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Kierkegaard's Claim about the Relation
between Philosophy and Christianity in the Journal AA

Jon Stewart (U.S.A. / Denmark)

Kierkegaard’s first journal, entitled AA, was written from 1835 to
1837 while he was still a student at the University of Copenhagen. It
is known, among other things, for its famous statement: “What I really
need is to be clear about what I am to do, not what I must know, except
in the way knowledge must precede all action. It is a question of under-
standing my own destiny, of seeing what the Deity really wants me to
do; the thing is to find a truth which is truth for me, to find the idea for
which I am willing to live and die”' It has long since become obligatory
to quote this passage in any introductory account of Kierkegaard’s life or
thought. With its preference for action over knowledge, this statement is
taken by many to be a clear proof of Kierkegaard’s rightful claim to the
title of the father of existentialism.

This famous statement must be understood in connection with a
handful of other entries in the Journal AA, namely, AA:13-18, which
discuss the relation of philosophy to Christianity. With these entries
there is a change in tone in the journal, which up until this point had the
look of a kind of travel diary. This set of entries begins with the famous
thesis: “Philosophy and Christianity can never be united.”* In connection
with the previous journal entry mentioned above, this seems to mean
that Christianity is concerned with a truth for life, whereas philosophy
is concerned with something more abstract or theoretical that is some-
how removed from real life.

This discussion about the proper province of philosophy and theol-
ogy was also a central one in Denmark at the time. In order to under-
stand these entries it will first be necessary to set the stage with a brief
account of the Danish and German debates about this issue that were

T SKS,17:24,AA:12 /KIN, 1:19.

2 SKS, 17:30, AA:13 / KJN, 1: 25. See Hermann Deuser, “Philosophie und Christentum lassen
sich doch niemals vereinen’ Kierkegaards theologische Ambivalenzen im Journale AA/BB
(1835-1837), Kierkegaard Studies Yearbook 2003, ed. Niels Jargen Cappelarn, Hermann De-
user and Jon Stewart (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2003), 1-29.
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both philosophy and religion.® In Hegel’s Lectures on the Philosophy of
Religion, which were edited and published by the theologian Philipp
Marheineke (1780-1846) in 1832,° one reads the following about the

relation of philosophy to religion:

'Thus religion and philosophy come to be one. Philosophy is itself,
in fact, worship; it is religion, for in the same way it renounces
subjective notions and opinions in order to occupy itself with
God. Philosophy is thus identical with religion, but the distinc-
tion is that it is so in a peculiar manner, distinct from the manner

of looking at things which is commonly called religion as such.”

Thus, according to Hegel, religion and philosophy ultimately share
the same content but interpret that content in different ways.® In the
grand systematic scheme of things, however, religion is subordinate to
philosophy since its interpretation is ultimately unsatisfactory.

According to Hegel’s view, religion is able to grasp the truth but not
with the highest cognitive faculty. In contrast to the philosopher, the
religious believer operates at the level of Vorstellung, often translated

Cf. Stephen Rocker, Hegel’s Rational Religion. The Validity of Hegel’s Argument for the Iden-
tity in Content of Absolute Religion and Absolute Philosophy (Madison and Teaneck: Farleigh
Dickinsen University Press, London: Associated University Presses, 1995); Edward Black,
“Religion and Philosophy in Hegel's Philosophy of Religion,’ The Monist, vol. 60, no.2(1977),
198-212; Laurence Dickey, "Hegel on Religion and Philosophy,” The Cambridge Companion
to Hegel, ed. Frederick C. Beiser (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 301-347;
Quentin Lauer, “Hegel on the Identity of Content in Religion and Philosophy,” Hegel and the
Philosophy of Religion, ed. Darrel E. Christensen (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1970), 261-
278.

&  Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Religion. Nebst einer Schrift iiber die Beweise vom Daseyn
Gottes, I, ed. Philipp Marheineke, vols. 11-12 (1832) in Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s Wer-
ke. Volistindige Ausgabe, vols. 1-18, ed. Ludwig Boumann, Friedrich Forster, Eduard Gans,
Karl Hegel, Leopold von Henning, Heinrich Gustav Hotho, Philipp Marheineke, Karl Ludwig
Michelet, Karl Rosenkranz, Johannes Schulze (Berlin: Duncker und Humblot, 1832-45).

7 Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, vols. 1-3, trans. E. B. Speirs, J. Burdon Sand-
erson (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul; New York: The Humanities Press, 1962, 1968,
1972), vol. 1, 20 / Hege), Sdmtliche Werke, vol. 15, 37. See also [Hegel], Hegel’s Philosophy of
Mind, § 573 / Hegel, Sdmtliche Werke, vol. 10, 458-474.

5 See “The Position of the Philosophy of Religion Relatively to Philosophy and Religion,’

ectures on the Philosophy of Religion 1, 18-35 / Hegel, Sdmtliche Werke, vol. 15, 36-

§ 1/ Hegel, Sdmtliche Werke, vol. 8, 41; [Hegell, Hegel’s

479 / Hegel,

Hegel, L
52; Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic,
Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977),

Scimtliche Werke, vol. 2, 602; Hegel, Elements of the Philosophy of Right, trans. H. B. Nisbet, ed.
Allen Wood (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge Universi
Séamtliche Werke, vol. 7, 349; Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic,
che Werke, vol. 8, 135-136.

ty Press, 1991), § 270 / Hegel,
§ 45, Addition / Hegel, Samtli-
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as “picture-thinking” Religious thinking involves images and stories.
While these represent the conceptual truth, they are clad in an empirical
dress. By contrast, the philosopher is able to abstract from this empirical
dress and grasp the Concept as Concept. Thus, religious thinking is an
inadequate or incomplete way of understanding the truth. It takes the
specific empirical images to be in themselves true, and fails to recog-
nize that there is a higher, necessary conceptual truth which lies behind
them.” The key point here is that religion and philosophy are regarded
as something continuous, i.e., as different forms of knowing. Since they
are regarded as continuous, they can be compared with one another,
and a hierarchy can be established.

Thus, unlike many of the Enlightenment thinkers of the eighteenth
century, Hegel does not deny the truth of Christianity outright but rather
recognizes that it has a truth, albeit not in the way that the religious be-
liever would ordinarily conceive it. Thus, Hegel incorporates Christian-
ity into his system and ultimately subordinates it to philosophical know-
ing. This is what Kierkegaard has his pseudonym Johannes Climacus
criticize in the Postscript, when he writes: “By no means does speculative
thought say that Christianity is untruth; on the contrary, it specifically
says that speculation comprehends the truth of Christianity”'* Much of
Kierkegaard’s later efforts are dedicated to sketching what he considers
to be essential features of Christianity, which cannot be grasped by phi-
losophy; i.e., the paradox of the Incarnation, faith, passion and offense.

ll. Heiberg's Hegelian View

With regard to the Danish discussion about the relation of philoso-
phy to religion or to Christianity specifically, the original debate began

9

Hegel, Elements of the Philosophy of Right, 463 / Hegel, Siimtliche Werke, vol. 2, 581-582:
“This form is not yet Spirit’s self-consciousness that has advanced to its Concept qua Con-
cept: the mediation is still incomplete. This combination of being and thought is, therefore,
defective in that....the content is the true content, but all its moments, when placed in the
medium of picture-thinking, have the character of being uncomprehended [in terms of the
Concept], of appearing as completely independent sides which are externally connected
with each other. Translation slightly modified. Hegel, Elements of the Philosophy of Right,
412/ Hegel, Sdmtliche Werke, vol. 2, 520:“So far as Spirit in religion pictures itself to itself, it
is indeed consciousness, and the reality enclosed within religion is the shape and the guise
of its picture-thinking. But, in this picture-thinking, reality does not receive its perfect due,
viz. to be not merely a guise but an independent free existence; and conversely, because it
lacks perfection within itself it is a specific shape which does not attain to what it ought to
show forth, viz. Spirit that is conscious of itself”

1° SKS,7:203 /CUP1, 223, See also SKS, 6: 418 / SLW, 452,
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After declaring the gravity of the crisis, Heiberg then moves to the
positive part of his essay. He argues that there is only one solution to the
present crisis and that is philosophy, specifically Hegel’s philosophy. He
puts forth this thesis in dramatic fashion:

What is it then that will bring order to the present chaos? Or. ..
what is the goal towards which the present confusion strives?
What is the unity towards which the present difference will be
developed? The answer is easy after all the preceding consider-
ations: it is philosophy which will put an end to the confusion. It i
towards this that the conflicting forces are directed. !*

His argument is that philosophy can perform this urgent function
since it is able to discern the truth in the mass of confused phenom-
ena. Here Heiberg comes to compare the respective roles of philosophy
and religion. He claims that religion is no longer satisfying to educated
people since it appeals to a lower faculty, namely, the senses. However,
philosophy is concerned with concepts independent of their empirical
manifestations, and thus educated or cultured people can find true sat-
isfaction in its province. Thus, Heiberg argues for the Hegelian thesis
of the ultimate unity of philosophy and religion. Indeed, he even goes
a step further by claiming that philosophy will save religion and keep it
from falling into complete disuse.

While religion and art are still fixed on the transitory and empirical
side of reality, philosophy is concerned with the eternal, necessary and
ideal side. Heiberg explains, “It is in this sense that philosophy can be
said to stand above art, poetry and religion, even though it, like them,
has the infinite as its object. For since the form in which it presents this
object is the truth, all other forms of the infinite have their justifica-
tion in it. Therefore, philosophy is the highest judge whose authority
no one will underestimate”'* While art and religion strive for the ideal,
ie., beauty or God, they are nonetheless bound up with empirical ob-

jects such as concrete works of art or empirical representations such as
anthropomorphic stories about the divine. Given that philosophy has
freed itself from the empirical side and can grasp the conceptual truth as

"> Ibid,, 21f./ Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts, 98.
'S Ibid., 23/ Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts, 99.
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v Ibid., 27f. / Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts,
102.
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in its own form, which is not distinct from its content and which
thus does not exist separately as content. When regarding reli-
gion as distinct from philosophy, one regards it in its own deter-
minate form, by which it is distinguished from philosophy. The
form of religion is thus, to this extent, religion itself, that in which
it consists or its essence. But, by contrast, the form, as contingent
and opposed to substantial content, is itself inessential, so that the
essence of religion can be said to be the inessential. 1*

Heiberg thus presents the Hegelian view about the relation between
philosophy and religion in a Danish context. Moreover, he does so in a
dramatic fashion that is intended to underscore the urgency of appro-

priating Hegel’s views in order to save the cultural sphere from ultimate
ruin with which it is threatened.

lIl. The Critical Responses to Heiberg

Needless to say, these highly provocative claims evoked an outpour-
ing of criticism from several theologians, such as Jacob Peter Mynster
(1775-1854) " and Eggert Christopher Tryde (1781-1860).% They react-
ed with grave suspicion to Heiberg’s claim that “art, poetry and religion
receive their justification in philosophy”2t

In his review of Heiberg’s piece, Tryde in particular attacked the
claim that philosophy and religion could be regarded as the same and
as fulfilling the same function. Tryde argues that it is impossible for a
conceptual understanding of a sphere of phenomena to take the place

18

Ibid., 30f. / Heiberg’s On the Sig
103f,

Jacob Peter Mynster, “Om den religisse Overbevisning,” Dansk Ugeskrift, vol. 3, no. 76-77
(1833), 241-258. Reprinted in Mynster’s Blandede Skrivter, vols. 1-6 (Copenhagen: den

Gyldendalske Boghandling, 1852-57), vol. 2, 73-94. English translation: “On Religious Con-

viction” Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts, 139-
159.

nificance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts,

* Anonymous [Eggert Christopher Tryde],“Om Philosophiens Betydning for den nuvaerende

Tid. Et Indbydelses-Skrift til en Raekke af philosophiske Foreleesninger. Af Johan Ludvig
Heiberg. Kbhavn. 54 S. 8/ Dansk Litteratur-Tidende for 1833, no. 41, 649-660; no. 42, 681-
692; no. 43, 697-704. English translation: “Review of On the Significance of Philosophy for
the Present Age. An Invitation to a Series on Lectures on Philosophy. By Johan Ludvig Heiberg.

Copenhagen. 54pp. 8°” Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and
Other Texts, 167-190.
Ibid., 28 / Heiberg’s On the Sig

nificance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts,
102.
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phy, demands to possess them outside philosophy, demands the
impossible if he does not want to give up philosophy entirely. If,
by contrast, he wants to continue with philosophy, then he needs
only to take a step forward, and he will then learn, if indeed he
has not already learned it, that the occupation with the specu-
lative Idea produces all the joy, excitement, love, enthusiasm, in
short, all the noble and elevated feelings, which he now seeks out-
side the world in which their existence is grounded. For all these
feelings are the Idea itself but not yet developed; in the develop-

ment therefore they do not stop, but they are purified and made
clear and thereby win in energy.®

This response did not satisfy Tryde. In a rejoinder, > he goes on to list
a number of categories from religion that cannot be adequately captured
by philosophy. A purely conceptual account, he argues, can never satisfy
the believer’s drive towards, for example, love, redemption, reconcilia-
tion and eternal life.”” Thus, Tryde emphasizes the emotional aspect of
religion in order to distinguish it from philosophy.

25

Ibid., 779f. / Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts, 203.

Anonymous [Eggert Christopher Tryde], “Svar fra Anmelderen af Professor Heibergs Skrivt,
‘Om Philosophiens Betydning for den nuveerende Tid; paa Forfatterens Erklering i Litte-
raturtidenden No. 46," Dansk Litteratur-Tidende for 1833, no. 49, 820-828. Heiberg’s On the
Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts, 207-213.

Ibid., 828 / Heiberg’s On the Significance of Philosophy for the Present Age and Other Texts,
2121.: “The reviewer answers to this that he has actually already experienced that the oc-
cupation with the speculative ldea creates for its devotee joy, excitement, enthusiasm; but
what it has not created for him and what he nonetheless greatly needs and what he there-
fore seeks outside it is not resignation under the power which the Idea exercises in life and
beyond the individual subject, but childlike confidence and sacrifice in a heavenly Father's
providence and governance, by which he feels elevated above every fatalistic power; it is
redemption not only from the evil, which seems to be outside him, but from that which is in-
side him, from the power of sin in him and over him, and which he cannot help but perceive
as a disturbance in the absolute Idea living in him; it is an atonement, which is not only a
dissolution of the difference in a unity, but a reconciliation of the fallen, sinful human indi-
vidual with his eternal Father; it is an eternal life, in which he, the self-conscious individual
which he now is, participates, not in such a way that his individuality is sublated or his self
disappears, but such that it is preserved, and he, with all those who love God, grows forth
more and more to the freedom of the magnificence of God’s children, in the unity of love,
which, precisely because it proceeds from love, indeed will always intimately connect the
one with the other and everyone with God, but will never allow everyone to disappear and
grow together in one, in such a way that it would destroy the self”
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IV. Schleiermacher’s View: The Distinction between Philosophy and
Religion . )
i itive influence on Kierkegaar
long with Tryde, another key posi . nce '
i tﬁis C(%ntext is clearly the German theologian I*jnedrlch Daniel Ern§t
1thleierrnachelr (1768-1834).% At this time Schleiermacher Wasba togc
(f:much discussion. He had visited Copenhagen fr012191 Septgm er 2 r
(2)9 1833, where he was received with great ceremony. Schle':lermaii e
die,:d a y’ear later in Berlin, but his ideas continugd to be'dlscuilse t}1ln
Danish circles of philosophy and theology. )In his tautobﬁ?sg(rl?fc uys,Sio rel
i 808-84) reports on
logian Hans Lassen Martensen (1 , .
Srli?[}(i %%:hleiermacher during the latter’s stay. He recalls that Schlele‘tre
macher stated, with great energy, that “theology must be kept separa
hilosophy.”* o .
fror}?orr) Schleiirl};lacher it was important to dlstln‘gulsh phlliosopil')i and
religion due to the fact that they are based on distinct falllcultles: 1; i orslc;;
is ulti tter of thought and cognition, whereas religio
B e vl In h in On Religion: Speeches to Its
tter of feeling. In the second speech in on Relig ec
zir;llfured Despisers (1799), Schleiermacher dlStll’lgLE.SheS' rehg;onhf;)(:ll
i i by contrasting his view ot re
both ethics and metaphysics, thereby : . ot religion
it to its ethical function and, when
with that of Kant, who reduced it to i ! n e
isti i 1, who reduced it to an ina
d anachronistically, with that of Hegel, : ;
gzglie fi)rm of knowing. With regard to the latter point, Schleiermacher
describes the goal of metaphysics as follows:

What then does your science of being, yo;llr natlilral sS[i;lertl}clz,aacll
i i i far as it has to do wi -
our theoretical philosophy, in so .
zual world, have for its aim? To know things, I suppose, as };d{[e‘)‘z
really are; to show the peculiar relations by which each'1s wha L
is: to determine for each its place in the whole, and to distinguis

i i “ i ; isiting Kierkegaard’s

i s outstanding article, Schlelermacher.' Revisiting s

i Igf.I R!Cha[:ij EOC‘;?#]'E’E Ir<ierkegaard an?i His German Contemporaries, Tome 1, Thx?egr); r&gl( :

y at|onsd l? arch"Sources Reception and Resources, vol. 6), ed. Jon Stewart A her.

ert;egatar 20?)57(; 197.—231. Se’e also Andreas Krichbaum, Kierkegaard und f.cljllg/:rgriiﬂel:

/I?is;wegi?iset’orisch—s'ystematische Studie zum Religionsbegriff (New York and Berlin: g

i ; istory of

2 é(f)oﬁ))ﬁ Stewart, “Schleiermacher’s Visit to Copenhagen in 1833|, Jou;rclﬁ;et;z:r;i;i;;ler ‘ D}:m-

M;)dern Theology, vol. 11, issue 2 (2004), 279—302;. Niels lYlunk P un:\r, e o
mark (Copenhagen: Bianco Lunos, 1934); Skat Arildsen, “To Tyske Teolog

Besag,” Kirken. Tidsskrift for Kirkelig Orientering, vol. 6 (1 934), 1-17.
3% Hans Lassen Martensen, Af mit Levnet, vo

Is. 1-3 (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1882-83), vol. 1, 71.
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it rightly from everything else; to present the whole real world in
its mutually conditioned necessity; and to exhibit the oneness of
all phenomena with their eternal laws. This is truly beautiful and
excellent, and I am not disposed to depreciate it. 3!

Here science is defined as, among other things, the attempt to know
things and conditions of the world. This could well be Hegel’s own de-
scription of the goal of his philosophical system. While no objection as
such is raised against science, Schleiermacher does wish to distinguish
the scholarly enterprise from that of religion:

however high you go; though you pass from the laws to the Uni-
versal Lawgiver, in whom is the unity of all things; though you
allege that nature cannot be comprehended without God, I would
still maintain that religion has nothing to do with this knowledge,

and that, quite apart from it, its nature can be known. Quantity of
knowledge is not quantity of piety.

Here the key term is piety, which distinguishes religion from meta-
physics. To have an outstanding understanding and grasp of technical
dogmas is not at the same time to be a pious individual.

Years later in his dogmatics, The Christian Faith, Schleiermacher re-
peats this claim that the essence of Christianity is something different
from knowledge. There he writes, “The piety which forms the basis of
all ecclesiastical communions is, considered purely in itself, neither a
knowing nor a doing, but a modification of feeling, or of immediate
self-consciousness” 33 Thus, there can be no doubt that Schleiermacher
remained consistent on this point throughout his life.

While it is uncertain whether or not Kierkegaard participated in the
festive activities surrounding Schleiermacher’s visit to Copenhagen in
1833, we do know that he read The Christian Faith the following year. As

' Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher, Uber die Religion. Reden an die Gebildeten unter ihren

Verdichtern, 5th edition (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1843), 41. English translation: On Religion. Speech-
es to Its Cultured Despisers, trans. John Oman, abridged by E. Graham Waring (New York:
Frederich Ungar Publishing Co. 1955), 26f. Translation slightly modified.

Schleiermacher, Uber die Religion. Reden an die Gebildeten unter ihren Verdichtern, 42. English
translation: On Religion. Speeches to Its Cultured Despisers, 27.

Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube nach den Grundsdzen der evangelischen Kirche, vols.
1-2 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1835-36), vol. 1, 6. English translation: The Christian Faith, ed. H. R.
Mackintosh and J. S. Stewart (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1999), 5.
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oung student Kierkegaard approached Mart'ensen about glv;ln% thhl;n
. torial in Summer Semester of 1834, and this was the text tha ¢ 1}_7
zt:ided to read. Many years later, Martensen writes about this expe
[ N

ence:

[Kierkegaard] had his ovi/lnbwayboi arlizr:igiﬁgt };Tezltﬁcgzntlog.hiei
did not follow any set syllabus, but as ! e
and converse with him. I chose to lectqre on the main p s
iermacher’s dogmatics and then discuss them. I recogn
isrfq}rlllleelglirzely that hisgwas not an ordinary ?ntel}e;t but thaz h:] }:ﬂzﬁ
had an irresistible urge to sophistry, to hairsplitting 'gamem,e ich
showed itself at every opportunity and was ofte.:n térf}ig do.ctrine
call in particular that it surfaced. when we examine doctrine
of divine election, where there is, so to speak, an open

sophists.*

Traces of this tutorial can be found in Kierkeg}jlard’s rlf;dln%hrii)';gis_,
i i ith his loose papers.* Given that we know that X

which are printed with his ‘ o=

tudy of Schleiermacher’s The '

erkegaard had made a s D
it i t some of the points in :

834, it is natural to assume tha > of the poi Ehc
:reat the relation of philosophy to Christianity will surface again in Ki

erkegaard’s journal entries from a year later.

V. Sibbern's Reception of Schleiermacher

One of the most important Danish sources for the CLisser_ninaSrFL(i)n orf
s i i her Frederik Christian Sibber

leiermacher’s ideas was the philosop ern
?IC;I 8?—6 lrS72)‘ He was one of the central figures to play host to C?chl:}zll(e);
macher during the latter’s visit to Copenhagenhandh[iossesse a

iliarity wi logian’s thought.

h familiarity with the German theo g ' ‘
OugPrior to Kiez’kegaard’s journal entries in AA. in 15.535, Slbbe‘rn tr.eeg:i
the issue of the relation of philosophy to Chrlsjclanlty t.hrelf tlngseiv i
in 1822 in an article in German for the Theologische Zeitschrift,

e i ] by
i ters with Kierkegaard. A Life as Seen
it Levnet, vol. 1, 78. Cited from Encoun r L3 i Rl
! ,\HA?réi::eegpgrr:ries trans. and ed. Bruce H. Kirmmse (Princeton: Princeton University
is h :

1996) 196. Translation slightly modified.

- 1. X1, 126-131. ) o Hiloso.
Z Ilzfé)c.l'elr(i:kzcohfiici\;% Sibbern, “Ueber das Verhiltniss des christlichen Glaubens zum philo

iedri i i Martin
hischen Erkennen,’ Theologische Zeitschrift, ed. Fr!_ednch Schlelersrgz;h;;,_}/\gcl)helm
FL)eberecht de Wette, Gottfried Christian Friedrich Liicke, Hefte 3 (1 B i

e —
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was co-edited by Schleiermacher, and second, in 1829, in a response
to a review of his book on psychology.”” In the latter he defends him-
self against the claims of his reviewer that he has in a confused fashion
brought philosophy into the sphere of theology and vice versa and thus
allowed the former to usurp the latter. In this piece, Schleiermacher is
mentioned only once,* but his general discussion about the relation of
dogmatics to philosophy hovers in the background.

Sibbern’s most significant essay for the present purposes is clearly
his article, penned in 1829, with the title, “Contribution to an Answer
to the Question: What is Dogmatics? Introduced with a Criticism of
Schleiermacher’s Conception of It”* In this piece, Sibbern discusses at
length Schleiermacher’s insistence on keeping dogmatics separate from
philosophy. At the beginning of this essay, Sibbern approvingly quotes
Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith (first edition) as follows:

As is well known, Schleiermacher wants to maintain the distinc-
tion [between dogmatics and philosophy]. Immediately in the
beginning of his dogmatics (namely in remark b. to § 2), after
having set forth the proposition that the thought belonging to
philosophy according to its origin and its form (“seiner Entstehung
und seiner Form nach”) is a different thought than the thought of
dogmatics, he adds: “daf§ Philosophisches und Dogmatisches nicht

vermischt werden diirfte, ist der Grundgedanke der vorliegenden
Bearbeitung?*

Sibbern states his fundamental agreement with Schleiermacher on
this point.* Here he implicitly answers his previous critic, who re-
proached him for confusing philosophy with theology. Here Sibbern,

by agreeing with Schleiermacher can show that he is not guilty of any
such confusion.

¥ Sibbern, “Bidrag til Bestemmelsen af Philosophiens Forhold til Theologien. Et Gjensvar paa

en imod mig nedlagt Protest in his Philosophiskt Archiv og Repertorium, vols. 1-4 (Copen-
hagen 1829-30), vol. 1, 58-92.

Sibbern, “Bidrag til Bestemmelsen af Philosophiens Forhold til Theologien. Et Gjensvar paa
en imod mig nedlagt Protest” 81f.

Sibbern, “Bidrag til Besvarelsen af det Spersmaal: Hvad er Dogmatik. Indledet ved en Kritik
af Schleiermachers Begreb derom/in his Philosophiskt Archiv og Repertorium, vols. 1-4 (Co-
penhagen 1829-30), vol. 3, 266-304, vol. 4, 305-400.

Sibbern, “Bidrag til Besvarelsen af det Spersmaal: Hvad er Dogmatik. Indledet ved en Kritik
af Schleiermachers Begreb derom,’ vol. 3, 268.

1 Cf.ibid, 269, 271.
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Later in his essay, Sibbern reaches a preliminarY.con‘cluslllon tha'(c3 Illi
strikingly similar to Kierkegaards far.noui formulz'itlon 1}r11 t 1e }r);eso o
journal entry in question. Sibbern erte:s, pure philosop '1ca t}})l Opfo ]
tions can never as such become theological 'ones, apd 1genu113§2 eolog
cal propositions can never become pure phl'losoph1ca ones. ¢ Heberes

Later, Sibbern returns to this issue in his boc?k review o e1. dg—
Perseus,® which was also published in an abbreviated form as an 1? es
pendent monograph in 1838 under the title, Remqus and InfStfiae zc(l)iz_
Primarily Concerning Hegel's Philoso‘t')h.y.‘*‘* There Sibbern makes
tinction between philosophy and religion as follows:

i ly not superfluous to remark that here we are only
f;llksirfl);oal:lj(l:u}‘: the foxlljndation of a Christian ph?lo.sophy. (for by
“faith” here one thinks the whole time of the_Chnstlan faith), n.ot
about the foundation of the Christian faith 1t§.elf, or even Chris-
tian living itself. The point here is not tha‘t phllosophy,.to‘ the ;};—
tent it has been applied to what is Christian, or a Christian phi-
losophy should replace Christian faith. That would be as strange%
and unnatural as letting one’s philosophy of love take _the place o
love itself. The foundation of love can never be apythmg but lovef
itself. If, by contrast, there is no talk of the love 1tself‘but only 1;)
its philosophy, then it should be clear that the foundation mllls‘z1 e
sought and found in the speculative Idea or the fundament; idea
of philosophy, in its ingress into—and penetration throughout—
the entire realm of love.*

While Sibbern grants that philosophy can fruitfl;lly hexplore religion,
i i i ligious faith.
he denies that this can in any way replace re 8!
There is evidence in Kierkegaard’s entry in the ]qurnal AA of ;m
awareness of Sibbern’s views on this subject. Sibbern is known for his

2 .ibid., 277. ) ) ) »
3 gifblt?elrn “Perseus, Journal for den speculative Idee. Udglvep. af Johan Lusclj(\/lllg—H(e,\lllt')eeégst ;\l (;i;t
Juni 183:7. Kjsbenhavn. Reitzels Forlag. XIV og 264 S. 8: Priis 1 Rbd. 84' ;— . iy
Hensyn til Dr. Rothes: Leeren om Treenighed og Forsoning. Et speculativt ors_z? Anledning
af Reformationsfesten.)” Maanedsskrift for Litteratur, \Ilol.01 (91 5(31388?8) nc1). Akri-\ig;cls ,20 > no,
i -582; 2 ,no. 1, , 20-60; no.
icle Il, 424-460; no. 6, Article l1l, 546-582; vol. i : -

rZIOA?{i?I?\C/ e1 03-136; no. 3, Article VI, 193-244; no. 4, Article VI, 293-308; no. 5, Article VIII,
-449. _ ' o
“ g?bsb‘e‘rr: Bemeerkninger og Undersagelser fornemmelig betreeffende Hegels Philosophie, be

tragtet i Forhold til vor Tid (Copenhagen: C. A. Reitzel, 1838).

% Sibbern, Bemaerkninger og Undersggelser, 63.
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idiosyncratic philosophical language that is utterly unique in Danish.
The odd formulations that Kierkegaard uses of “an accounting-within-
itself” (en Sig-Rede-Gjoren)¥ and a “living oneself-into-it” (en Sig-Lev-
en-ind)* are both neologisms from Sibbern. Given these clear signs of
Sibbern’s language and the nature of his discussion on this issue that was
so important to Kierkegaard, we must conclude that Sibbern is another

positive source of inspiration behind this early journal entry and the
other related ones.

V1. Kierkegaard’s View

These discussions constitute the background against which the jour-
nal entries on the relation of philosophy to religion were written. In the
first entry, dated October 17, 1835, the main thesis is introduced: “Phi-
losophy and Christianity can never be united”* Here Kierkegaard makes
his first attempt to distinguish the two spheres. His claim is best under-
stood as a rejection of Heiberg’s Hegelian claims that philosophy and
Christianity are ultimately one in the sense that Christianity constitutes
a subordinate part of a single organic philosophical system.

After this famous thesis, the passage continues as follows: “for if ’'m
to hold fast to what is one of the most essential features of Christian-
ity, redemption, then of course for it really to amount to anything it
must extend to the whole man.”* The concept of redemption is key for
this passage. Kierkegaards general view on the issue of the relation of
philosophy to Christianity seems to be that philosophy is concerned
with knowledge, while Christianity is concerned with “the whole man.”
which involves a number of different human faculties. Thus, although

philosophy can perhaps even be called “Christian knowledge” and claim
to have a certain kind of knowledge about a certain sphere, nevertheless
it will always fall short when it comes to Christianity. He writes,

¢ His language was so odd that one of his students even attempted to create a Sibbern dic-

tionary. See Hans Dahl, Frederik Christian Sibbern og Modersmélet. Et Stykke Dansk Ordbogs-
arbejde (Copenhagen: G. E. C. Gad 1884).

¥ SKS,17:31, line 6, AA:13 / KIN, 1: 25.

“ SKS,17:31, line 20, AA:13 / KJN, 1: 26.

% SKS,17:30, AA:13/ KIN, 1: 25.

© Ibid.
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Certainly I can conceive of such a phi'losophy after.Chrls‘iaauglt};
or after a person has become a Christian, but then it wfouh.1 e :
Christian philosophy. The relation would not b.e one of p i cc)lso

phy to Christianity but of Christianity to Christian krllow edge,
or, if you absolutely must, to Christian philosophy—un e}sls oge 1i
willing to have it that philosophy has to ‘conclude before1 ag i:or
prior to Christianity, that the riddle of 11f§ cannot ?be s0 \{F f t}?

it would negate philosophy as an account1ng-w1th1n—1ts(e1 c;l ! 'i
relation between God and the world were it to conclude t fd 1t
was unable to explain that relation, and the.n phllosophly C{«rou d ?1
the peak of its perfection be accomplice to its own tota oxcllvnﬁa L
that is, as the evidence of its inability to live up to its own defini

tion.>!

Given this, philosophy would either have to modify its self—;lsglirrllm;)i

to being something more modest or suffer the consequences ;) B i%) e
garded as a total failure and as useless for the most 1mp0r‘§n qua o as.
In this passage one sees, as noted, a for‘mula’fmn ‘Fhat.can f fegd ed s
a Sibbernism: “an accounting—withiri-ltself, Whlch is exp acl;lnce1 ey
attempt to give a general account of “the relation betweer.l Go ind the
world” Kierkegaard's point here is that such.an. account;igwl‘:lg,din his
the very defining character of philgsqphy, aiming at un el;ls .zglthisgway
explanation, is contrary to Christ1an1t}’:. Thus,. understoo11 f{ e ra:
Christianity “would negate philos'ol?[}}lly Slﬁiielt Tr:tfigsalst:: rzril ! t;) e

i iscursive account-giving in this sphere. s€ ;

’;f;il’oi Kierkegaard’s lategr views about the .ineffabﬂlt}}lf olf1 fa1t£1ei)src‘(c)1;z
absolute paradox of the Incarnation—doctrines whlch ad. ui;lle .
the inability of discursive thinking to grasp or e?(plaln the div ttém s
context, Johannes Climacus’ clzliticism ot:[ ob;g;téve knowing’s attemp

in Christianity also quickly comes to mind.

expgilenrligaard ret}L’u'ns t?) the concept Sf rederr_1pt10n anfd ref:}rl? to (;(i}:[
notion of a redemptive need. He writes, “Yes, phllOS.Op'hY‘ rorgl ) is P int
of view would not even serve as a transition to Cbrlstlargt}ﬁ or }i IZ(i)dea
necessarily have to abide by this negative conclusion, and the ng 0nOther
of a need for redemption would have to enter man from quite ar other
side; that is, it would first of all have to be felt and then known.

ST Ibid.
2 |bid.
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notion of a redemptive need is one that comes from Schleiermacher. * It
is discussed in The Christian Faith in § 11 and § 22. At the outset of this
discussion, Schleiermacher raises the question of what is the essence of
Christianity given the fact that there are so many differing forms of re-
ligious worship that appear in different times and places, all claiming to
be Christian. Schleiermacher’s conclusion is that the belief in “redemp-
tion accomplished by Jesus of Nazareth” is the defining feature.> When
Kierkegaard attempts to distinguish philosophy from Christianity, it is
natural for him to draw on this discussion in Schleiermacher. In order
to make this distinction, Kierkegaard must first define his terms; spe-

cifically, he must first identify the defining characteristic of Christian-

ity. Thus, when Schleiermacher defines this as redemption, Kierkegaard

seizes on this and uses this concept to distinguish Christianity from phi-

losophy, where no such concept is present.

Schleiermacher’s argument is that redemption belongs to the very
nature of the Christian religion since Christ is a redeemer: “Jesus is
founder of a religious communion simply in the sense that its members
become conscious of redemption through him?”* In his reading notes
(presumably in connection with his tutorial with Martensen), Kierkeg-
aard quotes the following passage from Schleiermacher:

If, however, there are within the communion considerable dif-
ferences in the free development of the God-consciousness, then
some people, in whom it is most cramped, are more in need of
redemption, and others, in whom it works more freely, are more
capable of redemption; and thus through the influence of the lat-
ter there arises in the former an approximation to redemption;
but only up to the point at which the difference between the two

is more or less balanced, simply owing to the fact that there exists
a communion or fellowship. *

% Cf.SKSK, 17,73/ KJIN, 1: 329,

> Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube nach den Grundscizen der evangelischen Kirche, vol. 1,
§ 11, 67-77. English translation: The Christian Faith, § 11, 52-60.

Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube, vol. 1, § 11.3, 72. English translation: The Christian

Faith, 56. Kierkegaard quotes this passage in his reading notes; see Pap., | C 21, vol. Xll,

128.

Pap., 1 C 21, vol. XII, 128.This is a quotation from Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube, vol.
1,8 11.4, 73. English translation: The Christian Faith, 57.
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The point here is that other religi.ons might incluc'1e a notlone(z}fl irrelz-
demption as some form of puriﬁca‘go.n or penance, i.e., as sornas ectg
accidental, but only in Christianity is it a necessary or .prilr.nary .01:1 ir;
Given that Kierkegaard was attentive to precisely this 1scussl1) o
his previous study of The Christian Faith, there can be 1no ;irouA‘xé
Schleiermacher stands in the background qf thse7 JOf‘TaSeﬁl 'Ye rma.Ch_,
speciﬁcally with the key concept of redempt-m.n. Wh 1C c; .cti :I11 rmach-
er’s goal is primarily to use this concept to dlstmguas‘ ris . )(; from
other forms of religion, Kifrkeg'illard co-opts his discussion

i istianity from philosophy. ’ '
guliﬁ f‘i}:llsg Kier}l;egaarg continues, “Now if .philiosop.hy S attent%og v:lezef
drawn to a large number of people who m:‘nnta.ln a'hvely conv1c111: 1
their need for redemption, actual redemption, it mlgh:c very wi nppe};
itself to this idea...and try to understand' these people§ cor}11V1c io e; S};t
for the same reason philosophy would still ‘not recognize t1 edpec rSiV};
of redemption.”*® Kierkegaard’s point here is that a .ratlona , blSCl‘tl)le e
account of redemption will always fall short and will never Fe :to -
capture the true nature of the concept. This passage seems to re
following account in Schleiermacher:

Perhaps in a universal philosophy of religion, to whlclh, ;lflt.wrelz
properly recognized, apologetics could then‘ appeal, t (}31 in
character of Christianity in itself could be exhibited in suc ; wle;y
that its particular place in the religious world woulq th'ere1 y 0&3
definitely fixed. This would also mean that all the prlnc.lpad m :
ments of the religious consciousness would be systematlze , an
from their interconnection it would be seen which of themlwere
fitted to have all the others related to them and tc.) be themselves a
constant concomitant of all the others. If, t%’len, it should be seen
that the element which we call “redemption }?ecomes such aGmi)i-
ment as soon as a liberating fact enters a region where the God-

& ; must
7 Further, Kierkegaard writes (in reference to § 22.2):“if men ar1ezt90/tﬁ’ rifiggne):d( nﬂt\s)e/ .
want it and actually be able to receive it" (Pap., 1 C 23, vol. X\, A 8 hu.man @ para;
graph in question Schleiermacher speaks of “the neeccli for reje;n;\pl);:fgl”“hen an nature
! T tizen de ’ .
i cher, Der christliche Glaube nach den Grundsaz: n der i :
?c?;esleg:;ﬁsh translation: The Christian Faith, 98. %ee leol OEglzta\L:érS\,il;\]oi\t/vte}:/aetr,i;si:t ;:;
: . i individual who

ime so really the personal guilt of every indivi ; st

i:g]r:sgnted as theycorporate act and the corporate guilt of the human race, and tha

recognition of it as such is likewise recognitior) of the universal need of redemption.” Der
christliche Glaube, vol. 1,§ 71, 381ff / The Christian Faith, 285.
8 SKS, 17:30, AA:13 / KIN, 1:25f.
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consciousness was in a state of constraint, Christianity would in
that case be vindicated as a distinct form of faith and its nature
in a sense construed. But even this could not properly be called a
proof of Christianity, since even the philosophy of religion could
not establish any necessity, either to recognize a particular fact as
redemptive, or to give the central place actually in one’s own con-
sciousness to any particular moment, even though that moment
should be capable of occupying such a place.®

Schleiermacher denies that an account of the concept of redemp-
tion in a larger philosophical system of concepts can be regarded as a
compelling argument for the truth of Christianity in a way that it can be
used in the service of apologetics. Thus, his point is somewhat different
from that of Kierkegaard. In any case, they seem to agree that a philo-
sophical account of redemption can never be adequate.

In the same passage Kierkegaard writes, “Christianity demands, be-
fore being examined, a living oneself-into-it, but then also a conscious-
ness of redemption...”® With the use of yet another Sibbernism, “living
oneself-into-it,” Kierkegaard underscores the existential nature of Chris-
tianity. It is a religion that one must live and experience in an intimate

manner in contrast to an abstract system of concepts or dogmas. The
notion of consciousness of redemption also appears in Schleiermacher’s
discussion. !
In short, Kierkegaard’s main argument for distinguishing philosophy
and religion is that redemption is a necessary feature of Christianity,
which philosophy can never supply. He argues,

Ultimately it is here the yawning chasm lies: Christianity stipu-
lates the defectiveness of human cognition due to sin, which is
then rectified in Christianity. The philosopher tries qua man to
account for matters of God and the world. The outcome can read-
ily be acknowledged as limited inasmuch as man is a limited be-
ing, but also as the most man is capable qua man. Certainly, the
philosopher can acquire the concept of man’s sin, but it doesn’t

Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube, vol. 1,§ 11.5, 76. In English translation: The Christian
Faith, 59.
®  SKS,17:30, AA:13 / KUN, 1: 26.

8 Schleiermacher, Der christliche Glaube,

vol. 1,5 11.3, 72. In English translation: The Christian
Faith, 56.
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follow that he knows that man is in. need of redemption, lez;sltrgi
all redemption which—corresponding to the or}(lilnary irl(:; ures
sinfulness—must be passed on to God, 6rzather than a re
demption (i.e., one that redeems itself).

For Kierkegaard the task of the philosopher is to knqw anci1 t(: ﬁlv; 2?1
account of the world with one’s knowledge. Howe\;er, given t bae ﬂl;wed
i in, this account must also always .
eings are flawed due to sin, t ] : -y
léhri%tialnity offers the possibility of redemption through fta1tr}11}.7t]i»lxilltl g 01n
i t of the world, cannot accept a
Josophy; as a rational accoun ) i e
i i discursive demonstration. Thus, p .
faith but must rather give a sive d us, philosophy
i ion since it ultimately rules out faith,
cannot receive redemption since o R s
i i t accept the finitude an
cessary for it. Philosophy canno : .
Efre of hslrlman knowledge. It seeks rather its own r?demptlon through
i ' discursive argumentation. .
its own tools, i.e., reason and : : ) -
In a footnote to this entry, Kierkegaard says lacpr,}igally, hThi phri_
Josopher must either embrace optimism—or %eispalr..t. By }tl ﬂl(s)soi, }11 i
i i has two choices. The positive p
dicates that the philosopher ohilosoph
believes unwaveringly in the strength of humarrll}f.eals(c‘)ndan;l nill illts;bgﬁz
i i f the world. This kind of p
to discover the ultimate truths o This kind .
embraces optimism and has no need for Christianity since hfe ﬁnzlls h];i
redemption in human reason. The skeptical philosopher calls into 0111rl i
the strength of human reason to explain thefvyc;lrlflr.h Buthye;[r,1 g;ar gect
hing on mere faith. Thus, he .
losopher, he cannot accept anyt . 1 xeject
istiani i ir since he can find redemption nei
Christianity and end in despair since eder . e
philosophyywhich does not have the tools to provide it, nor in religion,
ich requi it on faith.
hich requires one to accept it on . o
4 Laterc%n the journal, Kierkegaard tries to address the ob]}::cuo_n o(f
the rationalist theologians, like Hegel, Who wpuld argue Lhat ;h err: :z rz) )
conflict between Christianity and a ratlonahsth pk;lllos?[p. )(71 ] reec()n::ile
iti istian thinkers who have trie
course, a long tradition of Chris hoh e
istianity wi ith the latest scientific knowledge. X
Christianity with reason or with !
Kierkegaarﬁ’s objection is that such attempts misunderstand the nature

of Christianity. He argues:

82 §KS,17:31,AA:13/ KN, 1: 26.
& SKS,17:31n, AA:13/ KIN, 1:26n.
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The consequences of such a union (of Christianity and philosophy)
are seen from a rationalism, a conception one kind of consequence of
which is linguistic confusion, and just as it has been noted that many
words appear in different languages, so in spite of tearing each other
down the rationalists have at least these words in common: philosophi-
cal, reasonable Christianity (Christianity and the whole appearance of
Christ are—an accommodation). ¢

This argument is easy to understand in light of the theories that Ki-
erkegaard works out later in order to demonstrate the incommensura-
bility of philosophy and Christianity. If at the heart of Christianity is the
paradox of the Incarnation, ie., God becoming man, which is utterly
incomprehensible to human reason, then no rationalist philosophy can
grasp it. This essential feature of Christianity alone demarcates it from

philosophy. Thus, any attempt to try to understand it in terms of philo-
sophical discourse or argumentation is essentially a misunderstanding
and a confusion of language.

These entries are important for understanding Kierkegaard’s later
published works. Much of his criticism of then contemporary philoso-
phy is aimed at what he perceives as the attempt of philosophy to usurp
an absolute position vis-a-vis Christianity. He treats this in many places
in the Concluding Unscientific Postscript, including the Chapter, “Sub-
jective Truth, Inwardness: Truth is Subjectivity”®* The discussion in
the Postscript is intended specifically to delimit the legitimate sphere of
philosophy. In other words, he in a sense follows a Kantian project of
sketching the limits of human reason in order to avoid the errors that
come with any attempt to go beyond those limis.

Thus, with the statement that philosophy and Christianity can nev-
er be united, Kierkegaard declares his affiliation with Schleiermacher
against the Hegelians, such as Heiberg. He makes use of Schleier-
macher’s attempt to define the essence of Christianity by means of re-

demption in order to distinguish Christianity from any philosophical
account-giving.

VII. The Later Development of the Discussion
While Kierkegaard’s journal entry AA:13 gives an interesting insight
into his early considerations of the issue of the relation of philosophy to

#  SKS,17:34, AA:17 / KIN, 1: 29,
% SKS,7:182-211/ CUP1, 199-231.
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his mature polemical stance on thi.s issue was 'worl;eci (;if
in response to later contributions to this w1de}' c.hscus.sm}rll.. ;isser_
als011 Kierkegaard’s rival Martensen addresses this issue 1.nh is 'l
antl.pr? On the Autonomy of Human Self-Consciousness, whic aggreesses
157 inni f this treatise Martensen a
i 6 At the very beginning o ' ' .
h 18?;171e writing: “T};lus theology becomes philosophy. It is pieci;eg}}i
th.e lsom : Jete harmony and agreement between fgrm and conten 1 ;vn .
- (ic'tutI::s the concept of every science, for whlch reason it 1tsh e
Corlls ll) what follows from the nature of the object 1tse1f.fIt hls t e}:h ore
onb?:cra}; to permit philosophy an absolute know.ledge o (;be ruelative
a{l , th};,ology to remain at a lower stage and be discredited by :hr lat
3 OWled ¢”9 He concludes: “And thus philosophy becon'les : ti%}rr;
knovflich%\;er way, then, the matter is resolved, whether. the inves 1gi "
II; V(éod’s essence ought to have faith or also pure ratlfona%[ }Illoecclets}f;tyt -
i ies i jective character of me
its principle, i lies in the objective cha IO
B hod i t from the philosophical.”® Here
ical method cannot be differen n the : .
ﬁiﬂgg;en seems to follow Heiberg’s Hegelian line, arguing for a unity
f philosophy and religion. ' . _
K f’(I);lIiI; ?ssge was Fak};n up again in 1843 by thle theql?gcllzi({lo Ir,lulc:lzﬁl Ijild
d an extensive article entitle it
e Thee vicw in some detail Hegel’s position on
ledge”® There Helweg analyzes in de " or
glrll: ":(])Picgand criticizes the attempt to see religion as a1 .par;oc;faa; pFrle o
hical system. This piece was reviewed by t’he He:g.e fan onan Fred
Z‘;ﬁ( Hagen (1817-59), who argued for Hegel's position thegel’S e o
itici i Helweg misrepresents
’s criticisms.”® He claims that misre "
I;selsvc\),:fething that effectively eliminates religion; on the contrary,

Christianity,

j i i jam dogmaticam
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claims, the point of Hegel’s philosophy is to defend the truth of Chirsti-
anity in a philosophical manner. Helweg continued this acrimonious
exchange with a response to his critic in which he reaffirmed his view
that Hegel’s philosophy was essentially critical and dismissive towards
religion.” Thus, this discussion continued to evoke controversy in Den- :
mark throughout the 1830s and "40s.

On the basic issue of the relation of philosophy to Christianity, Ki-
erkegaard seems never to have changed his mind. The basic thesis stated
here, “Philosophy and Christianity can never be united; could well be
used as a thesis for a part of the Philosophical Fragments or the Con-
cluding Unscientific Postscript. To be sure, he becomes clearer about the
relation, and he develops new arguments to support his position, but |
the basic view itself remains unchanged. Indeed, much of the Journal
AA can be regarded as a rough ouiline for some of the main parts of
works like the Postscript. The journal shows us a snapshot of the young
Kierkegaard who is already deeply engaged in the current debates about
philosophy and theology that he will continue to follow and which will
come to shape his authorship in a decisive manner.

7 Ludvig Helweg, “Nogle Bemarkninger fremkaldte ved en'i Theologisk Tidsskrifts 7de Binds
2det Hefte indrykket Recension af min Afhandling ‘Om Tro og Viden,” For Literatur og Kritik

1(1843), 406-413.
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