evan¬

gelical) concern, that of dispelling an illusion, and

calling attention to what Kierkegaard considered to be the

truth. As such, this is a decidedly delicate task., ^or if

anything would cause the subject to set his will against

such a process, all is lost. This, however, is just what

the direct approach achieves:

...And it implies moreover the presumption of
requiring a man to make to another person, or in
his presence, an admission which he can make most

^Lowrie, p. vii.
2
CeSren Kierkegaard, The Point of View, etc.. trans.

Walter Lowrie (London, Mew York, Toronto: Oxford Univer¬
sity Press, 1939)» p. 150.
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profitably to himself privately. This is what is
achieved by the indirect method, which, loving and
serving the truth, arranges everything dialectically
for the prospective captive, and then shyly with¬
draws (for love is always shy), so as not to witness
an admission which he makes to himself alone before
God—that he has lived hitherto in an illusion^

Thus Kierkegaard began to impart the religious truth

maleutically. in much the same manner as Socrates sought

to impart philosophic truth. Kierkegaard's approach was to

"seduce" his reader in order to "save" him. Thus instead

of beginning directly with the matter that Kierkegaard

wished to communicate, he began by accepting the readers

illusion as if it were "good money". Instead of beginning,

"I am a Christian; you are not a Christian"; or, "It is

Christianity I am proclaiming; and you are living in purely

aesthetic categories"; he began as follows: "Let us talk
2

about aesthetics." It was no accident that his first

pseudonymous work (Lither/Ur) dealt with "wine, women, and

song"; and for this reason, had a large following at the

start.

Kierkegaard's writing, which began with the seductive

aesthetic stage, soon led the reader to the ethical stage,

and finally to the religious. His intent was, again, to

begin aestnetically in order to introduce the religious

theme to someone wno lives in aesthetic categories.^ Or to

phrase it somewhat differently, he sought "...to beguile

a person into the truth."

1
ibid.. pp. 25-26. 2ibld.. p. hi.

Void. S-bid.. p. Ih8.
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Of course such a "movement" was not meant for the

masses, but for what Kierkegaard termed "the individual".

This he believed to be "the decisive Christian category".1
His authorship placed the individual in the position of

compelling the reader to say "I", and to discard, what he

considered to be, the high-minded, and disinterested uni¬

versal! sms of Hegel. Such an emphasis on the unique

importance of the individual is, of course, the mode of

the artistic, as opposed to the scientific. Science was

not interested in the individual as Kierkegaard conceived

the category. Rather science was interested in the parti¬

cular individual, only in so far as he was a specimen of

the species or of the social. Kierkegaard developed

theology not as a science, but as an art—a distinction, it

may be added, of less clarity in the twentieth-century than

in the nineteenth.

Kierkegaard's seduction had as its goal that of

approaching, or of attaining what he called "simplicity":

In a Christian sense simplicity is not the point of
departure from which one goes on to become interes¬
ting, witty, profound, poet, philosopher, etc. No,
the very contrary. Here one begins ''with the
interesting, etc.) and becomes simpler and simpler,
attaining simplicity. This, in 'Christendom', is
the Christian movement: one does not reflect one¬

self into Christianity; but one reflects oneself
out of something else and becomes, more and more
simply, a Christian.9

However since this movement is towards "simplicity",

the communication of calling attention to the religious

1ibid.. p. 135. 2ibid.t p. lU-8
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must end, sooner or later, with direct communication. What

began maieutically with the aesthetic, pseudonymous works

was to become more and more a direct communication with the

emergence of Kierkegaard's own name, first as publisher

(as in the fragments and the Postscript). and later as

editor (as in The Sickness Unto Death and Training In Chris-

tianity). The religious intention, however, was inherent

from the very beginning;^" and likewise Kierkegaard had

aesthetic Interests later in life.

The maieutic, though, was not seen by Kierkegaard as

being an end in itself. As opposed to the Socratic under¬

standing, which found the truth to reside within the

individual, Christianity possessed a revelation which must
2

be proclaimed. Thus the "witness" was the final form for

Kierkegaard,-^ and undoubtedly a driving force in his

"attack upon Christendom".

Let us now turn to two areas of pseudonymous authorship

alluded to above: the works ascribed to Johannes Climacus,

and those ascribed to Anti-Climacus. We will deal with

each one respectively.

The fact of the dramatic nature of Kierkegaard's

writing has already been discussed. Kierkegaard loved the

2
Kierkegaard comments on Luther in this respect: "...

Luther broke with 'the whole set of apish tricks which
passed under the name of Christian dlscipleship.' But he
did not do away with the idea of discipleship, on the
contrary it consisted for him 'in witnessing to the truth
and in many dangers which he voluntarily took upon him¬
self, without making a merit out of it.'" (Quoted in Diem,
pp. 1^-11+7).

-^Lowrie, p. M+7.
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theater, and spent much time in attendance. His pseudony¬

mous work, therefore, created his own theatrical production,

each actor exhibiting the fullest of characterization.

There is, however, one sense in which the pseudonyms are

not the usual actors. A recent critic affirms that Kierke¬

gaard's actors exemplify types and thus do not demonstrate
the impulsiveness inherent in the average character.

Rather, "they must express precisely the characters which

they typify." I'hus the seducer is an exceptional seducer,

the aesthete an unqualified aesthete; and each role is

played to its fullest.

It is very difficult, therefore, to assign to any one

pseudonym the role of the "real Kierkegaard". This holds

true for Kierkegaard's most famous writings, and is

especially the case if we keep in mind his assertion that,

"...in the pseudonymous works there is not a single word

which is mine, I have no opinion about these works except

as a third person, no knowledge of their meaning except as

a reader, not the remotest private relation to them, since

such a thing is impossible in the case of a doubly reflected
o

communication."

Likewise he warns that if one quotes a particular

saying from these works, the respective pseudonymous

author should be cited in conjunction.^ Thus it is not

1 2
Arbaugh, p. *+1. '"Kierkegaard, Postscript, p. 551

3lbld.. p. 552.
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uncommon to find Kierkegaard quoting from his pseudonyms

by spying, for example, "as Johannes Climacus truly

observes...", or "as Anti-Climacus truly remarks...", etc.1
In this regard, we are warned by one critic that in

the case of each pseudonymous work, its "author" should be

fixed firmly in mind. And only when this is accomplished,

can one begin "carefully to weigh the problem of the

manner in which this fictional character expresses the
O

meaning or purpose of S^ren Kierkegaard himself."

Similarly Walter Lovrie suggests that, with the

exception of Anti-Climacus, the pseudonymous writings each

reflect a stage that Kierkegaard had passed through. For

this reason, the pseudonyms should not be made to represent

Kierkegaard's deliberate position. Lowrie writes;

The reader is following the flight of a bird and
can determine its successive positions only after
they have been passed and left long behind. We
can understand that each position he relinquished
was more decisively transcended the moment he had
poetized it and put it in writing.-^

Lowrie later points to the voluminous journal entries to

show how many of these thoughts end up at the pen of one or

another of his pseudonyms.

One would suspect this to be more the case with

Johannes Climacus than even with some of Kierkegaard's

earlier stages. wor while P. L. Miller may have been the

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (962) p. 331*

'JArbaugh, p. ^3- 1Lowrie, p. 277. ^ibld.. p. 288.
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model for "the seducer", and P. V. Jacobsen may have served

as the model for Judge William,1 both colleagues of Kierke-

gard, Johannes Climacus represents a somewhat more

specialized type.

The word "Climacus" is Latinized Greek for ladder. The

character represents "John the Climber", who climbs towards
2

the Christian truth through various speculative means.

He is an aesthete and not a Christian. There is evidence

to suggest that Johannes Climacus represents more the young

Kierkegaard,one wno is given to heroic decisions, and who

defies Doth his father and God.^ The Existentialist school

of philosophy in the twentieth-century is one largely

influenced by this kind of characterization.

Johannes Cliaacus, however, is also the author of two

of Kierkegaard's most important works: Philosophical frag¬

ments. and its Concluding Unscientific Postscript. Neither

of the works is totally aesthetic nor totally religious.

The Fragments is concerned with how the Eternal is related

to the temporal in the objective Christ. Kierkegaard here

presents Christianity in such a seductive, doubly-reflected,

and philosophic manner, as to bring it to the attention of

the systematic philosopher. Johannes Climacus proposes

that his work is an "advance upon Socrates", yet makes no

claim as to its truth for the individual, that being a

subjective problem. The work is done in a kindly and

^lbld., p. 96. £"Arbaugh, p. l*+6.
^Gee: Lowrie, p. 2Sff., and 109ff.
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complimentary, if ironic, fashion. His "moral" concludes:

"But to make an advance upon Socrates and yet say essen¬

tially the same things as he, only not nearly so well—that

at least is not Socratic."1
fHe Postscript begins where the fragments leave off.

It deals with how the Eternal's relationship to the

temporal may be appropriated by the believer, and how the

believer may base his eternal happiness upon an historical

event. It was intended, at one point, as the final work

in the series, as the word "Concluding" would indicate.
2

However Kierkegaard later changed his mind. The problem

set by the Postscript (and,for that matter by the bulk of

Kierkegaard's writing), is "how to become a Christian."^
.hereas the purely aesthetic pseudonymous works dealt with

becoming a Christian by moving away from the aesthetical,

the fragments and the Postscript deal with it by moving

away from "the System" (i.e. Hegel's), and from "specu¬

lation", by "fighting for this cause and vigorously
h

slashing through to find the way back." For Kierkegaard,

such a task was a passionate affair which grew impatient

with Hegel who claimed to deal with the basic questions in

an objective manner. He insisted upon "subjectivity", but

Lowrie points out, "by that he meant, not a disposition

"^Sdren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, trans.
David F. Swenson (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1962), p. 139.

Kierkegaard, Journals. (129*+) p. *+91.

^Kierkegaard, Point Of View, p. 13.

fibld.. p. 97.
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to ignore facts, but a vital concern about them—especially

about the facts which most properly concern man."1
However the year 18^8 marked a "metamorphosis" in

Kierkegaard's life. It was during Easter week of this year

that he experienced a last conversion, one marked by the

forgiveness of sins and the encouragement to speak directly

—in much the same manner as Christ once said to the para-
2

lytic: "Thy sins are forgiven thee, arise and walk." ' Thus

Kierkegaard comments in a journal entry from that year:

"From now on begins, more strictly and more decisively than

ever before, the presentation of Christianity—and so I can

no longer write on any aesthetic subject, and it is self-

evident that I shall neither find the time nor be in the

mood to do so."3
This personal awakening was accompanied by a new

pseudonym, Anti-Climacus. Whereas Johannes Climacus was

a non-Christian (having heard of Christianity but not under¬

stood it), who represented a position lower than

Kierkegaard's "simple" Christianity, Anti-Climacus was a
If

Christian "in an extraordinary degree." He writes

concerning him:

But the very fact that he is a pseudonym indicates
(as the name Anti-Climacus itself indicates) that
he is rather to be regarded as a signal of arrest.
All the earlier pseudonyms are lower than the 'edi¬
fying author'; the new pseudonym represents a higher
pseudonym!ty. It is to be understood, however, that

^Lowrie, p. 302. ^Kierkegaard, Journals, (??0) p. 237

3ibid., (797) p. 255. ^ibid., (936) p. 319.
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the 'arrest' is accomplished by pointing out a
higher ideal, with consequence of forcing me back
within the bounds of my limitations, condemning
me because my life does not correspond to so lofty
a claim, so that of necessity the communication is
a poetic one.^

It is Anti-Climacus who is the author of two of Kierke¬

gaard's last works, Che Sickness Unto Death and Training In

Christianity. In Sickness« Kierkegaard treats seriously

the Christian doctrine of sin. It was considered by Kierke¬

gaard to be the greatest of his religious works. Lowrie

concludes that it shows how deeply Kierkegaard was influenced

by Luther during this period, noting Luther's dread at tne
2

sin of doubting the forgiveness of sins. Lowrie suggests

that Che Sickness Unto Death may be viewed as a somewhat

revised edition of The Concent Of Dread which Kierkegaard

had published some years earlier.-^
But if Sickness is a re-edition of Kierkegaard's

Dread, so a maturer edition of the Fragments and the Post¬

script may be found in the last pseudonymous work, Training

In Christianity, according to Lowrie. This work as well

seeks to define the fundamental Christian categories, yet

it does so in a more intense and polemical way; "the

incognito of humour has been laid aside," Lowrie writes,

"and it is evidently written by a believer, a convinced

believer to whom this book was his education, not in
II

Christian faith but in Christian practice."

1
ierkegaard, Point Of View, p. l*+6n.

P ^
"Lowrie, p. *+09. - ibid.. p. *+30.
k
ibid.
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If these last works differ from Kierkegaard's own

position, they differ not in kind, but in degree. Lowrie

comments at another point that the pseudonym in this regard

was an afterthought, and that Kierkegaard had intended to

publish the works under his own name. He continues: "Here

therefore every word can be regarded as his own, and now

for the first time, with complete frank-heartedness,

without resort to the device of 'indirect communication,'

a3 in the earlier pseudonymous works...he essays to tell

directly and as plainly as possible what Christianity is

and all that it is, even if no man can live up to the

obligations which it imposes."^
While, for reasons already noted, this endorsement may

be somewhat too unqualified, the fact remains that these

last works by Anti-Climacus are hardly distinguishable

from Kierkegaard's own mature position. Yet there remains

no hard-and-fast rule to separate what is truly Kierke¬

gaard's from what is truly his pseudonyms', even though

the two positions are extremely close.

For our purposes, however, we will accept what Kierke¬

gaard terms "the problem" as being the problem that he sees

Christianity as presenting. In the objective sense the

problem is the paradox; in the subjective sense the problem

is the "how" of becoming a Christian. If "the problem" is

not taken to be Kierkegaard's own, his entire pseudonymous

authorship breaks down into nonsense, its purpose being

^"Walter Lowrie in Sdren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trem¬
bling and inhe Giqkr^ps Uqbo Pga$h, trans. Walter Lowrie
fGarden City: N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1951+-'t P* 138.
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negated. I^irtnermore, we would do well to recall Arbaugh1 s

advice of placing firmly in mind each pseudonymous "author",

in order to weigh the extent to which the fictional character

represents the meaning and purpose of Kierkegaard himself.
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Appendix D:

Luther's Influence Og Irglgfog In Christianity

As we have noted in a previous chapter, Kierkegaard's

avowed task was "to introduce Christianity into Christen¬

dom." However this thought suggests another, namely, "Does

Kierkegaard seek to introduce Luther into Lutheranism?"

While we have uncovered some evidence to suggest that

Luther stands closely in the background of Kierkegaard's

writing, documenting such a proposal is always a difficult

undertaking. If Kierkegaard does rely heavily on Luther,

he seems to use Luther in a rather haphazard fashion. As

Johannes Sl^k suggests:

...Kierkegaard's knowledge of Luther was of a
strongly accidental character. This is not un¬
usual for Kierkegaard, somewhere in his Journals
he complains of it himself. It is very difficult
for hi® to concern himself objectively with another
author: he invariably views him from his own posi¬
tions and, accordingly, he sometimes fastens upon
quite accidental and unrelated things. He had a
tendency--of which he was well aware—to evaluate
others on the basis of highly arbitrary associ¬
ations which might be aroused by some peculiar
phrase or the like.^

Sldk concludes in this regard that,

...as far as Luther was concerned, Kierkegaard's
study of him was rather one-sided. Luther's great
theological, philosophical, and polemical works
apparently did not matter much to him. ^ven though

Johannes Slefk, "Kierkegaard and Luther," in Howard
A. Johnson and Niels Thulstrup (eds.), A Kierkegaard
Critique (New York: harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1962),
pp. 85-36.



351

he had read these works, his writings give no
evidence that he was deeply concerned about
them.^

Most scholars, like Slrfk, contend that Luther's

influence was especially limited to his sermons, which
2

Kierkegaard read extensively for edification. Hermann

Diem comments that Kierkegaard was deeply concerned with

Luther, "but confined his reading /after 18^27 almost
•j

entirely to Luther's sermons.Likewise Heywood Thomas

writes that Luther, "...probably influenced Kierkegaard

more by the movement or Church of which he was the father
k

than by his actual works."

Part of the reluctance to give Luther a greater role

in Kierkegaard's writing must arise from the fact that

Kierkegaard himself was, more often than not, highly criti¬

cal of Luther in his Journals. Thus while Kierkegaard

refers to Luther at one point as being a kind of theologi-

cal "Copernicus", he later considers Luther to be, "the

absolute opposite of an 'Apostle'."0
Perhaps Kierkegaard's most central, biting, and

memorable criticism is this one from 1850:

Lubber's Trfflsformatti,pns
Those who lived at the same time as Luther,

P. 86. 21MA-
3nermann Diem, Kierkegaard's Plajegtlc of L^jstenpe

(Edinburgh and London: Oliver and Boyd, 1959), p. 159*
k
J. Heywood Thomas, TubJectlvlty and Paradox (Oxford:

Basil Blackwell, 1957)» p. *+8.

ren Kierkegaard, The Jpuypals of O^req Kleyk^gaard
'London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1938),
(23b) p. 65.

ibid.. (I*f06) p. 5*+7.
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particularly those who were near to him, received
a powerful impression of him as the hero of faith,
first of all melancholy beyond measure and then
terribly tried in the most frightful tribulation,
a pious, God-fearing man and as such essentially
a stranger in the world.

3ut in the meanwhile the impression which
Luther made soon changed, he was really understood
as a political hero, and the catchword under which
he is remembered: Hear me, thou Pope, etc.

The impression was changed once the Pope was
crushed, and Luther was understood as a ,1olly man
of the world, a boon companion; and the catchword
under which he is remembered both by layman and
clergy became: Wer nicht liebt .eiber. Xeln. Gesang.
etc. Speaking in quite a popular way one might say
that nowadays the interpretation is: The Meaning of
the Reformation is that Luther installed girls,
wine, and cards in their rightful place in the
Christian Church as an essential part thereof, a
real perfection as opposed to the imperfection:
poverty, prayer, and fasting.

.'bad so the best way to celebrate his memory
would be in this way. Chorus of clergy and lay
folk: here's to Martin Luther's health, nurra!
Shame on tnose who will not drink to Martin Luther's
health, hurra, hurra, hurra, hurra, and once again
hurra!...^

Here Kierkegaard especially writes against the later

Luther, the one whom he considers to be seduced by history.

Kierkegaard would no doubt have been happier if Luther had

remained less of a reformer, and more of a corrective,
2

which is how Kierkegaard considered himself.

nermann Diem suggests a significant point, however, in

that wnile Kierkegaard's private writings often speak of

Luther in a critical manner, his published writings always

speak of him with the greatest respect.^ X'his insight,

1lbld.. (1119) p. ^02.

''"Diem, p. 15<3.

Hold.. p. 159.
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though, is complicated by the fact that Kierkegaard

expected his journals to be published, and even revised

them with this thought in mind.This raises the whole

question of the public intent of his private writings.

At any rate, for reasons which have been noted pre¬

viously, as well as for reasons about to be noted, there

is evidence to suggest that Luther played a significant

role in the formulation of Kierkegaard's published works,

especially Jpajplng In Christianity. As Kierkegaard -writes

at one point:

Luther is, next to the New Testament, the truest
form of the Christian consciousness. What does
Luther express? Luther expresses a pause in which
takes place an act of reflection and recollection.
In him humanity or Christianity pauses to recollect
that between the God-man and us other men, in fact
between the Apostles and the rest of us, there lies
a qualitative distinction, and, therefore, that grace
must be our one recourse. The Christians and the
Church fathers did not understand this matter thus,
but went straight anead in their imitation of Christ.
Luther reacted against this. Chat I blame is that
he did not make more effectively known the nature
of his reaction, that he referred to it at most

passant««»2

What Kierkegaard seems to accomplish in terms of his

writing, is to take certain aspects of Luther's thought

which appear "en, passant", and express them anew in greater

detail and lucidity. In so doing, these thoughts take on

Kierkegaard's style, a style marked by its personalized,

terse, and philosophic manner. Thus Kierkegaard writes

^Walter Lowrie, Kierkegaard. Vols. I and II (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1962/, p. 28.

'ierkegaard, quoted in Diem, p. I63.
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in his Journal (1850):

What makes the difference in life is not what
is said, but how it is said. As for the 'what',
the same thing has already been said perhaps many
times before—and so the old saying is true: there
is nothing new under the sun, the old saying which
is always new...^

If Kierkegaard uses something old, such as some of

Luther's categories, and related the® in a new way, this

practice may have been present as early as the Postscript,

if not before. We have already made allusion (in the

chapter on Kierkegaard) to Luther's influence on the Post¬

script. but perhaps a more significant relationship exists

in the fragments. Johannes Climacus writes at one point,

"When the Reason says that it cannot get the Paradox into

its head, it was not the Reason that made the discovery but

the Paradox, which is so paradoxical as to declare the
2

Reason a blockhead and a dunce..." Later Climacus identi¬

fies this passage with Luther.^
Commenting on this reference to Luther, Niels Ihulstrup

writes that, "Before l8k-6 Luther is mentioned in only a

few places in Kierkegaard's Journals. and by the time he

wrote Philosophical Fragments he did not have basic first-

Lf.
hand knowledge of Luther's own works." Thulstrup does not

find any similarities between the above passage and any

passage to be found in the works by Luther which Kierkegaard

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (1059) p. 376.
p
Cefren Kierkegaard, Philosophical fragments (Prince¬

ton: Princeton University Press, 19o2), p. 6o.

3ibM., p. 67. !+md., p. 226.
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had in his library.1 However we have something strikingly

similar in >'fre D^age Of ffte 4U =

Absurdity, then, is one of the principle reasons
for not talcing the words of Moses and Paul literally.
But what article of faith does this absurdity sin
against? Or who is offended by it? Human reason
is offended, who although she is blind, deaf, stu¬
pid, impious, and sacrilegious with regard to all
the works and words of God, is brought in at this
point as a judge of the words and works of God.0

This suggests that Kierkegaard may have not only

glanced at Luther's work by this time, but may have shared

basic categories with this source in Bondage. All the

meaningful concepts: "Absurd", "Reason", "Offense", and

"Paradox", are to be found here. Should this, indeed, be

the case, the significance of this allusion should not be

overlooked, even if The Bondage Of The Will is not to be

numbered among Kierkegaard's possessions.

During these years (beginning especially in 18^-6),

Kierkegaard was influenced by Luther to the extent that

he spent some time meditating on, and writing about Luth¬

eran themes. Ernest Koenker comments concerning this

influence:

The vigour and profusion of Kierkegaard's
criticism of Luther can easily obscure both
the depth and extent of his appreciation of the
Reformer. Kierkegaard had Luther's valid in¬
sights, and though the criticism overshadows the
guarded expressions of indebtedness, such positive
expressions are at the same time both implicit and
explicit. By considering the explicit statements

1ma.
p
Martin Luther, ^uther's oorks. Vol. 33, The Bondage

Of The Will (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972;, p. 173»
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it should also become clear how extensively his
succinct Luther-approval places Kierkegaard's
vast literary output into Luther's debt.^

However, it is one thing to suggest that Kierkegaard

was "influenced" by Luther, or that his writing was placed

in "Lutner's debt", and quite another thing to assert that

Kierkegaard consciously identified himself with Luther's

position to the extent that he sought to "introduce Luther

into Lutheranism". This would require greater documenta¬

tion than has been produced at this point. However, it is

Training In Christianity which supplies us with a certain

body of evidence to support this latter view.

Unlike Kierkegaard's other pseudonymous works,

Training In Christianity contains peculiarities which

distinguish it as having a specific hidden agenda. Kierke¬

gaard writes concerning this work:

In so far as the Church establishment under¬
stands itself, it will in the same degree
understand also the last book, Training In
Christlanitv. as an attempt to provide an Ideal¬
istic support for the establishment. In the
first instance I did not wish to speak out
directly,+ as I do here (what, as a matter of
fact, the Preface expresses directly by expres¬
sing how I understood the book) in order, in the
interest of truth not to spare myself in the
face of a situation which, probable or improbable,
was always a possibility; in order not to evade
the difficulties and dangers which might arise
if the establishment were to undertake to convert
ay communication into opposition—which would
have prompted serious misgivings about the state

Ernest B. Koenker, "Befren Kierkegaard On Luther,"
in Jaroslav Pelikan (ed.), Interpreters Of Luther (Phila¬
delphia: Fortress Press, 1968), p. 232.



357

of the establishment's health. Thank God, this
did not occur, however. Yet it is quite possible
that some well-informed office-bearer—to whom
the fact that I have no official position was in
itself reproach enough—might have perpetrated
the ludicrous folly of rushing forward to defend
and shield the establishment against what at this
moment is surely a possible defence of the estab¬
lishment, so long as it understands itself.^

Kierkegaard footnotes this in the following way:

+That the book (except for the editor's
Preface, which stands by itself) is a defence of
the established order cannot be affirmed directly,
since the form of communication is doubly reflec¬
ted; it might equally well be the very reverse, or
be understood as such. 'Directly' I say only,
therefore, that an established order which under¬
stands itself must understand the book thus /I.e.
as doubly reflected; all doubly reflected
communication makes contrary interpretation
equally possible, and the judge will be made
manifest by his judgement.0

Thus Kierkegaard implies that a negative judgment upon

Training In Christianity would be a negative judgment upon

what is really a support for the establishment. That is to

say, if the establishment were to condemn the work, the

establishment would be, in an oblique sort of way, con¬

demning itself; contrarily, to affirm the work, would be

to affirm itself. Thus, "the judge will be made manifest

by his judgment."

This would explain Kierkegaard's concern to hear

Bishop Mynster's opinion of the work. Hynster, of course,

as the symbol of the establishment, was the appropriate

"^GeSren Kierkegaard, The Point Of View, etc. (London;
New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1939), pp.
162-163.

p
"ibid., p. 162. See also: Srfren Kierkegaard, Training

in Christianity, trans. Walter Lowrie (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 197l)» P« 133»
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person to decide whether Training In Christianity repre¬

sented an attack or a defense. It was from him that

Kierkegaard sought the concession that established Chris¬

tianity did not represent the Christianity of the sort

described in the New Testament."'"
Kierkegaard and Mynster were accustomed to present

each other with their books. Thus like the previous works

( .orks Of Love and The Sickness Unto Death). Kierkegaard

gave Bishop Mynster a copy of Training In Christianity.

According to Mynster's son-in-law, Pastor Pauli, the

Bishop's initial reaction was not favorable. Paull told

Kierkegaard that Mynster had commented: "This book has

greatly embittered me, it is a profane game played with

sacred things." Thus Kierkegaard, upon hearing the news,

went to the Bishop himself (Oct. 22, 1850):
The following morning I went to see him.

Familiar as I am with his disarming dignity I
began immediately as follows: 'Today I have come
on a particular matter. Pastor Pauli told me
yesterday that you intended to reprimand me for
my last book as soon as you saw me. I beg you to
regard it as a renewed expression of the deference
I have always shown you that as soon as I was In¬
formed of this I instantly made my appearance'...
He replied, 'No, I have no right to reprimand.
I have told you before that I have no objection
to each bird singing its own song.' Thereupon
he added: 'People can perfectly well say what they
want about me.' But that addition made me suspect
a little sarcasm and I sought instantly to save
the situation. I replied that this was not my
intention, I begged him to tell me whether I had
in any way distressed him by publishing such a

"Lowrie, p. 522.
Kierkegaard, as has been noted above, considered

Luther to have, "next to the New Testament, the truest
form of Christian consciousness" (Diem, p. I63.).
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book. Then he answered 'Yes, I really believe
that it will not do any good.' With this reply
I was content; it was kindly and personal.^

A later visit with Mynster (May 2, 1851) also concerns

itself with Training In Christianity:

Then we talked together about the ministers
and the ministry, all of which I do not note down
because it has nothing to do with my'matter'.
Then the conversation turned to other events...!
then repeated that although it was possible he
might have something to say against my book it
was nevertheless a defence of the established

order..>2

Walter Lowrie indicates that Kierkegaard's initial

contentment at Mynster's reply was due to the fact that it

did not compel a full attack upon established Christianity,

which would have been the case if his book had been openly

condemned by authority. Kierkegaard noted that no ecclesi¬

astical authority had condemned the book, nor was it

challenged by the religious press. However at a later time,

Kierkegaard reproached Mynster because he had neither spoken

for it nor against it. Lowrie reports Kierkegaard's feeling

that Mynster, "...ought either to have recognized it as a

true exposition of Christianity, or to have denounced it

strongly as a gross offense against the Church.

One might suspect from Kierkegaard's comment about

Training being a defense of the established order that the

work, therefore, has something to do with Luther. This is

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (ll^O) pp. U-OS-^IO.
2lbld.. (1216) p. U-39- Cowrie, p. 515*
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underlined by the fact that .lust prior to Kierkegaard's

statement (quoted above) about the hidden purpose of the

book, is a rather odd comment about Luther's relationship

to his writing:

...What I have desired to prevent is, the one who
has limited himself to the easier and lower should
thereupon 'go farther' /I.e. a reference to Hegel
and speculative philosophy.7 and abolish the higher,
go farther and represent the higher as a fantastic
and ludicrous exaggeration, the lower as wisdom and
true seriousness—to prevent any one in 'Christen¬
dom' from taking Luther and the significance of
Luther's life in vain. This I have desired to be
instrumental, if possible, in preventing^

Of a similar nature is a thought from a journal entry

(18^9) which may serve as a clue to the tactic at work in

ITajnipg Ih Cftrjstihh.lty:

It might serve a really useful purpose to learn
one of Luther's sermons word for word by heart—and
then deliver it without letting the fact be noticed
—and then say: that is, word for word, one of
Luther's sermons. And for the sake of precaution
one might have two confidants, sworn to secrecy, who
could testify that such was one's original intention
—so that it should not all end in an accusation of

plagiarism.2

The thought, therefore, which comes to mind is this:

"Does Training In Christianity represent some aspect of

Luther's works in an updated but albeit disguised fashion?"

It is common knowledge that Kierkegaard's pseudonymous

work In Vino Veritas used as its model Plato's Symposium;

^Kierkegaard, Che Point Of View, etc.. p. 161.

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (91*+) pp. 308-309.

^Lowrie, p. 3«
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is it possible that Training In Christianity used a model

as well?

There is evidence to suggest two significant areas of

Lutheran influence on Training In Christianity. Of primary

importance appears to be that of a series of sermons which

Luther preached in Wittenberg from November 153B to March

1532, on John, chapter 6 through chapter 8. Also of

importance appears to be Luther's major work already cited,

The 3ondage Of The will. Let us examine both of these

sources, beginning with Luther's sermons on John.

It may be recalled that Training In Christianity is

divided into three parts. Part I uses as its motto a

verse taken from Matthew 11.28: "Come Hither, All Ye That

Labour And Are Heavy Laden, I Will Give You Rest." The

words "Come Unto Me" were the words inscribed on the base

of Thorwaldsen's statue of Jesus, which figured so sig¬

nificantly in Kierkegaard's third conversion in 18^3.

Luther also uses this verse in a memorable passage concer¬

ning the distinction between Law and Gospel. Luther writes:

He who masters the art of exact distinction
between the Law and the Gospel should be called a
real theologian. These two must be kept apart.
The function of the Law is to frighten men and
drive them to despair, especially the coarse and
secure sinners, until they realize their inability
to meet the demands of the Law or to obtain grace.
They will never obtain mercy, but must despair.
Dr. Staupltz told me once: 'I lied to God more
than a thousand times, promising that I would
become pious. I never kept the promise. There¬
fore I shall no longer form that resolve; for I
see very well that I am unable to keep my promise,
and I never again want to tell a lie.' I myself
had the same experience. In the papacy I was
zealously given to piety. But how long did it
last? Only until I read Mass. After an hour I
was worse than before. In the end one becomes
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weary and feels Impelled to say: 'I will lay
piety, Moses, and the Law aside and cling to
another Person, who says (Matt. 11.28): "Gome to
Me, all who labor and are heavy-laden, and I will
give you rest'" Cherish these words: 'Gome to
Me.'

x

It is an interesting coincidence that Luther used the

verse Kierkegaard uses in Part I of Graining, the same words

which occur in conjunction with Ihorwaldsen's statue and

Kierkegaard's last conversion. Adding weight to this coin¬

cidence is "The Moral" with which Kierkegaard completes

Part I. It deals with the very issue of Law and Gospel that

Luther mentions above: "...for the terrible language of the

Law is so terrifying because it seems as if it were left to

man to hold fast to Christ by his own power, whereas in the

language of love it is Christ that holds him fast."

Or again, Kierkegaard continues:

'Jut if the Christian life is something so
terrible and frightful, how in the world can a
person get the idea of accepting it?' Quite
simply, and, if you want that too, quite in a
Lutheran way: only the consciousness of sin can
force one into this dreadful situation--the
power on the other side being grace.0

Here we find stated in somewhat different language,

the Law-Gospel issue. Kierkegaard, as has been observed,

showed an interest not simply in "what" is being said, but

in "how" an old truth may be stated in a new way.^

Martin Luther, Luther's Works. Vol. 23, Sermons On
The Gospel Of St. John. Chapters 6-8 (Saint Louis: Con¬
cordia Publishing House, 1959)» P« 271.

2
Kierkegaard, Training, p. 25*

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (1059) p. 376.
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Yet there is a great difference to be found between

the context of the "Come Unto Me" of Thorwaldsen's statue,

and the corresponding context found in the writings of

Luther and Kierkegaard. Thorwaldsen treats Christ as if He

were directly recognizable as the Son of God; Christ's

invitation is sentimental and appealing. Thus the element

of "offense", which plays so great a part in Luther's ser¬

mons, is lacking in this artistic representation.

However Part II of Training In Christianity deals with

the nature of this "offense" in relationship to Christ. In

this section, Kierkegaard presents Christ to his readers

in much the same way as Luther does to those who hear his

sermons. The similarity of description is striking.

It is not surprising to find Kierkegaard using examples

wnich find their parallel in Luther's sermons. Thus Kierke¬

gaard uses John 6.6lff. in which Christ speaks of Himself as

the living bread come down from heaven. Kierkegaard writes

about the nature of the offense, that the individual man,

Jesus, should talk so about Himself:

Thus an individual man, to all appearance like
the others, talks in such a way about himself!
What wonder, indeed, that people are offended, and
that they separated themselves from him and went
each to his own affairs, deeply offended, and many
of the disciples with them.-j

Luther writes throughout his sermons along the same

lines:

he would have been glad to convert tnem and to
remove the offense from their hearts. But it was

1
ierkegaard, Training, p. 101.
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all in vain. They could not be persuaded...They
went their way.

One can well imagine how grieved the Lord must
have been to see His own disciples, His daily com¬
panions, desert Him. Very likely they took a large
number of people with them.^

It is in this series of sermons on John, especially,

that Luther presents Christ in terms of what Kierkegaard

referred to as "contemporaneousness". That is to say,

Christ is presented as if one were contemporaneous with

Him--as if you were there. Presented in this manner, the

offense of the gospel becomes all too apparent, whether

that offense be described as "loftiness" or "lowliness".

Several examples of Luther's technique have already

been cited in the discussion of "Reason and The Holy

Spirit" in a previous chapter. One cannot begin to list

all the examples of this style of presentation which

Luther uses in his sermons, as it encompasses the entire

volume. Some further comments by Luther on John 6.61

will have to suffice:

61. Hut Jesus, knowing in himself that His
disciples murmured at it. said to them: Do you

take offeqsp qfr frfris?
,4hen this good Man Christ noticed that they

were offended and displeased, it touched and hurt
Kim. Even though they may not have betrayed their
mood by their facial expression, by drooping head
or wry mouth, He detected this as He looked into
their hearts and knew their thoughts; for he was
God. He discerned their thoughts as soon as He
directed them from the physical food and drink to
the spiritual and expounded this obscure text so
clearly, saying that he who believed in Him would
not hunger and thirst in eternity. Thus this was

1Luther, John, p. 186.
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put to them carefully and simply enough. But
it does no good; they take offense at His words...^

Part III of Training In Christianity, likewise, finds

parallels in this series of Luther's sermons. The motto of

Part III is taken from John 12.32: "And I, If I Be Lifted

Up From The Earth, Will Draw All Unto Myself." Kierkegaard

builds seven final discourses around this theme. Luther

also relies on this passage extensively in his preaching
2

on John, where it recurs throughout these sermons.

iuther writes regarding it:

In his book, The City of God. St. Augustine makes
a great ado over the fact that Christ was born
among the Jews and not among the Gentiles. After
Paul and Peter had preached the Gospel in Rome and
had converted people, the Romans complained that
they were idolators. But St. Augustine replies
that this was not the fault of the Gospel. There¬
fore let them scream as they will; they have been
told. When they had the Word, they would not
believe. Let them believe after Christ has been
crucified and lifted up, and when the stones are
piled on top of one another. The Romans, too,
refused to believe during the lifetime of the
apostles; but later, when Rome lay in ruins, des¬
troyed by the Goths and the Vandals, they had to
believe. God had preached, but they had ignored
it. Thus emperor, king, and pope will not believe
today either until they are laid low. And it
matters not that war, rebellion, and destruction
will come. •Why do you not believe in Me? Since
you do not, you will be destroyed.' Pope and
emperor, give ear, or perish. It makes no differ¬
ence if we also perish in the general destruction.
Thus Christ, too, was lifted up and crucified.
Thus pious preachers are banished, innocent blood
is shed, and Christians are burned at the stake.

^lbld., pp. 158-159. Also compare Luther and Kierke
gaard on John 7.27: John, p. 2*+3T. and Training, p. 105.

?uee e.g.: ibid., pp. l6l, 37^-375, 38lff., and 396.
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All this falls under the term 'to be lifted up.'
When this has happened, they will find out.-^

One questions if such a passage as this had added

significance for Kierkegaard's "attack upon Christendom".

Kierkegaard had certainly given such men as Bishop Mynster

"the Word". The fact that no clear response was given in

return to the "matter" that Training In Christianity pres¬

ented, may have led Kierkegaard to even more direct

confrontation in his pamphleteering campaign.

As mentioned above, there are also certain similari¬

ties which should be noted between Training In Christianity

and The Bondage uf The Will. Significantly Luther uses

the word "paradoxes" in this work, and goes on to add that
2

"they are paradoxes of no small moment." Luther always

preached Christ "by contrast and antithesis" 'Christum per

contentlonem et antithesin).-^ When Christ is preached in

such a way that it conflicts with reason, the significance

of such a conflict rests not merely in the realm of reason

per se. but in the fact that underlying reason is man's

natural free will and choice which the paradoxical (either

morally or intellectually) offends. Christ proposes a

salvation outside of man's natural inclination to build up

and to save himself. Thus tne natural man is doubly bound:

by reason, but more basically by will. Wherever God's

grace is properly proclaimed, Luther finds that the natural

^ibid., pp. 387-388* 2Luther, Bondage, p. 63*

P- 287.
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man is not only indifferent to it, but battles against it.'1
However it is Part III of Training In Christianity,

again, which especially speaks to the problem of free choice.

Of the seven discourses in this series, the first one is by

Kierkegaard himself, which Anti-Climacus uses with "his

consent". It was delivered in the Church of Our Lady on

Friday, September 1, l8*+8. Anti-Climacus takes credit for

writing the last discourse, "...in order to round off the

wnole with a conclusion answerable to the beginning...".

He does this he says, "...in the same tone of mildness, and

with that I have deviated in a measure from my role (of
p

austere admonition)."

The title which Anti-Climacus takes from Kierkegaard,

finds its parallel in The Bondage Of The *111. At two

points Luther writes of the Son of Man being lifted up from

the earth, ; especially in reference to the story of Nico-

demus (a story later used by Kierkegaard). A few pages

further on finds this comment by Luther:

Now take the saying of Christ in John 6 (.Mf):
'No one comes to me unless my Father draws him.'
tohat does this leave to free choice? For he says
that everyone needs to hear and learn from the
Father himself, and that all must be taught by God.
He plainly teaches here, not only that the works
and efforts of free choice are fruitless, but that
even the message of the gospel itself (which is
what this passage is about) is heard in vain unless
the Father himself speaks, teaches and draws
inwardly. 'No one can come,' he says, 'no one';
and thus that power by which man is able to make

1lbid.f p. 250. Compare Training, p. 25.
2
Kierkegaard, Training, p. 151.

3Luther, Bondage, p. 281.
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some endeavor toward Christ, or in other words,
towards the things that pertain to salvation, is
asserted to be no power at all...^

While Kierkegaard takes a verse which is not found in
2

Bondage, it nonetheless suggests the passage expressed

above. Kierkegaard speaks to the issue of choice as

follows:

He would draw man unto Himself, and in order to
draw him truly to Himself, He would draw him only
as a free being, and so through choice. Therefore
will He who humbled Himself, He the humiliated one,
from on high draw man to Himself. Yet whether in
lowliness or in exaltation, He is one and the same;
and this choice would not be the right one if any-
one were to mean by it that he should choose between
Christ in His lowliness and Christ in His exaltation,
for Christ is not divided, He is one and the same.
The choice is not between lowliness and exaltation;
no, the choice is Christ...^

The question which arises at this point is whether

Kierkegaard is presenting Luther's position in regards to

choice correctly as the manner in which it appears in The

Bondage Of The Will. The above passage, at first glance,

seems to argue for a position contrary to Luther's. This,

however, is not the case either in terms of Luther himself,

or in terms of Kierkegaard's understanding of Luther's

position on the will. Larly in the year 1850, we find

the following discussion in Kierkegaard's journal on the

question of the will. As it is of special significance,

1iold., pp. 285-286. Italics mine. 'John 12.32.

^Kierkegaard, Training, p. 160. Italics mine.
k
Training In Christianity was not published until

September 2?th of that year. Lowrie seems to think that
the work was completed for the most part as early as l8>+3,
due to a comment once made by Kierkegsard (Training, p.
xxv). However like Kierkegaard's other works, revision
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giving Kierkegaard's understanding of the issue, it is

quoted at length:

What a curious, yet profound turn of phrase which
makes it possible to say: in this case there is no
question of a choice /I.e. in relationship to Goc[7—
I choose this and this. To continue: Christianity
says to a man: you shall choose the one essential
thing but in such a way that there is no question of
a choice--if you drivel on any longer then you do not
in fact choose the one essential thing; like the
Kingdom of God it must be chosen first.

So there is consequently something in regard to
which there may not be, and in thought cannot be a
choice, and nevertheless it is a choice. Conse¬
quently, the very fact that in this case there is
no choice expresses the tremendous passion or
intensity with which it must be chosen. Could there
be a clearer expression of the fact that this liberty
of choice is only a qualified form of freedom?...
However astonishing it may seem, one is therefore
obliged to say that only 'fear and trembling', only
constraint, can help a man to freedom. Because
'fear and trembling' and compulsion can master him
in such a way that there is no longer a question of
a choice--and then one chooses the right thing. At
the hour of death most people choose the right
thing...Freedom really only exists because the same
instant it (freedom of choice) exists it rushes with
infinite speed to bind itself unconditionally by
choosing resignation, the choice of which it is
true that there is no question of a choice.

The inconceivable marvel of the omnipotence of
love is that God can really grant so much to many
that almost like a lover he can say to himself:
'will you have me or not', and so wait one second
for the answer.

But alas, man is not so purely spirit. It seems
to him that since the choice is left to him he can
take time and first of all think the matter over

serlousl?^. What a miserable anti-climax. 'Serious¬
ness' simply means to choose God at once and 'first'.
In that way man is left juggling with a phantom:
freedom of cho!ce--with the question whether he does
or does not possess it etc. And it even becomes
scientific, lie does not notice that he has thus
suffered the loss of his freedom. For a time perhaps

seemed to be a never-ending practice. Various journal
entries indicate that he was wrestling with certain issues
which appear in the later parts of the work after IBM}.
The first part of Training Kierkegaard once considered to
be a separate work (Training, p. cwO. He may have added
considerable material to Part I after 18U-8.
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he delights in the thought of freedom until it
changes again, and he becomes doubtful whether
he is free or not. Then he loses his freedom of
choice. He confuses everything by his faulty
tactics (militarily speaking). By directing his
mind towards 'freedom of choice' instead of choosing
he loses both freedom and freedom of choice. Nor
can he ever recover it by the use of thought alone.
If he is to recover his freedom it can only be
through an intensified 'fear and trembling' brought
forth by the thought of having lost it.

The most tremendous thing which has been granted
to man is: the choice, freedom. And if you desire to
save it and preserve it there is only one way: in the
same second unconditionally and in complete resig¬
nation to give it back to God, and yourself with it.
If the sight of what is granted to you tempts you,
and if you give way to the temptation and look with
egoistic desire upon the freedom of choice, then you
lose your freedom. And your punishment is: to go on
in a kind of confusion priding yourself on having—
freedom of choice,but woe upon you, that is your
judgment: you have freedom of choice, you say, and
you still have not chosen God. Then you will grow
ill, freedom of choice will become your id£e fixe,
till at last you will be like the rich man who
imagines that he is poor, and will die of want—
and your fault is only that you do not grieve deeply
enough or you would find it again.-,

Thus here we have an extremely precise statement on

the will. It allows for a degree of freedom, but only in

a highly qualified sense, and only under the jurisdiction

of God's impelling activity.

Closely related to this discussion is what Kierkegaard

considers to be an "admirer" as opposed to a "follower".

While an admirer holds himself personally aloof, either

consciously or unconsciously, from the claims of the thing
2

he admires, the follower strives to be what he admires.

"^Kierkegaard, Journals. (10 51) pp. 371-372.
p
Kierkegaard, training, p. 23*+.



371

Kierkegaard cites two examples of the admirers handed

down by tradition: Judas and Nicodetnus.x It is not necessary

to review here Kierkegaard's discussion concerning these

two individuals, except to note that both are examples used

by Luther in the Bondage Of The '//ill in relationship to
2

free choice. Judas is mentioned in regards to necessity,

while Nicodemus is especially singled out as an example of

free choice.3 Thus here again Kierkegaard identifies him¬

self with Luther's work and position as it pertains to free

choice and its relationship to salvation: free choice finds

itself bound in terms of choosing salvation, just as an

admirer is bound in terms of choosing to become a follower.

A final, and perhaps very significant point of compari¬

son between draining In Christianity and Thq fiQhflagp Of

1'he Will may be found in the work which accompanies Training

under Kierkegaard's own name. It is entitled, "An Edifying

Discourse". The text for this little discourse is found

in Luke 7»37ff.» "The Woman That Was A Sinner." This work

is especially important as it comes at the very end of

Kierkegaard's pseudonymous writings. Thus it bears the

quality of being the first words uttered to his reader

directly.

In this discourse, Kierkegaard lists three items which

we may learn from this woman: (l) "...to become, like her,

indifferent to everything else, in absolute sorrow for our

1ibld.. pp. 239ff.

2Luther, Bondage, pp. 185, 192ff.

3lbld.. p. 280f.
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sins, yet is such a way that one thing is important to

us, and absolutely important: to find forgiveness";1 (2)
"...that in relation to finding forgiveness she herself

2 t \

could do nothing at all"; and (3) "...that we have a com¬

fort which she had not"-^ (i.e. the assurance that Christ

actually did die for our sins).

Of these three, the second item is especially pertinent

to our discussion. Here Kierkegaard argues that the woman

could do "nothing at all" in relationship to her salvation.

She was in no way worthy for the forgiveness bestowed upon

her. The only thing she does is to shed tears. But,

Kierkegaard points out, this is not really to do anything;

had she thought it was, she might have even been able to
if

hold back her tears.

No, "...she did nothing at all", he writes, "she prac¬

ticed the high, rare, exceedingly difficult, genuine womanly

art of doing nothing at all, or of understanding that with

respect to finding forgiveness she herself was able to do

nothing." To those who think that such a lack of activity

is easy, Kierkegaard declares, that "precisely the easiness

is the difficulty." "Verily he that subdueth himself is

greater than he that taketh a city."

The fact that one can do nothing in the remotest way

to obtain the forgiveness of sins places the forgiven

individual in a new debt to this "infinite grace". "3efore

^Kierkegaard, Training, p. 262. ''ibid., p. 266.
3ibid.. p. 269. ^ibid., p. 26?. Void.. pp. 268-269.
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God", man has no power to do anything, nor could he have

any power; for even the least thing, in relation to God,

man has no power to accomplish, except by God's help."*"
The significance of Kierkegaard's "nothing" lies in

the fact that the same argument is found in Bondage. This

argument is also in keeping with Kierkegaard's understan¬

ding of free choice as quoted above. Again Luther is

quoted at length:

After all this she /I.e. Diatribe7 lists a
large number of similes, with which she only suc¬
ceeds as usual in drawing the undiscerning reader's
attention to irrelevant matters while completely
ignoring the real issue. For instance, God Indeed
preserves the ship, but the sailor brings it into
port; hence the sailor does not do "nothing." fhis
simile implies a division of labor, attributing to
God the work of preserving, and to the sailor that
of navigating; and if it, proves anything, it proves
that the whole work of preserving is God's, and the
whole work of navigating is the sailor's. Yet it
is a beautifully apt 3imilei It is the same with
the farmer who reaps the harvest, when God has given
it. Again there are different works for God and
man--unless she makes the farmer also the Creator
who gives the harvest. But suppose for the moment
that the same works are given to God and man, what
do these similes achieve? But are we now disputing
about cooperation, and not rather about the power
and operation that belong to free choice in itself?

Where, then, is our orator running off to, who
was going to speak about a palm, but talks of
nothing but a gourd? 'It started as a wine jar,
why does it end as a water jug?' We too know that
Paul cooperates with God in teaching the Corinthians
(I Cor. 3*9), inasmuch as he preaches outwardly
while God teaches inwardly, each doing a different
work. He also cooperates with God when he speaks
by the spirit of God (I Cor. 12«3)j and both do the
same work. For what we assert and contend for is
this, that when God operates without regard to the
grace of the Spirit, he works all in all, even - n
in the ungodly, inasmuch as he alone moves, actuates,
and carries along by the motion of his omnipotence

1ibld.. p. 269
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all things, even as he alone has created them, and
this motion the creatures can neither avoid nor

alter, but they necessarily follow and obey it,
each according to his capacity as given by God;and
thus all things, even including the ungodly, co¬
operate with God. Then, when he acts by the
Spirit of grace in those whom he has justified,
that is, in his Kingdom, he actuates and moves
them in a similar way, and they, inasmuch as they
are his new creation, follow and cooperate, or
rather, as Paul says, they are led (Rom. 8.Ik-).
But that is not our subject here.

We are not discussing what we can do through
God's working, but what we can do of ourselves;
that is to say, whether, created as we are out of
nothing, we do or attempt to do anything under the
general motion of omnipotence to prepare ourselves
for the new creation of the Spirit. Here an answer
should be given, instead of changing the subject.
For the answer we give is this: Tl) Before man is
created and is a man, he neither does not attempts
to do anything toward becoming a creature, and
after he is created he neither does nor attempts
to do anything toward remaining a creature, but
both of these things are done by the sole will of
the omnipotent power and goodness of God, who
creates and preserves us without our help; but he
does not work in us without us, because it is for
this he has created and preserved us, that he might
work in us and we might cooperate with him, whether
outside his Kingdom through his general omnipotence,
or inside his Kingdom by the special virtue of his
Spirit. (2) In just the same way (our answer con¬
tinues), before man is changed into a new creature
of the Kingdom of the Spirit, he does nothing and
attempts nothing to prepare himself for this renewal
and this Kingdom, but the Spirit alone does both of
these things in our recreated state, as also James
says: 'Of his own will he brought us forth by the
word of his power, that we might be a beginning of
his creature' (James 1.18)--speaking of the renewed
creature. But recreated and preserves us, that he
might work in us and we might cooperate with him.
Thus it is through us he preaches, shows mercy to
the poor, comforts the afflicted. But what is
attributed to free choice In all this? Or rather,

what is there left for it but nothing?
And really nothingix

Thus Kierkegaard alludes to categories and issues

"^Luther, iiondage. pp. 2l+l-2lf3* Italics mine.
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inherent in The 3ondage Of The Will. The thought that man

is able to do nothing to merit his salvation, calls to

mind a very noteworthy and memorable discussion in Luther's

work. This allusion, however, is done quite subtly, as

Kierkegaard does not wish to be accused of "plagiarism".

There remains, as well, a note of freedom in all this

—not an omnipotent freedom, but a freedom constituted by

God. This is not to be confused with "free choice", since

it is in no way "free"; quite the contrary, it is very

much dependent. In this regard, Kierkegaard makes the

following comment in regards to his writing:

...it delights me childishly that I have served in
this way, whereas in relation to God I offer this
whole activity of mine with no more diffidence than
a child when it gives as a present to the parents
an object which the parents had presented to the
child. Oh, but the parents surely are not so cruel
that, instead of looking kindly upon the child and
entering into its notion that this is a present,
they take the gift away from the child and say,
This is our property. So it is also with God: He
is not so cruel when one as a gift brings to Him
.. .His own.-^

And so it is also with Christ. Man may decide for or

against God's grace. He has an element of freedom in this

regard, but only because God has granted it to man in

seeking his "cooperation". Should man decide in favor of

Christ, he is only returning the love already shown to him.

Such a decision, however, is one that must be made

first. To call attention to the decision qua decision is

to remove the pathos from the problem, and, therefore, to

"'"Kierkegaard, The Point Of View, etc.. p. 90.
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make decision practically impossible. The lover's question

which Kierkegaard poses, "will you have me or not", must be

answered immediately. If one were to deal with such a

question by reflecting upon it, and saying to oneself,

"Now, I will have to decide either 'Yes' or "No1", would

say very little for the condition of the heart. However

to respond to the same question immediately, perhaps with

only the beginning of a smile, would be already to decide.

For Kierkegaard, it is the heart which must be revealed.

Kierkegaard's understanding, like Luther's in The

Bondage Of The Will, is that objections to Christianity do

not spring from doubt. Kierkegaard considers this to be

a complete misunderstanding. Rather it is from "insubor¬

dination" that these kinds of objections arise—the dislike

of obedience, and rebellion against all authority. The

controversy over the truth of Christianity is misplaced on

the intellectual level alone, for Kierkegaard, and should

rather be fought on the moral level with reference to

rebellion."1"

Properly understood, this is likewise the problem

inherent in the paradox. For the paradox, Kierkegaard

argues, is only paradoxical when it is understood in terms

of reality. When one talks only in terms of possibility,

one remains essentially unchanged, the old, dealing with

imagination. However when the issue becomes reality,

Kierkegaard writes, then,"...I am the one changed and the

^Kierkegaard, Journals. (630) p. 193.
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question now is whether I can preserve myself."1 fhe

"self" he deals with here is not so much the physical

self, as what we would call the ego, or what Luther would

call the will, i'o put this again in different words,

"When it is a matter of understanding the same thing in

reality I am relieved of any effort of the imagination;

it is near enough to me, all too near; it has as it were,

swallowed me up and the question now is, whether I can
p

survive.M*

Kierkegaard1s writings, from the very outset, procee¬

ded to bring to the reader's attention this very question

of survival. The issue of Christianity's truth is something

Kierkegaard does not seriously question. The problem here

is that of "offense", not "doubt". Kierkegaard has brought

the problem to light. The matter now rests with his reader

and God; it is a private matter, from which Kierkegaard

discreetly withdraws.

Lastly there remains one loose end worthy of comment.

Regarding Kierkegaard's Journalst how is one to understand

Kierkegaard's ambivalent attitude toward Luther? Not being

wholly opposed to speculation, one may hazard a guess.

Hermann Diem, as noted, pointed out that Kierkegaard's

private writings are one thing, his public ones another.

Yet it should be added that Luther's influence is often

hidden in the public works (as in Training), whereas the

private works represent a more direct statement.
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Kierkegaard, well aware of his historical significance,

may have intended a certain ambivalence toward Luther in

his Journals so as not to leave his writings as a direct

communication to history. If Kierkegaard's private

attitudes toward Luther appeared to remain contradictory,

one would again be forced back upon Kierkegaard's works

per se. and "the judge will be made manifest by his

judgement." That is to say, perhaps he intended this

ambiguity as a rather Kierkegaardian means of revealing

men's hearts.


