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		HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

		

		

		

		Four times during his brief but intensive life as a writer, Kierkegaard intended to terminate his writing. Concluding Unscientific Postscript (1846) points to this intention and to his plan to seek a rural pastorate. Realizing, however, that his bent for writing could not be so peremptorily suppressed, he thought that he could write reviews and thus write without being an author.¹ The immediate result was Two Ages (1846),² a long review of the Thomasine Gyllembourg(-Ehrensvaard) novel with that title, and The Book on Adler³ (written 1846–1847 but not published), which he refers to as a “literary review.”⁴ Thereafter, however, came what might be called Kierkegaard’s second authorship, a whole series of signed works, plus the two Anti-Climacus works,⁵ culminating in the publication of For Self-Examination and, much later, of Judge for Yourself! with the subtitle For Self-Examination . . . Second Series. Three times during the second authorship Kierkegaard again intended to stop writing: in 1848 with Christian Discourses and The Crisis and a Crisis in the Life of an Actress,⁶ in 1849 with On My Work as an Author and Two Discourses at the Communion on Fridays, and in 1851 with For Self-Examination and Judge for Yourself! With the last two writings, Kierkegaard became silent for four years.

		

		Just before the publication of For Self-Examination (September 10, 1851), two other Kierkegaard volumes appeared on the same day: On My Work as an Author and Two Discourses at the Communion on Fridays (published on August 7, 1851, but written in 1848–1849 and in 1849 respectively).⁷ In each there is a farewell to writing. In the first, Kierkegaard states that he wanted “very briefly to fold together in simplicity what has been unfolded in all those books or what unfolded constitutes all those books; and this brief message is more immediately prompted by the fact that the first book in the authorship now comes out a second time, the new edition of Either/Or, which I earlier was unwilling to have published.”⁸

		

		In the second, Two Discourses, the preface begins with a paragraph including verbatim some of the last lines in “A First and Last Explanation” appended to Postscript:⁹

		

		An authorship that began with Either/Or and advanced step by step seeks here its decisive place of rest, at the foot of the altar, where the author, personally most aware of his own imperfection and guilt, certainly does not call himself a witness to the truth but only a singular kind of poet and thinker who, “without authority,” has had nothing new to bring but has wanted “once again to read through solo, if possible in a more inward way, the original text of individual human existence-relationships, the old, familiar texts handed down from the fathers” (see my postscript to Concluding Postscript).¹⁰

		

		After the first farewell to writing (Concluding Unscientific Postscript), the Corsair affair was a crucial factor in the beginning of the second authorship.¹¹ After the second (Christian Discourses and Crisis) and third stops (Two Discourses and On My Work), the occasions for the renewal of the second authorship were not external and specific like the Corsair’s relentless malicious attacks. Just before Christian Discourses was formally announced, Kierkegaard wrote: “My intellectual work satisfies me completely and makes me submit to everything gladly, if only I may give myself to it. I can understand my life in this way: that I declare consolation and joy to others while I am myself bound in a pain for which I can see no alleviation, except this, that I am able to work with my mind in this way. . . . Now I hope that God in some way or other will come to the aid of my work as a writer or will in other ways help me make a living and thus permit me to continue as a writer.”¹² After the third stop, Kierkegaard in an unused preface to For Self-Examination wrote about the entire authorship and added a word about beginning to write again:

		

		What I have understood as the task of the authorship has been done.

		It is one idea, this continuity from Either/Or to Anti-Climacus, the idea of religiousness in reflection.¹³

		The task has occupied me totally, for it has occupied me religiously; I have understood the completion of this authorship as my duty, as a responsibility resting upon me. Whether anyone has wanted to buy or to read has concerned me very little.

		At times I have considered laying down my pen and, if anything should be done, to use my voice.

		Meanwhile I came by way of further reflection to the realization that it perhaps is more appropriate for me to make at least an attempt once again to use my pen but in a different way, as I would use my voice, consequently in direct address to my contemporaries, winning men, if possible.¹⁴

		

		In substance, For Self-Examination and Judge for Yourself! are in continuity with the preceding works. Most briefly and most incisively the substantial continuity is epitomized in the concept “jest.” At times the word is used in the ordinary sense in Kierkegaard’s works, but for him it is also the special term for an indicative ethics, an expressive ethics. Judge William in Either/Or presents a personal-social ethics of task, the “ought” of self-realization and civic duty. In Postscript, Climacus says that “the highest earnestness of the religious life is distinguishable by jest.”¹⁵ Works of Love develops an indicative ethics; although the word “jest” is not used as it is in Postscript, the structure and meaning of an indicative ethics is present throughout: task, radical gift, and works of love expressive of the gift.¹⁶ In Judge for Yourself! Kierkegaard again emphasizes the jest [Spøg] as expressive action in response to the gift:

		

		Created in the image of God as he is, with head erect, he looks toward the heavens at the bird [Fugl]—the jester [Spøgefugl] from whom he learns the earnestness that it is God who sows and harvests and gathers into barns. But he does not sink into inactivity; he immediately sets to his work and tends to it—otherwise he does not really come to see that it is God who sows and reaps and gathers into barns.

		You lily of the field, you bird of the air! How much we owe to you! Some of our best and most blessed hours. When the Gospel appointed you as prototype and schoolmaster, the Law was abrogated and jest was assigned its place in the kingdom of heaven; thus we are no longer under the strict disciplinarian but under the Gospel: “Consider the lilies of the field; look at the birds of the air!”¹⁷

		

		The tone and aim of For Self-Examination link it retrospectively to Practice in Christianity, which had been published the year before (September 25, 1850). For Self-Examination shares implicitly what is explicitly stated of the intention and nature of the preceding work: “For Awakening and Inward Deepening.”¹⁸ And it also shares the high ideality of Practice as well as the implied critique inherent in that ideality.

		

		In this book, originating in the year 1848, the requirement for being a Christian is forced up by the pseudonymous author to a supreme ideality.

		Yet the requirement should indeed be stated, presented, and heard. From the Christian point of view, there ought to be no scaling down of the requirement, nor suppression of it—instead of a personal admission and confession.

		The requirement should be heard—and I understand what is said as spoken to me alone—so that I might learn not only to resort to grace but to resort to it in relation to the use of grace.¹⁹

		

		At the end of the final draft of For Self-Examination²⁰ there is also an indication of a leaning toward an explicit critique of what Kierkegaard regarded as the cultural accommodation of Christianity symbolized by the leadership of Bishop Jakob Peter Mynster,²¹ whom he personally loved and respected.²² In the final copy, the conclusion of the text proper (just before the closing prayer) was an addition that was ameliorated by partial revision and ultimately was deleted. The on-and-off status of the concluding lines manifests Kierkegaard’s deliberation on the limit to direct criticism of the established order, a limit that he moved further out in Judge for Yourself! and still further in Fædrelandet articles and The Moment in 1855.

		

		This concern for the limit to criticism of the established order was a corollary of Kierkegaard’s hope that Bishop Mynster would clear the air by making an admission (Indrømmelse) and confession (Tilstaælse)²³ of the accommodation of Christianity to the “demands of the times.” It also explains why the more critical Judge for Yourself! was not published in 1852 as For Self-Examination Second Series. This hope, Kierkegaard’s respect for Bishop Mynster, and the postponement of publication are all expressed in an appended note:

		

		March 1855

		

		This book is from the time when the old bishop was still living. Therefore it has been kept at a distance both because at the time I understood my relation to the established order that way and because out of respect for the old bishop I also very much wanted to understand my relation that way.

		Now I speak much more decisively, unreservedly, truly, without, however, thereby implying that what I said earlier was untrue.²⁴

		

		Deletions from the draft and final copy of Judge for Yourself! also manifest Kierkegaard’s deliberation on the limits to criticism and on his concern for Bishop Mynster.²⁵

		

		In a comparison of the writing in For Self-Examination and Judge for Yourself! with all or any of the earlier works, it is clear that Kierkegaard fulfilled the intention stated in the unused preface to For Self-Examination: “The first condition for winning men is that the communication reaches them. Therefore I must naturally want this little book to come to the knowledge of as many as possible.”²⁶ The writing itself makes these two books the simplest and most readily understandable of Kierkegaard’s works. Therefore one is not surprised that For Self-Examination was the first work (apart from The Moment, 1861) to be translated into German (1862) and that the Danish Kierkegaard scholar Eduard Geismar repeatedly answered the question “What work by Kierkegaard should one read first?” by suggesting For Self-Examination.

		

		It cannot be determined whether the style of For Self-Examination aided the sale of the volume, but it did sell out and a second edition (a comparative rarity for a Kierkegaard book²⁷) was printed the next year (1852). The sizes of the press runs of the two editions and of Judge for Yourself! are not included in Brandt and Rammel’s study of Kierkegaard’s publications.²⁸ A second edition of Judge for Yourself! (1876) was issued in 1906.

		

		Whereas the first signed works (the six volumes of Opbyggelige Taler 1843–44) all together received four contemporary reviews, For Self-Examination and Judge for Yourself! elicited seven and five reviews respectively. One review²⁹ begins with extravagant praise of Kierkegaard as a writer (“undoubtedly ‘Young Germany’ cannot boast of such an extraordinary writer!”) and then concentrates on the issue of state Church and free Church. An announcement in Berlingske Tidende, although brief, notes that the book appeared after the double declaration of terminating the authorship a year earlier and that the style is different: “Here Christian abundance and earnestness come with such penetrating power, such lucidity and pithiness, that the work must irresistibly achieve its intended effect upon a receptive reader so that he is led to rigorous self-examination. It will be understood by every earnest reader.”³⁰ Another review also refers to the earlier farewell and then merely lists the chapter titles of the book.³¹ An anonymous writer in a review two years after publication states that Kierkegaard’s works, when discussed in a theological journal, are “usually an occasion to challenge, limit, and refute what Kierkegaard said, rather than to express acknowledging praise, which must from any point of view be given to a large part of his observations and the way they are developed.” This favorable note is followed by a quotation from a writer³² who had challenged Kierkegaard’s views but had also written “ ‘that he has spoken to our conscience in an extraordinary way, such as only he can speak, and has led us to search ourselves with the question whether we are what we are called, are Christians, or are even oriented to becoming true Christians; that he has brilliantly and powerfully and penetratingly pointed back to the beginning that must not be forgotten in Christianity if life is not to vanish from established Christendom’—this is a recognition that all his readers will give him and a judgment that is confirmed also by the above-mentioned work, in which much has appealed to this reviewer, although again in this work he has felt himself repelled by some of the oddities that are repeated in all the Kierkegaardian writings.”³³

		

		In 1851 there appeared a small anonymous book³⁴ that subjected all Kierkegaard’s writing to a negative critique. In an appendix, the recently published For Self-Examination is briefly considered. After observing that this book has some essential differences from the earlier authorship and acknowledging that it is “again rich in fruitful observations on Christianity,” the critic states that the “efficacious thought” about looking at oneself in the mirror is a one-sided thought, because “It is I” cannot be the response to every Biblical statement, such as “I and the Father are one.” He thinks that Kierkegaard compares himself, although “without authority,” to Mynster, “the highest ecclesiastic of the Church,”³⁵ and he objects to this also.

		

		Professor Rasmus Nielsen’s review³⁶ three years later was favorable, in considerable contrast to the last of the contemporary reviews, which begins with an italicized declaration, “The best is none too good,” continues with an exhortation to slowness in judgment, and ends with five pages of quotations.³⁷

		

		Within a year following the posthumous publication of Judge for Yourself! by Kierkegaard’s brother Bishop Peter Christian Kierkegaard, two announcements and two brief reviews appeared in Danish journals and newspapers. One announcement includes the recommendation “to read it aloud to oneself.”³⁸ The noted literary critic Georg Brandes complains that there is no introduction to this piece out of the past, touches only on the jibes at clerical livings (“but however unrealistic his point of view is he maintains it with biting wit”³⁹), and closes with a couple samples. The same criticism is echoed in another announcement. “But apart from these sickly sorties, the discourse ‘to the single individual’ about becoming sober and about serving two masters is so Kierkegaardian that one must owe the publisher thanks for his unexpected augmentation of the deceased’s works.”⁴⁰ The only review of any length (one column) approvingly states that “with his well-known penetrating power” he emphasizes becoming sober and serving one master but then he takes “a misleading step” when he demands “that the ministerial office must not be a living” and fails to appreciate “the significance of the word ‘congregation.’ ”⁴¹

		

		In the journals there is nothing of Kierkegaard’s own estimate of Judge for Yourself! But there is also very little about For Self-Examination after its publication. Indeed, the most noteworthy of the few comments on the book is a correction or modification of a statement in the work.⁴² Perhaps the paucity of references to the two works was related to the reason for the postponement of the publication of Judge for Yourself!—the first of the two works was another invitational occasion for a response from Bishop Mynster⁴³ and the established order, and Kierkegaard was waiting; while he waited he faced the future rather than what had gone before. He postponed the more critical second work, and while he waited, he wrote and wrote but published nothing. The years 1848–1851 were the period of “the corrective”⁴⁴—“without authority.”⁴⁵ The silent period of 1852–1854 was the time of “the gathering storm” before Kierkegaard moved the critical, polemical limit “beyond armed neutrality.”

		

		

		

		Editorial Note to the Paperback Edition

		

		

		

		Frequently there is tension between the familiar English version of a Biblical passage and Kierkegaard’s Danish. A good illustration is the translation of Matthew 7:14. For centuries the best known English translation has been “strait is the gate and narrow is the way,” a translation followed in the present volume (pages 57–68, 165, 236–237). Trang in Danish does mean “narrow,” but it also means “hard,” and the internal coherence of the chapter “Christ Is the Way” is more clearly apparent if the passage is rendered as “narrow is the gate and hard is the way.”

		

		

		
			¹ See JP V 5873 (Pap. VII¹ A 4).
		

		

		
			² Two Ages, KW XIV (SV VIII 4–105).
		

		

		
			³ The Book on Adler, KW XXIV (Pap. VII² B 235–70; VIII² B 1–27).
		

		

		
			⁴ See JP V 5956 (Pap. VII¹ B 218).
		

		

		
			⁵ The Sickness unto Death, KW XIX (SV XI 114–241) and Practice in Christianity, KW XX (SV XII xi–239).
		

		

		
			⁶ See, for example, JP VI 6356 (Pap. X¹ A 138); Pap. IX A 228.
		

		

		
			⁷ See, for example, Pap. X⁵ B 141:4, 132.
		

		

		
			⁸ On My Work as an Author, in The Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 500). The second edition of Either/Or (May 14, 1849) was for Kierkegaard another token of the concluding of the authorship. He did not regard the literary review of Hans Christian Andersen’s Only a Fiddler in From the Papers of One Still Living (1836) and his dissertation, The Concept of Irony, with Continual Reference to Socrates (1841), as parts of the authorship proper.
		

		

		
			⁹ Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments, KW XII (SV VII [548–49]).
		

		

		
			¹⁰ Two Discourses at the Communion on Fridays, in Without Authority, KW XVIII (SV XII 267).
		

		

		
			¹¹ See Historical Introduction, The Corsair Affair, pp. xxxi-xxxiii, KW XIII.
		

		

		
			¹² JP V 6133 (Pap. VIII¹ A 645). See also JP V 6134 (Pap. VIII¹ A 648).
		

		

		
			¹³ See, for example, On My Work, in Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 495); The Point of View for My Work as an Author, in Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 540, 543, 578); JP VI 6237, 6511 (Pap. IX A 226; X² A 106).
		

		

		
			¹⁴ JP VI 6770 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:3). See Supplement, p. 224; Epigraph, p. 2.
		

		

		
			¹⁵ Postscript, KW XII (SV VII 223; see also 402).
		

		

		
			¹⁶ See especially the conclusion, Works of Love, KW XVI (SV IX 355–56).
		

		

		
			¹⁷ See p. 186. A journal entry (JP I 993; Pap. X³ A 734) from the same period (1851) is a paraphrase of this version of the transformation—at the point of motivation—of the imperative into the graceful indicative ethics of gratitude through the radical gift:
		

		

		Christianly the emphasis does not fall so much upon to what extent or how far a person succeeds in meeting or fulfilling the requirement, if he actually is striving, as it is upon his getting an impression of the requirement in all its infinitude so that he rightly learns to be humbled and to rely upon grace.

		

		To pare down the requirement in order to fulfill it better (as if this were earnestness, that now it can all the more easily appear that one is earnest about wanting to fulfill the requirement)—to this Christianity in its deepest essence is opposed.

		

		No, infinite humiliation and grace, and then a striving born of gratitude—this is Christianity.

		

		
			¹⁸ See Practice, KW XX (SV XII ix).
		

		

		
			¹⁹ Ibid. (xi). See also JP II 1482 (Pap. X³ A 784).
		

		

		
			²⁰ See Supplement, p. 240 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:15).
		

		

		
			²¹ See Supplement, pp. 254–57, 261 (Pap. IX A 81, 83; X³ A 588; X⁴ A 554).
		

		

		
			²² See, for example, p. 21; Supplement, pp. 255–58 (Pap. IX A 85; X³ A 565; X⁴ A 228, 285).
		

		

		
			²³ See Supplement, pp. 255, 258–60 (Pap. X³ A 550; X⁴ A 358–59, 367, 511).
		

		

		
			²⁴ See p. 215.
		

		

		
			²⁵ See Supplement, pp. 248–49 (Pap. X⁶ B 20, 29:4, 29:5).
		

		

		
			²⁶ JP VI 6770 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:3). See Supplement, p. 224.
		

		

		
			²⁷ Of the thirty-eight titles, there were only nine second printings during Kierkegaard’s lifetime. They did not include Fear and Trembling, Repetition, Philosophical Fragments, Stages on Life’s Way, Postscript, and Sickness unto Death, the majority of the works best known over a hundred years later.
		

		

		
			²⁸ Frithiof Brandt and Else Rammel, Søren Kierkegaard og Pengene (Copenhagen: 1935). The press runs of earlier works were 500 or 525 copies; exceptions were Begrebet Angest, with a printing of 250 copies, and five of the six volumes of Opbyggelige Taler (1843–44), with press runs of 300 copies (the press run of To opbyggelige Taler [1843] is not definitely known).
		

		

		
			²⁹ B. (Frederik Engelhardt Boiesen), “Magister Søren Kierkegaard’s sidste Skrift.” Dannevirke (Haderslev), October 15, 1851, p. 3.
		

		

		
			³⁰ Anon., Berlingske Tidende, 213, September 13, 1851, p. 1.
		

		

		
			³¹ Anon., Flyveposten, 215, September 16, 1851, p. 1.
		

		

		
			³² Frederik Ludvig Bang Zeuthen, Om Ydmyghed (Copenhagen: 1852), p. 140.
		

		

		
			³³ Anon., Nyt theologisk Tidsskrift, IV, 1853, pp. 383–84.
		

		

		
			³⁴ Anon. (Ludvig Jacob Mendel Gude), Om Magister S. Kierkegaards Forfattervirksomhed. Iagttagelser af en Landsbypræst (Copenhagen: 1851), pp. 40–42. See Supplement, pp. 240–41 (Pap. X⁶ B 145).
		

		

		
			³⁵ Gude, pp. 41–42.
		

		

		
			³⁶ Fædrelandet, 303, December 29, 1854, col. 2409.
		

		

		
			³⁷ Anon. (Niels Johansen), Brevbærer mellem Christne, II, 4, 1856, pp. 37–45.
		

		

		
			³⁸ Anon. (Otto Borchsenius), Nær og Fjern, 199, April 23, 1876, p. 15.
		

		

		
			³⁹ Georg Brandes, Det nittende Aarhundrede, April–September, 1876, p. 239.
		

		

		
			⁴⁰ Anon., Illustreret Tidende, 906, February 4, 1877, p. 199.
		

		

		
			⁴¹ Wr. (Malte Weber), Fyens Stiftstidende, 405, December 29, 1876, pp. 2–3.
		

		

		
			⁴² See Supplement, p. 238 (Pap. XI¹ A 115).
		

		

		
			⁴³ See, for example, “There the Matter Rests,” Fædrelandet, 304, December 30, 1854; The Moment and Late Writings, KW XXIII (SV XIV 20–21):
		

		

		At the end of his life, I broached (but indirectly, by means of Practice in Christianity) to the old gentleman as proximately as possible whether he wanted to engage in battle. By what he did I was sadly convinced of how weak he was. Out of concern for him, I hid this from the contemporaries and said it personally only to him and as emphatically as possible, yet, since this weakness of his was a fact, I had to take a little precautionary measure for the sake of the most extreme contingency that could arise. That was done in For Self-Examination [p. 21] where, as one will see, I bisected him, but, it is true, so covertly that not even his enemies have seen it, so covertly that newspaper articles now quote this passage against me as a eulogy of him, whereas precisely there I had taken my precautionary measure for the sake of the most extreme contingency that could arise and approximately said: Your Reverence is totally out of character with your preaching. But I hid it, and why? Because, of course, I always wished to be able, if possible, to carry out my first, my so precious thought: Mynster shall live out his life and be buried with full honors. Privately I have spoken emphatically enough to Bishop Mynster. In my books I have pursued my task and with my being and my authorship I am a continual attack on the whole Mynsterian proclamation of Christianity, yet in such a way that at any moment it was possible for Bishop Mynster by an admission to come into accord with me—then I would be his defense. But I well realize how most people read, how thoughtlessly, and that therefore if I so wished—and that I would wish for several reasons, “also out of veneration for my late father’s pastor”—by paying him compliments I could charm people into thinking that we two were in accord; then my activity would strengthen his reputation in the eyes of most people and everything that goes by the name of unrest, revolt, catastrophe (to which the old gentleman was immensely opposed) would be avoided. Because he carefully read my books and because I talked privately with him, the old gentleman was better informed about our unity, although I am sure he never really has doubted my sincere devotion to him, even when it seemed most awkward.

		

		Thus, God be praised, it was attained, that which was my first thought, my so precious wish, which toward the end I was close to despairing over: Mynster shall live out his life, be buried with full honors! And he did indeed live out his life undiminished; he was indeed buried with full honors; the monument will certainly also be erected—but then no further, and he must least of all go down in history as a witness to the truth, one of the authentic witnesses to the truth, one of the holy chain—there the matter rests!

		

		See also Supplement, pp. 254–61 (Pap. IX A 81, 83, 85; X³ A 550, 565, 588; X⁴ A 228, 285, 358, 359, 367, 511, 554).

		

		
			⁴⁴ See, for example, JP VI 6317, 6533 (Pap. X¹ A 56; X² A 196).
		

		

		
			⁴⁵ See, for example, JP VI 6467, 6693 (Pap. X¹ A 640; X³ A 565).
		

		

	
		

		FOR SELF-EXAMINATION

		

		

		

		RECOMMENDED TO THE

		PRESENT AGE

		

		[FIRST SERIES]

		

		by Søren Kierkegaard

		

		[XII 294] “Since, therefore, we know the fear of the Lord, we seek to win men” (II Corinthians 5:11). To begin instantly or to want first of all to win people may even be profane, in any case worldliness, not Christianity, no more than it is fear of God. No, let your effort first, let it first and foremost, express that you fear God. —This I have aspired to do.

		

		But you, O God, you let me never forget that even if I did not win a single person—if my life (since the “assurance” of the mouth is deceptive) expresses that I fear you, then “All is won!” On the other hand, if I won all people—if my life (since the assurance of the mouth is deceptive) does not express that I fear you, then “All is lost!”

		

		Summer 1851

		

	
		

		PREFACE¹ [XII 295]

		

		

		

		My dear reader, read aloud, if possible!² If you do so, allow me to thank you for it; if you not only do it yourself, if you also influence others to do it, allow me to thank each one of them, and you again and again! By reading aloud you will gain the strongest impression that you have only yourself to consider, not me, who, after all, am “without authority,”³ nor others, which would be a distraction.

		

		August⁴ 1851.

		

		S. K.

		

		

		

		CONTENTS
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			What Is Required in Order to Look at
		

		
			Oneself with True Blessing in the Mirror of the Word?
		

		
			(Fifth Sunday after Easter)
		

		

		
			II.
		

		
			Christ Is the Way
		

		
			(Ascension Day)
		

		

		
			III.
		

		
			It Is the Spirit Who Gives Life
		

		
			(Pentecost)
		

		

	
		

		I

		

		

		

		James, Chapter I, v. 22 to the end

		

		

		

		INTRODUCTORY NOTE [XII 301]

		

		

		

		¹There is a saying that often comes to my mind, a saying by a man to whom I cannot in a Christian sense be said to owe anything—indeed, he was a pagan—but to whom I nevertheless feel personally very indebted, and who also lived in circumstances that in my opinion quite correspond to our situation today: I mean that simple wise man of antiquity. It is told of him that when he was accused before the people an orator came to him and handed him a carefully composed defense speech, with the request that he use it. The simple wise man accepted it, read it. Thereupon he gave it back to the orator and said: It is a beautiful and well-composed speech (hence he did not give it back because it was a poor, injudicious speech). But, he continued, I have now reached the age of seventy years; thus I do not feel it is fitting for me to use an orator’s art. What did he mean? In the first place he meant: My life is too earnest to be able to be served by the prop of an orator’s technique. I have ventured my life; even if I am not sentenced to death, I nevertheless have ventured my life, and in the service of the god [Guden²] I have done my duty. Then do not let me now at the last moment destroy the impression of myself and of my life with the help of artful orators or oratorical arts. In the second place, he meant: The thoughts, ideas, and concepts that I, known by everyone, ridiculed by your comic poets, regarded as an eccentric, daily attacked by “the [XII 302] anonymous”³ (it is his word), in the course of twenty years (it was that long) have developed in conversation with the first person to come along in the marketplace—these thoughts are my life, have occupied me early and late. And even if they have occupied no one else, they have occupied me endlessly, and when I have sometimes been able to stand a whole day staring into space (something that has attracted your particular attention),⁴ it was these thoughts that occupied me—therefore I also believe that if I intend to say anything at all on the day the verdict is pronounced I can say a few words without the help of artful orators and oratorical arts, and the circumstance that I most likely will be sentenced to death makes no difference. What I say will naturally remain the same and about the same and in the same manner as before,⁵ and just as I spoke yesterday with a leather tanner in the marketplace, I believe I can surely say a few words without preparation or the assistance of others. Of course, I am not entirely without preparation either, because I have been preparing myself for twenty years, nor am I entirely without assistance, since I rely on the assistance of the god. But, to repeat, the few words . . . . . well, I do not deny that they can also become more prolix. If I were to have twenty years again, I would just keep on talking about the same things I have been talking about continually; but artful orators and oratorical arts are not something for me. —O you earnest one! Misjudged, you had to empty the poison goblet; you were not understood. Then you died. For over two thousand years you have been admired, “but I wonder if I have been understood?” —That is just it!

		

		And now with regard to preaching! Should it not be just as earnest! The person who is going to preach ought to live in the Christian thoughts and ideas; they ought to be his daily life. If so—this is the view of Christianity—then you, too, will have eloquence enough and precisely that which is needed when you speak extemporaneously without specific preparation. However, it is a fallacious eloquence if someone, without otherwise occupying himself with, without living in these thoughts, once in a while sits down and laboriously collects such thoughts, perhaps in the field of literature, and then works them into a well-composed discourse, which is then committed to memory and delivered superbly, with respect both to voice and diction and to gestures. No, just as in well-equipped houses one need not go downstairs to fetch water but has it up there on tap, under pressure—one merely turns on the faucet—so also is that person an authentic Christian [XII 303] speaker who, because the essentially Christian is his life, at every moment has eloquence present, immediately available, precisely the true eloquence—yet it goes without saying, of course, that it is not the intention here to show babblers to the place of honor, even if it is ever so certain that they babble without any preparation. Moreover, Scripture says: Do not swear at all. Let what you say be simply yes or no; anything more than this comes from evil.⁶ Likewise there is also an art of eloquence that comes from evil if it is made out to be the highest, since it is something lower. The sermon must not contentiously confirm [befæste] the distinction between the gifted and the ungifted; in the unity of the Holy Spirit, it must simply and solely fix [fæste] attention upon acting according to what is said. You simple one, even though you are of all people most limited—if your life expresses the little you have understood, you speak more powerfully than all the eloquence of orators. And you, O woman, even if you are quite speechless in charming silence⁷—if your life expresses what you heard, your eloquence is more powerful, more true, more persuasive than all the art of orators.

		

		So it is. But let us beware of reaching too high, since just because it is true it does not follow that we are capable of doing it. And you, my listener, remember that the higher the religious is taken, the more rigorous it becomes, but it does not necessarily follow that you are able to bear it—perhaps it would even be an offense to you and to your ruin. It may even be that you need this lower form of the religious, need a certain art to be used in its presentation in order to make it more appealing to you. As for the rigorously religious individual, his life is essentially action—and his presentation is searching and spare in a way quite different from the more comfortably composed discourse. My listener, if you are of this mind, then take this and read it for upbuilding. It is not on account of my perfection and not on account of your perfection that the discourse is composed in this way—on the contrary, it is, in the godly sense, an imperfection and a weakness. I confess my weakness, and even to you, my reader, do I not? Then you will also confess yours, not to me—no, that is not required—but to yourself and to God. Ah, we who still call ourselves Christians are from the Christian point of view so pampered, so far from being what Christianity does indeed require of those who want to call themselves Christians, dead to the world, that we hardly ever have any idea of that kind of earnestness; [XII 304] we are as yet unable to do without, to give up the artistic and its mitigation, cannot bear the true impact of actuality—well, then let us at least be honest and admit it. If someone perhaps does not immediately understand what I am saying and why I am saying it, may he be slow to judge,⁸ may he take his time, for we shall, to be sure, go further into the subject. But whoever you are, have confidence, yield yourself. There can be no question of my using force, I who of all people am the weakest; but no persuasion or craft or cunning or enticement whatever will be used in order to lead you perhaps so far out that you might regret having yielded yourself (which, however, you really ought not to regret and would not if your faith were stronger). Believe me (I say it to my own shame), I, too, am all too pampered.

		

		

		

		The Epistle as written in the book of the Apostle James

		Chapter 1, verse 22 to the end.⁹ [XII 305]

		

		

		

		But be doers of the Word, and not only hearers of it, whereby you deceive yourselves. If anyone is a hearer of the Word and not a doer of it, he is like a man who observes his bodily face in a mirror, for he would observe himself and go away and at once forget what he was like. But he who looks into the perfect law of freedom and perseveres has not become a forgetful hearer but a doer of a work; he shall be blessed in his work. If anyone among you thinks he is a worshiper of God but does not hold his tongue in check and deceives his own heart, his worship of God is vain. Pure and undefiled worship before God and the Father is this: to visit the fatherless and widows in their distress and to keep oneself undefiled by the world.

		

		¹⁰PRAYER

		

		Father in heaven! What is a man that you are mindful of him, a child of man that you are concerned for him—and in every way, in every respect!¹¹ Truly, in nothing do you leave yourself without witness;¹² and finally you gave him your Word. More you could not do. To force him to use it, to read it, or to listen to it, to force him to act according to it—that you could not wish. Ah, and yet you do more. You are not like a human being. He rarely does anything for nothing, but if he does, he at least does not wish to be put to inconvenience by it. You, however, O God, you give your Word as a gift¹³—that you do, Infinitely Sublime One, and we humans have [XII 306] nothing to give in return. And if you find only some willingness in the single individual, you are promptly at hand and are, first of all, the one who with more than human—indeed, with divine—patience sits and spells out the Word with the single individual so that he may understand it aright; and then you are the one who, again with more than human—indeed, with divine—patience takes him by the hand, as it were, and helps him when he strives to act according to it—you, our Father in heaven!

		

		

		

		TIMES are different, and even though the times are often like a human being—he changes completely but nevertheless remains just as foolish, only in a new pattern—it nevertheless is true that times are different and different times have different requirements.

		

		There was a time when the Gospel, grace, was changed into a new Law, more rigorous with people than the old Law. Everything had become rather tortured, laborious, and unpleasant, almost as if, despite the angels’ song at the advent of Christianity,¹⁴ there was no joy anymore either in heaven or on earth. Through petty self-torments, they had made God just as petty—in this way it brings its own punishment! They entered the monastery, they stayed there—yes, it is true it was voluntary and yet it was bondage, because it was not truly voluntary, they had not entirely made up their minds, they were not happy to be there, were not free, and yet they did not have the bold confidence to stop or to leave the monastery and become free. Everything had become works. And just like unhealthy growths on trees, so also were these works corrupted by unhealthy growths, thus were often only hypocrisy, the conceitedness of merit, idleness. The error was precisely there and not so much in the works. Let us not go too far; let us not make a previous age’s error an excuse for new error. No, take this unhealthiness and falsity away from the works and let us then retain the works in honesty, in humility, in beneficial activity. The approach to these works should indeed be, for example, like that of a militant youth who, in connection with a dangerous undertaking, voluntarily comes and pleads with his leader, saying: May I not be permitted to come along! If in the same way a person were to say to God: “May I not be permitted to give all I own to the poor¹⁵—not that this should be something meritorious, no, no, I am deeply and [XII 307] humbly aware that if I am ever saved I will be saved by grace, just as the robber on the cross,¹⁶ but may I not be permitted to do this so that I can work solely for the extension of God’s kingdom among my fellow beings”—well, yes, if I am to speak as a Lutheran—then this, despite Satan, the newspapers, the most respected public (for the time of the pope is now past), in spite of all the sensible, ecclesiastical, or secular objections of all clever men and women, then this is well pleasing to God. But this is not the way it was in the age we are discussing.

		

		At that time there appeared a man from God and with faith, Martin Luther; with faith (for truly this required faith) or by faith he established faith in its rights. His life expressed works—let us never forget that—but he said: A person is saved by faith alone. The danger was great. I know of no stronger expression of how great it was in Luther’s eyes than that he decided that in order to get things straight: the Apostle James must be shoved aside.¹⁷ Imagine Luther’s respect for an apostle—and then to have to dare to do this in order to get faith restored to its rights!

		

		But what happened? There is always a secular mentality that no doubt wants to have the name of being Christian but wants to become Christian as cheaply as possible. This secular mentality became aware of Luther. It listened; for safety’s sake it listened once again lest it should have heard wrongly; thereupon it said, “Excellent! This is something for us. Luther says: It depends on faith alone. He himself does not say that his life expresses works, and since he is now dead it is no longer an actuality. So we take his words, his doctrine—and we are free from all works—long live Luther! Wer nicht liebt Weiber, Wein, Gesang / Er wird ein Narr sein Leben lang [Who loves not women, wine, and song / He is a fool his whole life long].¹⁸ This is the meaning of Luther’s life, this man of God who, in keeping with the times, reformed Christianity.” Even though not everyone took Luther in vain in such a downright secular way—in every human being there is an inclination either to want to be meritorious when it comes to works or, when faith and grace are to be emphasized, also to want to be free from works as far as possible. Indeed, “man,” this rational creation [XII 308] of God, certainly does not let himself be fooled;¹⁹ he is not a peasant coming to market, he has his eyes open. “No, it’s one or the other,” says man. “If it is to be works—fine, but then I must also ask for the legitimate yield I have coming from my works, so that they are meritorious. If it is to be grace—fine, but then I must also ask to be free from works—otherwise it surely is not grace. If it is to be works and nevertheless grace, that is indeed foolishness.” Yes, that is indeed foolishness; that would also be true Lutheranism; that would indeed be Christianity. Christianity’s requirement is this: your life should express works as strenuously as possible; then one thing more is required—that you humble yourself and confess: But my being saved is nevertheless grace. The error of the Middle Ages, meritoriousness, was abhorred. But when one scrutinizes the matter more deeply, it is easy to see that people had perhaps an even greater notion that works are meritorious than did the Middle Ages, but they applied grace in such a way that they freed themselves from works. Having abolished works, they could not very well be tempted to regard as something meritorious the works they did not do. Luther wished to take “meritoriousness” away from works and apply them somewhat differently—namely, in the direction of witnessing for the truth; the secular mentality, which understood Luther perfectly, took meritoriousness away altogether—including the works.

		

		And where are we now? I am without authority; far be it from me to judge any person. But since I want this matter cleared up, I shall take myself and for a moment test my life according to just one Lutheran qualification of faith: faith is a restless thing.²⁰ I assume, then, that Luther has risen from his grave. For several years now he has been living among us but incognito; he has been observing the lives we lead, has been scrutinizing everyone in this regard and me also. I assume that he speaks to me one day and says, “Are you a believer? Do you have faith?” Anyone who knows me as an author will see that I would perhaps be the one who might come off best of all in such an examination, for I have continually said, “I do not have faith”²¹—I have expressed, as does a bird’s alarmed flight before a storm, that there is mischief brewing here, “I do not have faith.” So I could say to Luther, “No, dear Luther, I have at least shown the respect of saying: I do not have faith.” However, I shall not press this, but, just as others call themselves [XII 309] Christians and believers, I, too, shall say, “I am a believer,” for otherwise what I wish to be cleared up will not be cleared up. So I answer, “Yes, I am a believer.” “Why, then,” responds Luther, “have I not noticed anything in you? I have indeed been observing your life, and you know that faith is a restless thing. To what end has faith, which you say you have, made you restless, where have you witnessed for the truth, where against untruth, what sacrifices have you made, what persecution have you suffered for your Christianity, and at home in your domestic life where have your self-denial and renunciation been noticeable?” “Yes, but dear Luther, I can assure you I have faith.” “Assure, assure—what kind of talk is that? In connection with having faith, no assurances are needed if one has it (since faith is a restless thing and is noticed at once), and no assurance can help if one does not have it.” “Yes, but do believe me just the same; I can assure you as solemnly as possible . . . . ..” “Ah, stop that talk! What good does your assuring do!” “Yes, but if you would only read one of my books you will see how I can describe faith; so I know I must have it.” “I do believe the man is crazy. If it is true that you are able to describe faith, that merely shows that you are a poet, and if you do it well, that you are a good poet—anything but that you are a believer. Perhaps you can also weep when you describe faith—that would prove that you are a good actor. You undoubtedly remember the story of that actor of old who was so able to enter into emotions that he even wept when he came home from the theater and wept for several days afterward—that merely showed that he was a good actor.

		

		“No, my friend, faith is a restless thing. It is health, but stronger and more violent than the most burning fever, and it is useless for a patient to protest that he has no fever when the physician feels it in his pulse, but neither will a healthy person say that he has a fever when the physician, by feeling the pulse, feels that it is not the case—likewise, when one does not feel the pulse of faith in your life, you do not have faith either. If, however, one senses the restlessness of faith as the pulse in your life, you can be said to have faith and to ‘witness’ to the faith. And this, in turn, is essentially what it is to preach, because to preach is neither to describe faith in books nor as a speaker to describe in ‘quiet hours’ that which, as I have said in a sermon, should actually ‘not be preached in churches but on the street,’²² nor is it to be a speaker but a witness—in other [XII 310] words, faith, this restless thing, should be recognizable in his life.”

		

		Yes, faith is a restless thing. In order to accentuate this a little, allow me to describe the restlessness of faith in such a hero of faith or witness to the truth. There is, then, a given actuality; indeed, it is there at every moment. These thousands and thousands and millions, each one is looking after his own business; the public official is looking after his, and the scholar his, and the artist his, and the businessman his, and the slanderer his, and the loafer, no less busy, his, and so on and on; everyone is looking after his own business in this crisscrossing game of diversity that is actuality. Meanwhile, like Luther in a cloister cell or in a remote room, there is not far away a solitary person in fear and trembling and much spiritual trial [Anfægtelse].²³ A solitary person! Yes, it is the truth. What this age has invented is untruth, that it is number (the numerical), the crowd, or the most honored and most honored cultured public from which reformations proceed—that is, religious reformations²⁴—because in street lighting, in public transportation, reforms do perhaps best come from the public; but that a religious reformation should come from the public is untruth and, Christianly understood, a mutinous untruth. So, then, there is a solitary person in spiritual trial. Perhaps I enjoy some recognition among my contemporaries as one who knows the human soul (psychologist). I can testify I have seen people of whom I dare say they have most certainly been very exposed to temptations [Fristelser],²⁵ but I have never seen anyone of whom I dared say: He is tried in spiritual trial. And yet one year of exposure to temptation is nothing compared with one hour in spiritual trial. This is the state of that solitary person sitting there; he is sitting—or, if you so wish, he is pacing, perhaps up and down the floor like a lion imprisoned in a cage; and yet what imprisons him is remarkable—he is by God or because of God imprisoned within himself.

		

		That for which he has suffered in spiritual trial must now be transposed into actuality. Do you think he enjoys it? Truly, rest assured that anyone who comes down these paths shouting with joy has not been called. There is not one of those called who has not preferred to be exempted, not one who, as a child begs and pleads to be let off, has not pleaded for himself, but it does not help—he must go on.

		

		Thus he knows that when he now takes this step the terror will rise up. When the terror rises up, the person who is not called becomes so alarmed that he turns and runs. But the one who is called—ah, my friend, he would rather turn back, shuddering before the terror, but as soon as he turns to flee he [XII 311] sees—he sees an even greater horror behind him, the horror of spiritual trial, and he must go forward—so he goes forward; now he is perfectly calm, because the horror of spiritual trial is a formidable disciplinarian²⁶ who can give courage. —The terror rises up. Everything that closely or remotely belongs to the given actuality arms itself against this man of spiritual trial whom it nevertheless is impossible to terrify because, strangely enough, he is so afraid—of God. All attack him, hate him, curse him. The few who are loyal to him cry out, “Be careful! You are making yourself and everybody else unhappy. Stop now and do not make the terror more intense. Check the words on your lips and recant what you have just said.” O my listener, faith is a restless thing.

		

		So, then, perhaps I am preaching tumult, the overthrow of everything, disorder? No, indeed. Anyone who does not know my work as an author will have to be satisfied with this assurance. Anyone who knows my work as an author must know that I ²⁷have worked in the opposite direction.

		

		But from the Christian point of view, there are two kinds of disorder. The one is tumult, disturbance in externals. The other disorder is the stillness of death, a dying out, and this is perhaps the more dangerous.

		

		It is against the latter that I have worked, and worked to arouse restlessness oriented toward inward deepening. Let me precisely state where I stand, so to speak. There is among us a highly revered old gentleman, the highest prelate of this Church.²⁸ That which he, his “preaching,” has wanted is just what I want, only with a stronger emphasis, something based on the difference of my personality and something that the difference of the times requires. There are among us some who claim to be Christian in the strictest sense of the word, to be that in contrast to the rest of us.²⁹ I have been unable to associate myself with them. For one thing, I think that their lives do not meet the standard that they themselves prompt or constrain one to apply by so strongly stressing that they are Christians—yet this is of minor importance to me. For another, I am too far short of being a Christian to dare to associate myself with anyone who makes such a claim. Even if I am perhaps a little, indeed, even if it were the case, if I were a bit more than a little ahead of the average among us, I am ahead only in the poetic sense—that is, I am more aware of what Christianity is, know how to describe it better—ah, but this is a very unessential difference (remember what Luther said to me!). Essentially I belong with the average. And here is where I have worked to arouse restlessness oriented toward inward deepening.

		

		From the Christian point of view, there are two kinds of [XII 312] true restlessness. Restlessness in the heroes of faith and witnesses to the truth, which aims at reforming things as they are. I have never ventured to go that far out; it is not for me, and if someone of my contemporaries might seem to want to venture that far out, I would not be disinclined to take issue with him in order to help make clear whether he is legitimate. The other kind of restlessness has to do with inward deepening. A true love affair is indeed also a restless thing, but it never enters the lover’s head to want to change things as they are.

		

		I have worked for this restlessness oriented toward inward deepening. But “without authority.” Instead of conceitedly making myself out to be a witness to the truth and causing others rashly to want to be the same, I am an unauthorized poet who influences by means of the ideals.³⁰ Now, for instance, I shall promptly give an example and show, among other things, how I also use heroes of faith. You, my listener, you call yourself a Christian. Fine, and you know that what is the most certain thing of all but also the most uncertain, death, will some day come to you and be your death. You are, however, a Christian; consequently you hope and believe that you will become just as blessed as any witness to the truth or any hero of faith, who nevertheless has had to purchase being a Christian according to a totally different criterion. Thus someone who has authority would perhaps speak to you in a different way, to your horror would tell you that you were deluded about being a Christian and are traveling the road to hell. Far be it from me to call this an exaggeration on the part of the authorized one—no, I am all too aware of the struggle involved in daring to introduce an either/or such as that to someone else. But I, the unauthorized, do not dare speak this way; I believe that you will be blessed just as much as any witness to the truth, any hero of faith. But this I do say to you. Consider your life and the life of such a person side by side. Consider what he has had to sacrifice, he who sacrificed everything, that which is hardest to sacrifice in the very beginning and that which in the long run turns out to be the hardest to have sacrificed! Consider what he has suffered, how painfully and how interminably! Ah, if you are living happily in a beloved home, if your wife is devoted to you with all her heart and all her strength,³¹ if your children give you joy, then consider what it means to go on living day after day in this peace and quiet, salutary for a person’s soul, more salutary than the late afternoon’s softer light for one whose eyes hurt, and consider that this is your daily life—and then think of the witness [XII 313] to the truth! And if you are living, not in idleness, far from it, but so that the work that takes your time, your diligence, and your strength nevertheless does it in such a way that there is sufficient rest from work and also that the work itself is often just as refreshing as a pastime; and if you are living, if not in superabundance, yet so that you have an ample income; and if you have time for the many enjoyments that refreshingly fill out time and give life a new zest; and if, to put it briefly and aptly, your life is a quiet daily pleasure [Nydelse]—ah, his life was a painful daily suffering [Lidelse]—then you both die and you are equally blessed! And if in happy obscurity you can rejoice in life, are permitted to walk about undisturbed and unnoticed and to be yourself; and if, precisely because you live in obscurity, you often have the opportunity to learn to know people from their better, their good, their lovable side; and if, when you are out in the crowds, you either encounter the stranger who does not know you or you meet the well-disposed, sympathetic glance of those who know you; and if, when you find occasion to do someone else a favor, a favor that is rewarded with so much joy that it is a question whether you are not actually doing yourself a service, a favor; and if you, easily understanding your own life, are easily in harmony with others and are easily understood—ah, day in and day out he had to let himself be eaten and consumed, so to speak, by this human gossip that is always hungry and avid for something to chatter about (which is inseparable from such work). Year after year he had daily occasion, was compelled, to learn to know people from their, to put it mildly, bestial side, at times their deeply depraved side; he was continually obliged to ascertain that everyone recognized him and to know this from meeting in everyone’s glance ill will, antagonism, indignation, scorn, etc.; he worked for the welfare of a whole generation and was rewarded with the curses of a whole generation; in the torments of spiritual trial he had to gain an understanding of his own life and then day after day had to work laboriously through all the misunderstandings of his contemporaries and through all the torments of those misunderstandings—then you both die and you are equally blessed! Consider this, and, is it not true, you surely will say to yourself what I say to myself: Whether I now will not actually venture that far out or whether I pamper myself so that I do not venture out at all, one thing I will do, no matter how much I otherwise have to do: I will take the time to recall those glorious ones every single day. Oh, to me it seems a flagrant wrong that we two will both be equally blessed! But in any case my life is going to be a recollection of them! —And see, [XII 314] you have immediately at hand an example of a movement that is restlessness oriented toward inward deepening.

		

		And this restlessness is the least, the mildest, the lowliest form of godly piety. Do you still believe that we are so perfect we do not need effort in this direction? Remember my experience with Luther! Whether others would have the same experience if Luther came to them, I do not know.

		

		But imagine Luther in our own generation, aware of our condition—do you not think he would say as he says in a sermon, “The world is like a drunken peasant; if you help him up on one side of the horse, he falls off on the other side.”³² Do you not think he would say: ³³The Apostle James must be drawn forward a little, not for works against faith—no, no, that was not the apostle’s meaning either—but for faith, in order, if possible, to cause the need for grace to be felt deeply in genuine humble inwardness and, if possible, to prevent grace, faith and grace as the only redemption and salvation, from being taken totally in vain, from becoming a camouflage even for a refined worldliness. Luther—this man of God, this honest soul!—overlooked or perhaps really forgot a certain something that a later age, especially ours, may perhaps stress only far too much. ³⁴He forgot—once again, you honest soul!—he forgot what he himself was too honest to know, what an honest soul he himself was, something I must stress, and not on account of my virtue but for the sake of the truth. Lutheran doctrine is excellent, is the truth. With regard to this excellent Lutheran doctrine, I have but one misgiving. It does not concern Lutheran doctrine—no, it concerns myself: I have become convinced that I am not an honest soul but a cunning fellow. Thus it certainly becomes most proper to pay a little more attention to the minor premise (works, existence, to witness to and suffer for the truth, works of love, etc.), the minor premise in Lutheran doctrine. Not that the minor premise should now be made the major premise, not that faith and grace should be abolished or disparaged—God forbid—no, it is precisely for the sake of the major premise, and because I am the kind of fellow I am, it certainly becomes most proper to pay more attention to the minor premise in Lutheran doctrine—for in relation to “honest souls” nothing needs to be done.

		

		And James says: Be not only hearers of the Word but doers [XII 315] of it.

		

		But in order to become a doer of the Word one must first of all be a hearer or reader of it, which James does indeed say.

		

		And now we have come to our text.

		

		So we shall speak about:

		

		
			³⁵ What Is Required in Order to Look at Oneself with True
		

		Blessing in the Mirror of the Word?

		

		The first requirement is that you must not look at the mirror, observe the mirror, but must see yourself in the mirror.

		

		This seems so obvious that one might think it would scarcely need to be said. Yet it is certainly necessary; and what confirms me in this opinion is that this remark was not made by me, nor by someone we in these days call a pious man, the kind of man who has some pious sentiments, but it was made by a witness to the truth, a martyr, and such glorious people are certainly informed.

		

		He warns against the error of observing the mirror instead of seeing oneself in the mirror. I merely make use of the remark and ask you, my listener: Does it not seem to be coined for our times and our situation and in general for the later ages of Christendom?

		

		“God’s Word” is indeed the mirror—but, but—oh, how enormously complicated—strictly speaking, how much belongs to “God’s Word”? Which books are authentic? Are they really by the apostles, and are the apostles really trustworthy? Have they personally seen everything, or have they perhaps only heard about various things from others? As for ways of reading, there are thirty thousand different ways. And then this crowd or crush of scholars and opinions, and learned opinions and unlearned opinions about how the particular passage is to be understood . . . . . is it not true that all this seems to be rather complicated! God’s Word is the mirror—in reading it or hearing it, I am supposed to see myself in the mirror—but look, this business of the mirror is so confusing that I very likely never come to see myself reflected—at least not if I go at it this way. One could almost be tempted to assume that the full force of human craftiness has a hand in it (alas, how true, in relation to God and godliness and God-fearing truth we humans are so crafty that we do not mean it at all when we tell each other that we are perfectly willing to do God’s will if we only could find out what it is). One could almost be tempted to assume that this is craftiness, that we [XII 316] really do not want to see ourselves in that mirror and therefore we have concocted all this that threatens to make the mirror impossible, all this that we then honor with the laudatory name of scholarly and profound and serious research and pondering.

		

		My listener, how highly do you value God’s Word? Now, do not say that you value it so highly that no expression can describe it, for one can also speak so loftily that one says nothing at all. Therefore, in order to make something out of this, let us take a simple human situation; if you value God’s Word higher, so much the better.

		

		Imagine a lover who has received a letter from his beloved—I assume that God’s Word is just as precious to you as this letter is to the lover. I assume that you read and think you ought to read God’s Word in the same way the lover reads this letter.

		

		Yet you perhaps say, “Yes, but Holy Scripture is written in a foreign language.” But it is really only scholars who need to read Holy Scripture in the original language. If, however, you will not have it any other way, if you insist upon reading Scripture in the original language, well, we can still keep the metaphor of the letter from the beloved, except that we will add a little stipulation.

		

		I assume, then, that this letter from the beloved is written in a language that the lover does not understand, and there is no one around who can translate it for him, and perhaps he would not even want any such help lest a stranger be initiated into his secrets. What does he do? He takes a dictionary, begins to spell his way through the letter, looks up every word in order to obtain a translation. Let us assume that, as he sits there busy with his task, an acquaintance comes in. He knows that this letter has come, because he sees it on the table, sees it lying there, and says, “Well, so you are reading a letter from your beloved”—what do you think the other will say? He answers, “Have you gone mad? Do you think this is reading a letter from my beloved! No, my friend, I am sitting here toiling and moiling with a dictionary to get it translated. At times I am ready to explode with impatience; the blood rushes to my head and I would just as soon hurl the dictionary on the floor—and you call that reading—you must be joking! No, thank God, I am soon finished with the translation and then, yes, then, I shall read my beloved’s letter; that is something altogether different. But to whom am I speaking . . . . . stupid fellow, get out of my sight; I would rather not see you—how could you think of insulting my beloved and me by calling [XII 317] this reading a letter from her! And yet, stay, stay—you know very well I am only joking. I would ever so much like to have you stay, but, to be honest, I have no time. There is still something left to translate and I am so impatient to begin reading it—therefore do not be angry, but please go so I can finish.”

		

		So, then, with regard to the letter from his beloved, the lover distinguishes between reading and reading, between reading with a dictionary and reading the letter from his beloved. The blood rushes to his head in his impatience when he sits and grinds away at reading with the dictionary; he becomes furious when his friend dares to call this learned reading a reading of the letter from his beloved. Now he is finished with the translation—now he reads his beloved’s letter. He regarded, if you please, all these scholarly preliminaries as a necessary evil so that he can come to the point—of reading the letter from his beloved.

		

		Let us not discard the metaphor too soon. Let us assume that this letter from the beloved contained not only an expression of affection, as such letters ordinarily do, but that it contained a wish, something the beloved wished her lover to do. It was, let us assume, much that was required of him, very much; any third party would consider that there was good reason to think better of it, but the lover—he is off at once to fulfill his beloved’s wish. Let us assume that after some time the lovers met and the beloved said, “But, my dear, that was not at all what I asked you to do; you must have misunderstood the word or translated it incorrectly.” Do you think that the lover would now regret rushing off straightway that very second to obey the wish instead of first entertaining some doubts, and then perhaps getting the help of a few additional dictionaries, and then having some more misgivings, and then perhaps getting the word translated correctly and consequently being exempt—do you believe that he regrets the mistake, do you believe that he pleases his beloved less?

		

		Think of a child, the kind we properly call a bright and diligent pupil. One day when the teacher assigns the lesson for the next day, he says, “I want you to know your lesson very well tomorrow.” This makes a deep impression on our pupil. He goes home from school and sets to work at once. But he has not heard precisely how far they were to study—so what does he do? It is the teacher’s admonition that has impressed [XII 318] him. He probably reads twice as far as he actually had to. Do you think the teacher will think less of him for knowing perfectly an assignment twice as long?

		

		Think of another pupil. He, too, heard the teacher’s admonition; he, too, did not hear exactly how far they had to study. When he came home, he said: I must first find out how far we have to study. So he went to one of his schoolmates, then to another—he was not home either; instead he fell into conversation with an older brother of the schoolmate—and after a long time he came home and time had passed and he read nothing at all!

		

		So, then, with regard to the letter from his beloved, the lover made a distinction between reading and reading; moreover, he understood reading to mean that if the letter contained a wish, one should begin to comply at once; there was not a second to waste.

		

		Now think of God’s Word. When you read God’s Word in a scholarly way—we do not disparage scholarship, no, far from it, but do bear this in mind: when you are reading God’s Word in a scholarly way, with a dictionary etc., then you are not reading God’s Word—remember what the lover said: “This is not reading the letter from the beloved.” If you happen to be a scholar, then please do see to it that in all this learned reading (which is not reading God’s Word) you do not forget to read God’s Word. If you are not a scholar, do not envy him: be glad that you can start reading God’s Word right away! And if there happens to be a wish, a command, an order, then—remember the lover!—then off with you at once to do what it asks. “But,” you perhaps say, “there are so many obscure passages in the Bible, whole books that are practically riddles.” To that I would answer: Before I have anything to do with this objection, it must be made by someone whose life manifests that he has scrupulously complied with all the passages that are easy to understand; is this the case with you? Yet this is how the lover would respond to the letter—if there were obscure passages but also clearly expressed wishes, he would say, “I must immediately comply with the wish—then I will see about the obscure parts. How could I ever sit down and ponder the obscure passages and not comply with the wish, the wish that I clearly understood.”

		

		In other words, when you are reading God’s Word, it is not the obscure passages that bind you but what you understand, and with that you are to comply at once. If you understood only one single passage in all of Holy Scripture, well, then you must do that first of all, but you do not first have to sit down and ponder the obscure passages. God’s Word is given in order that you shall act according to it, not that you shall practice [XII 319] interpreting obscure passages. If you do not read God’s Word in such a way that you consider that the least little bit you do understand instantly binds you to do accordingly, then you are not reading God’s Word. This is how the lover looked at it: “If, instead of rushing off at once to comply with the wish that I understand, I sit down and ponder what I do not understand, then I am not reading the letter from my beloved. I can go to my beloved with a good conscience and say: There were some obscure passages in your letter—with regard to them I have said it is no good to look ahead for trouble. But there was a wish I did understand, and I took care of that right away. However, I cannot proceed with a good conscience and say: There were a few obscure passages in your letter that I did not understand, and I sat down and pondered these, and with regard to your request that I did understand, I said it is no good to look ahead for trouble.” But perhaps you are afraid that your experience with respect to God’s Word will be the same as the lover’s with the letter, that you (but this fear is certainly unfounded with respect to God’s requirement) that you might happen to do too much, that by looking in still another dictionary you would see that after all not so much was required. Ah, my friend, was the beloved displeased that the lover happened to do too much? And what do you think the lover would say about nourishing such a fear? He would say, “Anyone who nourishes a fear of doing too much is not reading the letter from his beloved,” and I would say: Neither is he reading God’s Word.

		

		Let us not discard the metaphor of the letter from the beloved yet. While he was occupied with translating the letter with the aid of a dictionary, he was interrupted by an acquaintance coming in to see him. He became impatient. “But,” he would probably say, “that was merely because I was delayed, for otherwise it would have been of no consequence; at the time I was not reading the letter anyway. But it would have been another matter if someone had come in while I was reading the letter—that would have been an intrusion. However, I will make sure that it does not happen; before I begin such a thing, I lock my door and am not at home. I want to be alone, uninterruptedly alone with the letter; if I am not, then neither am I reading the letter from my beloved.”

		

		He wants to be alone, uninterruptedly alone with the letter—“Otherwise,” he says, “I am not reading the letter from my beloved.”

		

		And so it is with God’s Word; the person who is not alone with God’s Word is not reading God’s Word.

		

		[XII 320] Alone with God’s Word! My listener, allow me to make a confession about myself here; I still do not dare to be utterly alone with God’s Word so that no illusion creeps in. And allow me to make one comment: I have never seen anyone of whom I dared to believe that he had the honesty and courage to be alone with God’s Word so that no illusion, not one, creeps in.

		

		How very odd! When a profoundly stirred contemporary steps forth, someone who sets the price of being a Christian at a mere fifth the price the Gospel puts on it, people shout, “Watch out for that person! Do not read what he writes, least of all in solitude. Do not talk with him, above all not alone—he is a dangerous person.” But Holy Scripture! Why, almost everyone owns it; one does not hesitate to present this book to each confirmand (consequently at the most dangerous age). Indeed, many an illusion may be involved; one may be spoiled by the very existence of this book; one must read it in a very special way—least of all in such a way that one is alone with it.

		

		To be alone with Holy Scripture! I dare not! If I open it—any passage—it traps me at once; it asks me (indeed, it is as if it were God himself who asked me): Have you done what you read there? And then, then—yes, then I am trapped. Then either straightway into action—or immediately a humbling admission.

		

		Oh, to be alone with Holy Scripture—and if you are not, then you are not reading Holy Scripture.

		

		That being alone with God’s Word is a dangerous matter is implicitly admitted also by more competent people. Possibly there was someone (a competent and earnest person, even if we cannot laud his conclusion) who said to himself, “I am no good at doing anything halfway—and this book, God’s Word, is an extremely dangerous book for me. And it is an imperious book—if one gives it a finger, it takes the whole hand; if one gives it the whole hand, it takes the whole man and may suddenly and radically change my whole life on a prodigious scale. No, without allowing myself one single derogatory or disparaging word (something I abhor) about this book, I put it in some out-of-the-way place, I refuse to be alone with it.” We do not approve of this, but nevertheless there is always something in this that we do approve of—a certain honesty.

		

		But, asserting defiantly that one certainly does dare to be alone with it, which nevertheless is not true, one can also defend oneself against God’s Word in a quite different way. Take [XII 321] Holy Scripture, lock your door—but then take ten dictionaries, twenty-five commentaries, then you can read it, just as calmly and coolly as you read newspaper advertising. If, as you sit there reading a passage, you happen, curiously enough, to get the idea: Have I done this? Do I act according to this (of course, you can hit upon such ideas only in distraction, in an absentminded moment when you are not concentrating with your usual seriousness), then the danger is still not very great. Look, perhaps there are several variations, and perhaps a new manuscript has just been found—good Lord!—and the prospect of new variations,³⁶ and perhaps there are five interpreters with one opinion and seven with another and two with a strange opinion and three who are wavering or have no opinion, and “I myself am not absolutely sure about the meaning of this passage, or, to speak my mind, I agree with the three wavering interpreters who have no opinion” etc. Such a person does not get into the awkward position I am in: either to have to comply with the Word immediately or at least to be obliged to make a humbling confession. No, he is calm and says, “There is no problem as far as I am concerned; I certainly intend to comply—as soon as the discrepancies are ironed out and the interpreters agree fairly well.” Aha! That certainly will not be for a long time yet. The man succeeded, however, in obscuring the fact that the error is in him, that it is he who has no desire to deny flesh and blood and to comply with God’s Word. What a tragic misuse of scholarship, that it is made so easy for people to deceive themselves!

		

		If there were not so many illusions and self-deceptions, certainly everyone would admit as I do: I hardly dare to be alone with God’s Word.

		

		Alone with God’s Word—this must one be, just as the lover wanted to be alone with the letter, for otherwise it would not be reading the letter from the beloved—and otherwise it is not reading God’s Word or seeing oneself in the mirror. That is indeed what we should do and the first thing we should do if we are to look at ourselves with blessing in the mirror of the Word—we should not look at the mirror but see ourselves in the mirror. If you are a scholar, remember that if you do not read God’s Word in another way, it will turn out that after a lifetime of reading God’s Word many hours every day, you nevertheless have never read—God’s Word. Then make the distinction (in addition to the scholarly reading), so that you will also really begin to read God’s Word or at least will confess to yourself that you, despite daily scholarly reading of it, are not reading God’s Word, that you do not want anything to do with it at all. If you are not a scholar, there is less occasion to be mistaken; so straightway to the task, no delay in [XII 322] observing the mirror, but straightway to looking at yourself in the mirror.

		

		But how is God’s Word read in Christendom? If we were to be divided into two classes—since specific exceptions cannot be considered here—then one would have to say that the majority never read God’s Word, a minority read it more or less learnedly, that is, nevertheless do not read God’s Word but observe the mirror. To say it in other words, the majority regard God’s Word as an obsolete ancient book one puts aside; a minority look upon God’s Word as an extremely remarkable ancient book upon which one expends an amazing diligence, acumen, etc.—observing the mirror.

		

		Imagine a country. A royal decree is issued to all public officials, subordinates—in short, to the whole population. What happens? A remarkable change takes place in everyone. Everybody turns into an interpreter, public officials become authors, and every blessed day an interpretation is published, one more learned, more penetrating, more elegant, more profound, more ingenious, more wonderful, more beautiful, more wonderfully beautiful than the other. Criticism, which is supposed to maintain an overview, can scarcely maintain an overview of this enormous literature; indeed, criticism itself becomes such a prolix literature that it is impossible to maintain an overview of the criticism: everything is interpretation—but no one read the decree in such a way that he complied with it. And not only this, that everything became interpretation—no, they also shifted the view of what earnestness is and made busyness with interpretations into real earnestness.

		

		Suppose that this king is not a human king—because such a king would certainly understand that they were actually making a fool of him by twisting the matter in this way—but since a human king is dependent particularly on all his officials and subordinates, he would most likely be compelled to put the best face on it and pretend it was all right, so that the most elegant interpreter would be rewarded by being elevated to the nobility and the most profound would be honored with a medal etc.

		

		Suppose that this king is omnipotent and consequently is not in an awkward position, even if all his officials and subordinates play him false. What do you suppose this omnipotent king will think of such a thing? I wonder if he would not say: That they do not obey the decree, I could forgive that. Furthermore, if they jointly presented to me a petition that I have patience with them or perhaps exempt them altogether from this decree that seems such a heavy burden to them—that [XII 323] I could forgive them. But this I cannot forgive—that they shift the view of what earnestness is.

		

		And now God’s Word! “My house is a house of prayer, but you have made it a robbers’ den.”³⁷ And God’s Word—what is it intended to be and into what have we changed it? All this interpreting and interpreting and scholarly research and new scholarly research that is produced on the solemn and serious principle that it is in order to understand God’s Word properly—look more closely and you will see that it is in order to defend oneself against God’s Word. It is only all too easy to understand the requirement contained in God’s Word (“Give all your goods to the poor.” “If anyone strikes you on the right cheek, turn the left.” “If anyone takes your coat, let him have your cloak also.” “Rejoice always.” “Count it sheer joy when you meet various temptations”³⁸ etc.). It is all just as easy to understand as the remark “The weather is fine today,” a remark that could become difficult to understand in only one way—if a literature came into existence in order to interpret it. The most limited poor creature cannot truthfully deny being able to understand the requirement—but it is tough for flesh and blood to will to understand it and to have to act accordingly. In my view, it is human for a person to shrink from letting the Word really gain power over him—if no one else will admit it, I admit that I do. It is human to pray to God to have patience if one cannot immediately do what one should but still promises to strive; it is human to pray to God to have mercy, that the requirement is too high for one—if no one else will admit it, I admit that I do. But nevertheless it is not human to give the matter a totally different turn: that I cunningly shove in, one layer after another, interpretation and scholarly research, and more scholarly research (much in the way a boy puts a napkin or more under his pants when he is going to get a licking), that I shove all this between the Word and myself and then give this interpreting and scholarliness the name of earnestness and zeal for the truth, and then allow this preoccupation to swell to such prolixity that I never come to receive the impression of God’s Word, never come to look at myself in the mirror. It seems as if all this research and pondering and scrutinizing would draw God’s Word very close to me; the truth is that this is the very way, this is the most cunning way, [XII 324] to remove God’s Word as far as possible from me, infinitely further than it is from one who never saw God’s Word, infinitely further than it is from one who became so anxious and afraid of God’s Word that he cast it as far away as possible.

		

		An even greater distance from what is required (to see oneself in the mirror), an even greater distance than never seeing the mirror, an even greater distance is this: to be able to sit entirely passive every single day, year in and year out—and observe the mirror.

		

		The second requirement is that in order to see yourself in the mirror when you read God’s Word you must (so that you actually do come to see yourself in the mirror) remember to say to yourself incessantly: It is I to whom it is speaking; it is I about whom it is speaking.

		

		Do not let yourself be deceived—or do not yourself be cunning. In relation to God and God’s Word—oh, we humans are so sly, even the most stupid of us is so sly—indeed, flesh and blood and self-love are very sly.

		

		Hence we have fabricated the notion (we do not say that it is in order to defend ourselves against God’s Word—we are not that crazy—if we said that, we would of course have no profit from our sagacious fabrication), we have fabricated the notion that to think about oneself is—just imagine how sly!—vanity, morbid vanity³⁹ (which it may indeed be in many cases, but not when it is a matter of letting God’s Word have power over oneself). Fie on me if I were to be so vain! To think about myself and to say “It is I” is, as we scholars say, the subjective, and the subjective is vanity, this vanity of not being able to read a book—God’s Word!—without thinking that it is about me. Should I not abhor being vain! Should I be so stupid as not to abhor it when I thereby also make sure that God’s Word cannot take hold of me because I do not place myself in any personal (subjective) relation to the Word, but on the contrary—ah, what earnestness, for which I am then so highly commended by men—change the Word into an impersonal something (the objective, an objective doctrine, etc.), to which I—both earnest and cultured!—relate myself objectively. Thus I am not so uncultured and vain that I bring my personality into the picture or think that it is I to whom it is speaking, I—and incessantly I—of whom it speaks. May I never be guilty of such vain lack of breeding—and may what [XII 325] could so easily happen never happen—namely, that the Word would take hold of me, precisely me, gain power over me so that I could not defend myself against it, so that it would go on pursuing me until I either acted according to it, renouncing the world, or at least admitted that I did not do it—a just punishment for anyone who lets himself deal with God’s Word in such an uncultured way.

		

		No, no, no! When you read God’s Word, in everything you read, continually to say to yourself: It is I to whom it is speaking, it is I about whom it is speaking—this is earnestness, precisely this is earnestness. Not a single one of those to whom the cause of Christianity in the higher sense has been entrusted forgot to urge this again and again as most crucial, as unconditionally the condition if you are to come to see yourself in the mirror. Consequently, this is what you have to do; while you are reading you must incessantly say to yourself: It is I to whom it is speaking, it is I about whom it is speaking.

		

		That mighty emperor in the East, whose wrath the renowned little nation had incurred, is said to have had a slave who every day said to him: Remember to take revenge.⁴⁰ That was indeed something to remember; it seems to me it would have been better to have a slave who reminded him every day to forget. Yet this is not such a good thing either, because if one is reminded every day to forget, one never does really forget. But in any case this sovereign understood very well—precisely because he was angry (and anger, though not commendable, is a quality of personality)—the conduct required when an impression is to be made personally on someone.

		

		But King David was served even better than this sovereign—it is, of course, the kind of service that a person himself rarely chooses voluntarily; he is tempted rather to regard it as one of life’s greatest inconveniences.

		

		The story to which I refer is well known.⁴¹ King David saw Bathsheba. To see her—and to see that her husband stood in the way—they were the same. Consequently, he must be removed. And that is what happened. It is not known for sure how it happened—there must be a Governance—he fell in battle. But the king says, “That’s the way war is.” Probably the man himself rashly chose a post so dangerous that it meant certain death—I merely say that if there was someone who wished him dead he could, if he had control of such things, never have done better than to assign him to the post that was [XII 326] certain death. Now he is out of the way. It all happened very easily. So now there is no longer anything in the way of coming into legal possession of his wife. Anything in the way—are you daft? After all, it is ever so noble and magnanimous, a genuinely kingly act that will inspire the whole military, that a king marries the widow of a warrior who fell for his fatherland.

		

		Then one day a prophet came to King David. Let us make the situation really contemporary and modernize it a bit. The one is the king, the highest-ranking man in the nation; the other is the prophet, a respected man in the nation. Both, of course, are cultured men, and one can be sure that their association with each other, their conversation, will bear the unqualified mark of culture. Moreover, they are both, especially one of them, famous authors, King David the most famous poet and, it goes without saying, a connoisseur, an expert on matters of taste, who knows how to evaluate the exposition and the choice of expressions and the structure of a poem, the style and tone of its language, and its benefit or detriment to morals etc.

		

		And it is very fortunate; he is just the right man to come to, because the prophet has written a short story, a tale he wants to have the honor of reciting before His Majesty, the crowned poet and connoisseur of poetical works.

		

		⁴²“There lived two men in a certain city. The one was very rich and had great herds of livestock, large and small, but the poor man had only a little lamb that he had bought and raised and that had grown up with him together with his children. It ate from his hand and drank from his cup, and it was like a child in the home. But when a traveler came to the rich man, he spared his livestock, large and small, and took the poor man’s sheep, slaughtered it, and prepared it for the stranger who had come to him.”

		

		I imagine that David listened attentively and thereupon declared his judgment, did not, of course, intrude his personality (subjectivity) but impersonally (objectively) evaluated this charming little work. Perhaps there had been a detail he thought could be different; he perhaps suggested a more felicitously chosen phrase, perhaps also pointed out a little fault in the structure, praised the prophet’s masterly presentation of the story, his voice, gestures—in short, expressed his opinion the way we cultured people today tend to judge a sermon for the cultured—that is, a sermon that is itself also objective.

		

		[XII 327] Then the prophet says to him, “Thou art⁴³ the man.”

		

		See, the tale the prophet told was a story, but this “Thou art the man”—this was another story—this was the transition to the subjective.

		

		But do you not believe that David himself was well aware beforehand how abominable it is to have a woman’s husband⁴⁴ killed in order to marry her? Do you not believe that David, the great poet, could himself easily describe this (eloquently, terrifyingly, shockingly⁴⁵)? Then, too, do you not believe that David was well aware that he was guilty and what he was guilty of? And yet, yet, yet someone from the outside was needed, someone who said to him: You.

		

		From this you see how little the impersonal (the objective)—a doctrine, a story, scholarly research, and all that—helps when even a man like David, otherwise so devout and God-fearing (and devoutness and fear of God are certainly forms of personality, the subjective), when even he, when in connection with having committed such an odious crime (and previously he found—objectively enough!—nothing in the way, no conscience in the way of having Uriah killed, nothing in the way, no conscience in the way of marrying Bathsheba), when even he, after it has happened, can maintain so much impersonality (objectivity) that he can go on living and pretend as if nothing has happened, that he can listen to the prophet’s tale and pretend as if nothing has happened—until the prophet, weary of this impersonality and objectivity, so extolled in our age as culture and earnestness, uses his authority and says: Thou art the man.

		

		You also see from this what a depth of slyness and cunning it is when in Christendom a culture of the world—availing itself of what is undeniably true, that always selfishly asserting one’s I and one’s personality is vanity—availing itself of this has made into vanity precisely that which in relation to God’s Word is earnestness, so that one exempts oneself from earnestness and the strenuousness of earnestness, and precisely thereby assures oneself a reputation for being earnest and cultured. Oh, what depth of cunning! One makes God’s Word into something impersonal, objective, a doctrine—instead of its being the voice of God that you shall hear. This is the way the fathers heard it, this terrifying voice of God; now it sounds as objective as calico! And one relates impersonally (objectively) to this impersonal thing; and at the peak of a culture of the world, at the head of the cultured public, scholarly research, one asserts defiantly that this is earnestness and culture. If possible, we pityingly put those personal (subjective) wretches into the corner! Oh, what depth of cunning! This [XII 328] impersonality (objectivity) in relation to God’s Word is all too easy for us human beings to maintain; it is actually a congenital genius we all have, something we obtain gratis—by way of hereditary sin—since this praised impersonality (objectivity) is neither more nor less than a lack of conscience. Of course, a lack of conscience does not manifest itself as criminal acts—which would be foolish, stupid, and ill-advised—no, no, it manifests itself with moderation, to a certain degree, and then with taste and culture; it makes life cozy and enjoyable—but yet is it not too much to make it into earnestness and culture!

		

		No, if you are to read God’s Word in order to see yourself in the mirror, then during the reading you must incessantly say to yourself: It is I to whom it is speaking, it is I about whom it is speaking.

		

		There was a man who was going from Jerusalem to Jericho and fell among robbers, who both stripped him and beat him and went off and left him lying half-dead.⁴⁶ Now when you read, “But by chance a priest came down that same road, and when he saw him he passed by,” then you shall say to yourself, “It is I.” You are not to resort to quibbling, even less be witty (true enough, in the secular world a witticism may compensate for even the vilest infamy, but such is not the case when you read God’s Word). You are not to say, “It is not I; after all, it was a priest, and I am not a priest; I do, however, find it admirable of the Gospel to have it be a priest, because the priests are the worst of all.” No, when you read God’s Word, it must be in earnest and you must say to yourself, “This priest is I myself. Alas, to think that I could be so callous, I who call myself a Christian—and to that extent I am indeed also a priest—at least we usually are good at maintaining this when it applies to extricating ourselves from the priests, for then we say: From the Christian point of view, we are all priests. Alas, to think that I could be so callous that I could see something like that (and I did see it; the Gospel says, ‘when he saw him, he passed by’) and see it without being moved!” —“So likewise a Levite, when he came to the place, went over and saw him and passed by.” Here you shall say, “It is I—oh, to think, when it has already happened to me once, that I could be so hard of heart that the same thing could happen to me even a second time, that I have not become any better!”

		

		A practical man came along the same road, and as he drew near he said to himself, “What is this? There lies a half-dead man. I’d better not go down that road—it could become a police case, or the police might come along right now and arrest me as the offender.” —Then you shall say to yourself, “It is I. To think that I could be so scurvily shrewd, and not only that, but that afterward I could be so pleased about it that when I told it to one of my acquaintances I could be pleased that he praised it as very shrewd and practical on my part!” —And there came along the same road someone in deep thought, thinking about nothing; he saw nothing at all and passed by—then you shall say to yourself, “That was I. What an idiot, that I am able to walk along like a fool in that manner and not see that a half-dead person is lying there.” After all, this is how you would talk to yourself if a great treasure had been lying on the road and you had passed by without seeing it.

		

		“But a Samaritan on a journey came to him.”⁴⁷ Lest you become weary of incessantly saying, “It is I,” for a change you may here say, “It was not I—ah, no, I am not like that!”

		

		Then when the parable ends and Christ says to the Pharisee, “Go and do likewise,” you shall say to yourself, “It is I to whom this is addressed—away at once!” You must not resort to quibbling, even less try to be witty (divinely understood, a witticism really does not compensate for anything but merely sharpens the verdict). You must not say, “On my honor I can assure you that never in my life did I come along a road where there lay a half-dead man who had been assaulted by robbers; generally speaking, robbers are a rarity among us.” No, you must not talk that way; you must say, “The words ‘Go and do likewise’ are addressed to me.” Therefore you do understand the words very well. And if along your road you never met anyone who was assaulted by robbers, there are enough people in misery on your road just as on mine. Or, to take an example that always bears a similarity to the one in the Gospel, did you never come along a road where there lay someone who, if not literally nevertheless truly, had been attacked and stripped naked and left lying half-dead by slander and defamation? And a priest came along the same road, and he passed by—that is, first he listened to the slander about the man and then went on—and spread the story. And this priest, you shall say to yourself—yes, even if you were the bishop or dean, you nevertheless shall say to yourself: This priest was I! And a Levite came along the same road, and he passed by—that is, after first hearing the news in passing, he went on and took the news along with him. And this Levite, you shall say to yourself, [XII 330] was I! And then a citizen came along; he, too, heard the story and carried it on, saying, “It is a downright shame that they—just as I am now doing!—tell this and that about the man.” And this citizen, you shall say to yourself, was I! “It was I”—ah, this, after all, was worse than the Gospel story, because neither the priest nor the Levite helped beat the man half to death, but here they are the robbers’ accomplices.

		

		You read about that ruler, a member of the Sanhedrin, that he went to Christ at night.⁴⁸ You must not divert your attention, not even by making the possibly legitimate comment that it was odd of him to choose that time, for if one wishes to be secretive, what is the good of choosing to go at night when one is going to him who is the light, as it says in the psalm (139:11), “If I would say, ‘Surely the darkness will cover me, then night around me will become light; the darkness itself is not dark to you and the night is light like the day.’” No, you are not to talk in this manner, because you understand all too well why he chose the night, that even though Christ is the way in contemporaneity, he was—and if he returned he would certainly again be—the forbidden way.

		

		So, then, when you are reading about this, about him on whom Christ did indeed make an impression but only such that he could neither completely surrender nor completely tear himself away, for which reason he chose the night, chose to come to him furtively at night, you shall say to yourself, “It is I.” You must not resort to quibbling, intermix irrelevancies; above all you must sit still during the lesson. You are not to say, “That was one of the elite, and that is the way the elite are—high and mighty, and so cowardly and perfidious—indeed, how could the Gospel, which is for the poor, possibly be for the elite!” No, you are not to talk that way. When you are reading God’s Word you have nothing to do with the elite or the elite in general or with indicting them, for if you yourself belong to the elite, you still have only yourself to deal with. No, you shall say, “It is I.” And if you must confess to yourself that you actually were on the point of making this comment about the elite, then you shall not merely say, “It was I,” but add: It is I who, besides resorting to quibbling, once more hide myself in the dark of night (however little it helps if I am before the one who is the light), hide myself in the quibbling or excuse as if I did not understand God’s Word, as if it were speaking only of the elite. No, it was I. Oh, to [XII 331] think that I could be so despicable, such a flabby fellow—neither cold nor hot, neither one thing nor the other.⁴⁹

		

		This is how (and these are merely a few examples) you are to read God’s Word, and just as, according to superstition, one can conjure up spirits by reading incantations, in the same way you will—provided you keep on reading God’s Word this way for a time (and this is the first requirement)—you will read a fear and trembling into your soul so that, with God’s help, you will succeed in becoming a human being, a personality, rescued from being this dreadful nonentity into which we humans, created in the image of God, have been bewitched, an impersonal, an objective something. You will, if you read God’s Word in this way, you will (even if it will be dreadful for you, but remember that this is a condition of salvation!) succeed in doing what is required—to look at yourself in the mirror of the Word. Only in this way will you succeed.

		

		If God’s Word is for you merely a doctrine, something impersonal and objective, then it is no mirror—an objective doctrine cannot be called a mirror; it is just as impossible to look at yourself in an objective doctrine as to look at yourself in a wall. And if you want to relate impersonally (objectively) to God’s Word, there can be no question of looking at yourself in the mirror, because it takes a personality, an I, to look at oneself in a mirror; a wall can be seen in a mirror, but a wall cannot see itself or look at itself in a mirror. No, while reading God’s Word you must incessantly say to yourself: It is I to whom it is speaking; it is I about whom it is speaking.

		

		Finally, if you want to look at yourself in the mirror with true blessing, you must not promptly forget how you looked, you must not be the forgetful hearer (or reader) of whom the apostle says: He looked at his bodily face in a mirror but promptly forgot how he looked.⁵⁰

		

		This is clearly evident, because to see yourself in the mirror and then promptly to forget is indeed like writing in sand or on water or like drawing in the air.

		

		The best thing to do, therefore, is promptly to say to yourself: I will promptly begin to prevent myself from forgetting—promptly, at this very moment, I promise myself and God—even if it is just for the next hour or for this very day—this long it shall be certain that I do not forget. It is the best thing to do, believe me, and you presumably know that I am supposed to be something of a psychologist; and what you do not know—ah, how I know it!—is through how many sufferings [XII 332] and bitter experiences I have become that, if I have really become one at all. It is far better to do that than to bite off more than you can chew and promptly say, “I will never forget.” Ah, my friend, it is far better that you never forget to remember promptly than that you promptly say: I will never forget it. Earnestness is precisely this kind of honest distrust of oneself, to treat oneself as a suspicious character, as a financier treats an unreliable client, saying, “Well, these big promises are not much help; I would rather have a small part of the total right away.”

		

		And so also here. Ah, when one has promised oneself never to forget, it seems so meager—right away in the very next hour to have to begin to remember! And yet perhaps this next hour decides everything; the next hour after the one we call a quiet hour, this next hour is the critical hour. If you let it pass by and say, “I have promised never to forget; consequently, my whole life is dedicated to remembering—how petty, then, to be so scrupulous about the very next hour”—if you say that, then it is virtually certain that you are going to be the forgetful hearer or reader. Imagine a person who has been and is addicted to a passion. There comes a moment (as it does to everyone, perhaps many times—alas, perhaps many times in vain!), a moment when he seems to be brought to a halt; a good resolution is awakening. Imagine that one morning he said to himself (let us suppose him to be a gambler), “I solemnly vow that I will nevermore have anything to do with gambling, never—tonight will be the last time”—ah, my friend, he is lost! I would rather bet on the opposite, however strange that may seem. If there was a gambler who in such a moment said to himself, “Well, now, you may gamble every blessed day all the rest of your life—but tonight you are going to leave it alone,” and he did—ah, my friend, he is saved for sure! The first gambler’s resolution is a trick by the craving, and the second gambler’s is to fool the craving; the one is fooled by the craving, and the other fools the craving. The craving is strong only momentarily; if it has its way only momentarily, then from its side there is nothing against making a lifetime promise. But to reverse the situation and say, “No—only not today, but tomorrow, the day after tomorrow, etc.”—that fools the craving, since if there is waiting to do, then the craving loses the craving. If the craving is not granted entrance the moment it announces itself, ahead of every other, if it is told that it cannot be admitted until tomorrow, then the craving understands (even more swiftly than the most ingratiating and ingenious courtier or the wiliest woman understands what it means when this happens to them in the reception [XII 333] room), then the craving understands that it no longer is the one and only—in other words, it is no longer “the craving.” This is how it is with taking care that one does not promptly forget. Do not promise never to forget on the condition of being exempted from remembering promptly the very next hour—no, rather turn the situation around and say, “This certainly is nothing to remember for my whole life, but I promise that I will remember it promptly this very hour, and I will keep that promise.”

		

		Now, when you go away from here (we could, after all, suppose this to be a discourse that was delivered), do not busy yourself with criticizing the speaker or the speech. If you do, you of course cannot be said to have promptly forgotten the speech, but to remember it in this way is nevertheless to be a forgetful hearer.⁵¹ No—and yet, forget the speaker and the speech, but when you come home read for yourself the day’s text, aloud if possible—oh, but do it promptly! You will do it, won’t you? If so, thank you. And if there is someone who perhaps only after ten years quite by chance reads this discourse and reads it to the end—oh, it is you I ask, read for yourself the day’s text, aloud if possible, oh, but do it promptly. You will do it, will you not? If so, I thank you.

		

		And you, O woman, for you it is indeed reserved to be able to be the image of the hearer and reader of the Word who is not forgetful. You comply fittingly with the apostle’s admonition: Let the woman keep silence in the congregation;⁵² it is fitting. Neither does she take up preaching in the home; it is unbecoming. No, let her be silent; let her treasure the Word in silence; let her silence express that she treasures it deeply. Do you not believe in silence? I do. When Cain had killed Abel, Abel was silent. But Abel’s blood shouts to heaven;⁵³ it shouts (not: it shouted), it shouts to heaven; what terrible eloquence that never becomes silent—ah, the power of silence! That royal man who bears the name “The Silent”⁵⁴—did not his silence mean something? No doubt the others had talked loudly about the salvation of the nation and perhaps about what they wanted to do—he alone was silent. What did this silence mean? That he was the man, that he saved the nation—oh, the power of silence!⁵⁵

		

		So it is with woman. Let me describe for you such a woman, a hearer of the Word who does not forget the Word; [XII 334] however, in this description do not forget to become such a person yourself! As stated, she does not speak in the congregation, she is silent; neither does she talk about religion at home—she is silent. Yet she is not absentminded, far off in other worlds. You are sitting and speaking with her, and just as you are sitting there you say to yourself: She is silent. What does this silence mean? She tends to the house, is completely attentive, as if with her whole soul, even to the smallest little detail; she is joyful, at times full of jest and jollity, is the joy of the house almost more than the children—and just as you are sitting and looking at her you say to yourself: She is silent—what does this silence mean? And if the very person who stands closest to her, to whom she is bound with indissoluble bonds, whom she loves with her whole soul and who has a claim upon her confidence—if it could be imagined that he would straightforwardly say to her, “What does this silence mean, what are you thinking of, for there is something behind all this, something you always seem to have in mind—tell me what it is!”—she does not say it directly. At most she may say evasively, “Are you coming to church with me on Sunday?”—and then speaks of other things, or she says, “Promise to read a sermon aloud to me on Sunday!”—and then speaks of other things. What does this silence mean?

		

		What does it mean? Well, let us not investigate further; if she says nothing directly to her husband, the rest of us cannot insist upon being told anything. No, let us not investigate further but bear in mind that it is precisely this silence we need if God’s Word is to gain a little power over people.

		

		If, in observing the present state of the world and life in general, from a Christian point of view one had to say (and from a Christian point of view with complete justification): It is a disease. And if I were a physician and someone asked me “What do you think should be done?” I would answer, “The first thing, the unconditional condition for anything to be done, consequently the very first thing that must be done is: create silence, bring about silence; God’s Word cannot be heard, and if in order to be heard in the hullabaloo it must be shouted deafeningly with noisy instruments, then it is not God’s Word; create silence! Ah, everything is noisy; and just as a strong drink is said to stir the blood, so everything in our day, even the most insignificant project, even the most empty communication, is designed merely to jolt the senses or to stir up the masses, the crowd, the public, noise! And man, this clever fellow, seems to have become sleepless in order to invent [XII 335] ever new instruments to increase noise, to spread noise and insignificance with the greatest possible haste and on the greatest possible scale. Yes, everything is soon turned upside down: communication is indeed soon brought to its lowest point with regard to meaning, and simultaneously the means of communication are indeed brought to their highest with regard to speedy and overall circulation; for what is publicized with such hot haste and, on the other hand, what has greater circulation than—rubbish! Oh, create silence!”

		

		And that a woman can do. It takes an utterly extraordinary superiority for a man to call men to silence by his presence, whereas within her own boundaries, in her own sphere, any woman can do it if she—not selfishly but humbly serving a loftier aim—wills it.

		

		Nature certainly has not been unfair to woman, nor has Christianity either. Well, it is human as well as feminine, decorously to want to be influential within one’s own sphere, to be—if you please—a power. Hence a woman can exercise her power in different ways—with her beauty, her charm, her talents, with her bold imagination, with her happy temperament—she can also attempt to become a power in a noisy manner. The latter way is ugly and false, but the former is shaky and uncertain. But if you want to be a power, O woman, let me confide in you how to do it. Learn silence, and teach silence! Ah, how well you know it—indeed, even if only more straitened circumstances are your lot, you nevertheless will know how to make your house, your home, in all its simplicity, friendly, inviting, and not without charm; and if better circumstances become your lot, you know how to make your house, your home, tasteful, cozy, and not without charm; and if abundance becomes your lot, you, uniting wealth and simplicity, almost concealing the wealth with an ingenious tactfulness, know precisely thereby how to spread a certain charm over your house, your home. My eyes are not blind to this; I perhaps have far too much of the poet in me—but let others praise this. However, there is one thing, and if you forgot to introduce this into your house, your home—the most important thing is lacking—it is: silence! Silence! Silence—it is not a specific something, because it does not consist simply in the absence of speaking. No, silence is like the subdued lighting in a pleasant room, like the friendliness in a modest living room; it is not something one talks about, but it is there and exercises its beneficent power. Silence is like the tone, the fundamental tone, which is not given prominence and is called the fundamental tone precisely because it lies at the base.

		

		But this silence cannot be brought about in the same way, [XII 336] for example, as you send for someone who hangs drapes. No, if silence is to be brought about, it is a matter of your presence or of how you are in your house, your home. And when by your presence you have continually, year after year, brought about silence in your house, eventually this silence will also be there in your absence, a testimony to you, and finally, alas, a recollection of you!

		

		There is an adjective that describes this crucial quality in woman. However great the difference may be between woman and woman in various respects, this quality is required of every woman. No abundance hides, no poverty excuses, the lack of it. It is thereby similar to the mark of power that the authorities bear. There is a difference between individuals: the one is the highest, a man of superior standing in society, but another is the lowest, a very subordinate man in society; yet they have one thing in common—the mark of power. This quality is the art of making a house a home, the dignity of woman, just as it is supposed to be man’s dignity to be a person of character. The innumerable hosts of women with these multiple and multifarious differences, all of them should have in common—just as they have this in common, to be a woman—this art of making a house a home. Take a simple, middle-class woman; if she truly can be said to have the ability to make a house a home, then all honor to her—I bow as deeply to her as to a queen! On the other hand, if the queen does not have the ability to make a house a home, she is nevertheless only a mediocre woman. Take a young girl who can scarcely be called a beauty—if she has the ability (as a young girl can have) to make a house a home, all honor to her! On the other hand, a radiant beauty, and, for that matter, give her all kinds of talents to boot and, for that matter, let her be a celebrity—but if she does not have the art of making a house a home, indeed, has never venerated it—she, with all her talents, beauty, and fame, is still a mediocre woman. The art of making a house a home! We hereby make the great admission to woman, that it actually is she who shapes the house; even if the young girl never marries, we nevertheless rank her according to this womanly merit: the art of making a house a home. But silence brought into a house—that is eternity’s art of making a house a home!

		

		However, if you, O woman, are going to be able to bring about this silence, teach it, then you yourself must practice it. You must see to it that you take time every day to collect yourself in the impression of the divine. You must take time; [XII 337] and however full your hands are, oh, you indeed have—here it comes again—you indeed have the art of making a house a home, and when one deals with time in this way, one has time enough. You must see to it. The man has so much to do, has so much, far too much, to do with the noisy world—if you do not see to it that everything is in order, that silence is there, then silence will never enter your house.

		

		Mind this well! In these times a girl learns very much at school, both German and French and drawing, and at home she no doubt learns many useful things. The question remains whether in these times she learns the most important thing, that which she later will teach (for it is only a few who later teach German and French)—whether she learns silence. I do not know this, but you, be attentive in this respect—it is your task to bring about silence. Remember the apostle’s words about looking at oneself in the mirror of the Word. A woman who looks at herself in the mirror very much becomes vain and vainly loquacious. And a woman who looks at herself in the mirror of time becomes stridently noisy! Ah, but a woman who looks at herself in the mirror of the Word becomes silent! And if she becomes silent, this perhaps is the strongest indication that she is not a forgetful reader or hearer. If one becomes talkative after looking at oneself in the mirror of the Word, this may be an indication of not having forgotten, perhaps, but the silence of the one who became silent is a sure sign. You know, of course, the one who fell in love—and became talkative—oh, well! But to become silent—that is a surer sign!

		

	
		

		II

		

		

		

		The Acts of the Apostles, Chapter I, v. 1–12

		

		

		

		The Scripture lesson is written in Acts 1:1–12.¹ [XII 341]

		

		

		

		In the first book, O Theophilus, I wrote to you about all that which Jesus began both to do and to teach, until the day when he was taken up, after he had given commandment through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen, to whom he, after he had suffered, presented himself alive with many proofs when he was seen by them during forty days and spoke of that which belongs to the kingdom of God.

		And when he had assembled them, he charged them not to depart from Jerusalem but to wait for the promise of the Father, which, he said, “You heard from me. John indeed baptized with water, but before many days you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.”

		As they were now assembled, they asked him and said, “Lord, will you at this time restore the kingdom to Israel?” But he said to them, “You are not entitled to know the time or the hour that the Father has reserved for his own authority. But you shall receive the power of the Holy Spirit that will come upon you, and you shall be my witnesses, both in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and to the ends of the earth.” And when he had said this, he was lifted up as they were looking on, and a cloud took him out of their sight. And while they were gazing toward heaven as he went away, behold, two men in white robes stood by them and said, “Men of Galilee, why do you stand and look up into heaven? This Jesus, who was taken up from you into heaven, will come in the same way as you saw him go into heaven.”²

		

		PRAYER

		

		[XII 342] Lord Jesus Christ, you who knew your fate beforehand and yet did not draw back, you who let yourself be born in poverty and lowliness and then, a sufferer, in poverty and lowliness carried the sin of the world until you, hated, forsaken, mocked, spat upon, finally even forsaken by God, bowed your head in that degrading death—but you lifted it again, you eternal victor, you who did not conquer your enemies in life but in death conquered even death! Forever victorious, you lifted your head again, you ascended one! Would that we might follow you!

		

		

		

		³Christ Is the Way.

		

		

		

		Christ is the way.⁴ These are his own words; so it certainly must be the truth.

		

		And this way is narrow.⁵ These are his own words; so it certainly must be the truth. Indeed, even if he had not said it, it still would be the truth. Here you have an example of what it is, in the highest sense, “to preach.” Even if Christ had never said, “Strait is the gate and narrow is the way that leads to life,” look at him and you see immediately: the way is narrow. But the fact that his life every single day, every hour, every moment expresses “the way is narrow” is indeed a totally different continual and penetrating proclamation that the way is narrow than if his life had not expressed it and he had proclaimed a few times: the way is narrow. Furthermore, you see here that the proclaiming of Christianity for a period of a half hour, by a man whose life every day, every hour of the day, every moment, expresses the opposite, is at the greatest possible distance from the true proclamation of Christianity. Such a proclamation transforms Christianity into its very opposite. In that old hymn (“O great God, we praise you”⁶), which names the various proclamations of the Word, there is no mention of that kind of proclamation, an invention of a later time—“when Christianity has been totally victorious.” The hymn says, “The prophets announced you” (God); they were [XII 343] the first in time. Next, “The apostles proclaimed you.” These are the extraordinaries: prophets and apostles. Now comes a whole host, a teeming throng of people—and both you and I are there, I imagine—yes, just listen, “The host of martyrs praised you solemnly in the hour of death.” And then it is over. This is the true proclamation of the doctrine that the way is narrow. The proclaimer does not mock himself, as would be the case if the way he himself walked was easy, while he nevertheless proclaims (perhaps movingly, convincingly, perhaps not without tears—but perhaps weeping also comes easily to him!) that “the way” is narrow—that is, not the way he is walking. No, the proclaimer’s life expresses the teaching: the way is narrow. There is only one way, the one that the proclaimer is walking, proclaiming that “the way” is narrow. There are not two ways, one smooth and easy, along which the proclaimer walks proclaiming that “the way” is narrow—that is, the true way, the one he is not walking—thus his proclamation invites people to follow Christ on the narrow way, while his life, and it of course carries a much greater authority, invites them to follow the proclaimer along the smooth and easy path. Is this Christianity? No, from the Christian point of view, life and proclamation must express the same thing, this same teaching: “the way” is narrow.

		

		And this way, which is Christ, this narrow way—it is narrow in its beginning.

		

		He is born in poverty and wretchedness. One is almost tempted to believe that it is not a human being who is born here—he is born in a stable, wrapped in rags, laid in a manger—yet, strangely enough, already as an infant he is persecuted by the rulers in power so that the poor parents must flee with him. That in truth is a singularly narrow [trang] way, for if one is born in an elevated rank, such as the heir to the throne, yes, then it can very well happen that one is the object of persecution by the mighty. But to be born in a stable and wrapped in rags—that is destitution and poverty that can be straits [Trang] dire enough; but then one is usually exempted from being persecuted by the mighty.

		

		But just as he does not seem to be destined for the heights by his birth, so it also remains just about as it was at the beginning; he lives in poverty and lowliness and has no place where he can lay his head.⁷

		

		Humanly speaking, this certainly would already be about enough to require calling a way narrow. Yet this is no doubt the easiest part on the narrow way.

		

		The way is narrow in a totally different sense, and from the very beginning. His life from the very beginning is a story of [XII 344] temptation; it is not only one particular period in his life, the forty days, that is the story of temptation—no, his whole life is a story of temptation (just as it is also a story of suffering⁸). Every moment of his life he is tempted—that is, he has this possibility in his power, to take his calling, his task, in vain. In the desert it is Satan who is the tempter; otherwise it is the others who play the role of tempter, sometimes the people, sometimes the disciples; perhaps also at one time, especially in the beginning, the mighty tried to tempt him to secularize his calling, his task—and then, in one way or another, he would have become someone important in the world, king and ruler,⁹ his beloved disciples’ one and only wish; then he could indeed be tempted to yield a bit for their sakes instead of having to make them as unhappy, humanly speaking, as possible. Just as others from the very beginning make a great effort to become kings and rulers, he must from the beginning make an infinitely greater effort to guard against being made a king and ruler. What a narrow way! Narrow enough when the suffering is unavoidable, when there is no way of escape, a narrower way when in every moment of suffering (alas, and every moment was suffering!) there is this—frightful!—possibility, which is almost thrust upon him, this possibility of so easily being able to gain even more than relief, success and everything that a mortal heart could desire! Narrow way, which nevertheless many a true follower has had to traverse, although on a smaller scale! It is a common human craving to be looked upon as someone great; and the common fakery is to pass oneself off for something more than one is. Religious suffering begins differently. Through relationship with God, the one who is called feels so empowered that he simply is not tempted by the craving to be regarded as more. No, but at the very same moment a mortal anxiety pervades him, because he is aware that this kind of gift usually means certain downfall. And then the temptation is to say less of himself than is true.¹⁰ No one else, no one except God will be able to know it, and if he does it, joy and jubilation and glory await him, because then he is victorious—consequently he simply must guard against being victorious. Narrow way!

		

		The way is narrow from the very beginning, for he knew his fate in advance from the very beginning! Oh, what a dreadful weight of suffering from the very beginning. There [XII 345] was many a one, many a one, who went intrepidly, almost jubilantly, to battle with the world; he hoped that he would be victorious. It did not turn out that way; things took a different turn, but even in the moment when downfall seemed most unavoidable, even in that moment he perhaps had a human hope that everything might still turn into victory or a pious hope that everything could still turn into victory since all things are possible for God. But Christ knew his fate from the beginning, knew that it was unavoidable—indeed, he himself willed it, he entered into it freely! What appalling knowledge from the very beginning! When people hail him jubilantly at the beginning of his life, he knows at that moment what it means, that these are the people who will shout, “Crucify!”¹¹ “Why, then, does he want to become involved with the people?” Blasphemous! How dare you speak this way to the Savior of the human race! Now he once again performs an act of love for these people (and his whole life was nothing but an act of love), but at the same moment he knows what it means, knows that this act of love has a part in putting him on the cross.¹² If he had loved himself and stopped performing acts of love, his crucifixion would perhaps have become doubtful. “But then he could have refrained from that act!” Blasphemous! How dare you speak that way to the Savior of the world! Ah, narrow way! Narrow way, which nevertheless many a true follower has had to traverse, although on a smaller scale!

		

		To the human heart it is a joyous feeling to be sure of the powers that have been granted to one. Thus there is a moment in the beginning when “the one who is called” tries out his strength, so to speak, happy and grateful as a child for what has been granted to him. And like a child he perhaps begs for still more, yet humbly, and it is granted to him. And yet more, which is granted. Almost overwhelmed himself, he says, “No, now I do not ask for more.” But it is as if a voice said to him, “O my friend, this is only a small part of what is granted to you!” Then he grows pale, the one who is called; he almost collapses and says, “O my God, now I understand; so, then, my fate is already decided, my life ordained to suffering, to be sacrificed.¹³ And I must be able to understand that already!” Narrow way!

		

		Yes, the way is narrow from the very beginning, because he knows from the very beginning that his work is to work against himself. The way certainly can be narrow when you are still allowed to use all your powers to push your way through when the opposition is outside yourself, but when you must use your powers to work against yourself, then it seems infinitely too little to say that the way is narrow—it is, [XII 346] instead, impassable, blocked, impossible, insane! And yet it is this way of which it holds true that Christ is the way; this is precisely how it is narrow. If he does not give up the true, the good, which he wills, if he works for it with all his might, then he is working himself toward certain downfall. On the other hand, if he introduces the whole truth too quickly, his downfall will come too soon. Consequently, working against himself, he must for a time seem to enter into illusions in order to ensure the downfall all the more thoroughly. What a narrow way! To walk this way is immediately, at the beginning, akin to dying! Omnipotently to try out, so to speak, the powers of omnipotence, to be human and thus endowed with the ability to suffer all human sufferings—and then to have to use these powers of omnipotence to work against oneself, to know it from the very beginning—oh, from the very beginning what a narrow way!

		

		And this way, which is Christ, this narrow way, as it goes on, becomes narrower and narrower to the end, to death.

		

		It becomes narrower; consequently, it does not become easier little by little. No, a way that becomes easier little by little, of that way it does not hold true that Christ is the way. Such a way is the one along which human sagacity and common sense walk. One person may have more sagacity and more common sense than another and therefore be able to venture more and to endure longer, but it continually holds true that common sense and sagacity can count on one thing—that when the suffering and strain are endured for a longer or shorter time, the way becomes easier and one is victorious even in this life. On the other hand, a way that becomes narrower and narrower unto the end, along this way sagacity and common sense never walk—“that would indeed be madness.”

		

		Be it madness or sagacity, nevertheless, the narrow way becomes narrower.

		

		“I have come to cast fire upon the earth, and how I wish that it were already kindled!”¹⁴ This is a sigh—the way is narrow. A sigh! What is a sigh? A sigh signifies that something is locked up inside, something that wants to get out but cannot or must not come out, something that wants to have air. Thus a person sighs and gets something off his chest (in order not to perish) just as he gasps for air in order not to perish.

		

		“I have come to cast fire upon the earth, and how I wish [XII 347] that it were already kindled!” How shall I describe this suffering! Let me attempt it, but let me promptly recall the attempt and declare that it is only a feeble nothing if it is supposed to describe Christ’s suffering. Imagine, then, a ship; indeed, you may imagine it infinitely larger than anything seen in actuality. Just in order to say something, imagine that it could carry a hundred thousand people. It is in wartime, a battle is going on—and the military plan demands that it be blown up. Imagine the commanding officer who must ignite this fire! But this is a poor, flimsy illustration. What are a hundred thousand people compared with the human race, and being blown up all together, what is that compared with the horror of the fire Christ would ignite, which, exploding, would divide father against son, son against father, mother against daughter, daughter against mother, mother-in-law against daughter-in-law, daughter-in-law against mother-in-law¹⁵—and in which the danger is not the danger of death but of the loss of eternal salvation! “I have come to cast fire upon the earth, and how I wish that it were already kindled!” Yet the moment is not yet here, the dreadful moment, although it is no less dreadful, the moment before, when one sighs: Oh, would that it had happened!

		

		“O faithless generation, how long must I be with you? How long must I bear with you?”¹⁶ This is a sigh. It is as when a patient—not on his sick bed but on his death bed (for this is no light illness; he has been given up)—when he rises a little, lifts his head from the pillow, and asks: What time is it? —Death is the certainty; the only question is: How long yet? What time is it? But the moment has not come yet, the dreadful moment, although it is nevertheless no less dreadful, the moment before, when the sufferer sighs: How long do I still have to endure this?

		

		Now for the last time he is together with his apostles at the meal that he has fervently longed to eat with them before he dies.¹⁷ He is defenseless, as always. Defenseless. Yes, since he could of course have defended himself in one respect. He could—and it would have been a gentleness we human beings long since would have had to admire exceedingly—he could have said to Judas: Stay away. Do not come to this supper—the sight of you affects me painfully. Or, without telling him what he knew about Judas, he could have asked one of the apostles to tell him not to come. But no! They are all gathered [XII 348] together. Then he says to Judas, “What you are going to do, do quickly.”¹⁸ This is a sigh. But quickly! Even the most dreadful is less dreadful: but quickly! A sigh that draws a deep slow breath: but quickly! It is as when someone with a tremendous mission to carry out, strained almost beyond his powers, nevertheless feels that he still has sufficient strength left for the next moment—“One moment later I may be too weak, no longer myself”—and therefore, but quickly! What you are going to do, do quickly!

		

		Then he rises from the table and goes out into the Garden of Gethsemane; there he sinks down—oh, that it had happened already! He sinks down, doomed [dødsens]—indeed, was he really any more a dying man [Døende] on the cross than in Gethsemane! If the suffering on the cross was a death agony—ah, this agony in prayer was also a mortal combat; nor was it bloodless, for his sweat fell like drops of blood to the earth.¹⁹

		

		Then he rises, strengthened: Your will be done, Father in heaven!

		

		Then he kisses Judas—did you ever hear the like of it!—then he is seized, accused, condemned! It was a proper legal proceeding; it was human justice! There was a people whom he had treated well; he truly had wanted nothing for himself; every day of his life and every thought was sacrificed to them—this people cries, “Crucify him! Crucify him!” Then there was a governor who feared the emperor, a cultured man who therefore did not neglect the important ritual of “washing his hands”²⁰—and then he was condemned! O human justice! Yes, when the weather is fine, when everything is going smoothly, then there is a kind of minuscule justice; but every time the extraordinary comes along—O human justice! O human culture, how are you really any different from what you most detest—lack of culture, the coarseness of the masses? You differ in that you do the same as they do, but you observe good form, do not do it with unwashed hands—O human culture!

		

		Then he is nailed to the cross—then just one more sigh and it is over. One more sigh, the deepest, the most terrifying: My God, my God, why have you forsaken me!²¹ This humiliation is the last of the suffering. ²²In his followers, in the stricter sense the blood witnesses, you will find weak intimations of [XII 349] the same thing. They have appealed to God and for God’s help; deserted by all, they have been, not surprisingly, strong and felt strong through God’s help. Then comes a moment at the end and the sigh escapes, “God has forsaken me.” “So you are right, my enemies. Now be jubilant. Everything I have said was not true, was a delusion. Now it is apparent: God is not with me; he has forsaken me.” O my God! And he, he had claimed to be the only begotten Son of the Father, one with the Father.²³ —One with the Father, but if they are one, how then can the Father forsake him at any moment! And yet he says: My God, my God, why have you forsaken me! Thus it was not true that he was one with the Father. Oh, what extremity of superhuman suffering! Oh, a human heart would have burst a little sooner—only the God-man must suffer all through this final suffering. —Then he dies.

		

		Do remember, my listener, what we said at the beginning: This way is narrow—is it not true?

		

		But we go on, and Christ is the way. Christ is the way: he climbs the mountain, a cloud takes him from the disciples’ sight; he ascends into heaven—and he is the way!

		

		Perhaps you are saying, “Yes, and this is what you should have talked about today instead of talking almost as if it were Good Friday.” Ah, my friend, are you the kind of person who precisely on the hour and day can fall into a particular mood, or do you think that it is Christianity’s intention that we should be like that, or do you think that instead we should as far as possible combine the various essentials of Christianity? Precisely on Ascension Day it ought to be brought to mind that he is the narrow way, for otherwise we could easily take Ascension Day in vain. Remember, the way was narrow until the end; death comes between—then follows the Ascension. It is not at the midpoint on the way that he ascends to heaven; it is not even at the end of the way, because the way ends on the cross and in the grave. The Ascension is not a direct continuation of what went before, truly not. And a narrow way, which even in this life becomes easier and easier, never soars so high, not even when it soars highest of all, to victory, never soars so high that it becomes an Ascension. But every living person is indeed—if he is on the right way at all and not on a wrong road—is indeed on the narrow way.

		

		Therefore the Ascension certainly must be discussed, and that Christ is the way. Ah, but this matter of the Ascension, it is so easy to get through it, if only we reach it, and we reach it least of all by wanting to think only about the Ascension, even though you also let yourself be uplifted by the thought of his Ascension.

		

		He ascends into heaven; no one else has ever been victorious [XII 350] in such a way! A cloud took him away from their eyes; no triumphant one has ever been lifted up from the earth in such a way! They saw him no more. For no one else has the end ever been such a triumph! He sits at the right hand of power²⁴—consequently his triumph does not end with the Ascension? No, it begins with it; no one else has ever triumphed in this way! He is coming again with the angelic host—consequently his triumph does not end with his taking the place at the Almighty’s right hand? No, that was merely the end of the beginning: O eternal conqueror!

		

		My listener, along which way are you walking in this life? Remember something that I say to myself: It is not true of every narrow way that Christ is that way or that it leads to heaven.

		

		A pious man has said that it costs a person just as much or even more trouble to go to hell as to enter heaven.²⁵ Consequently the way of damnation is a narrow way,²⁶ but Christ is not that way, and neither does it lead to heaven. On that way there are restlessness and anxiety and anguish enough. Thus far the way is really narrow, the way to damnation, the way, unlike the other ways we have discussed (the way that in the beginning is narrow and becomes easier and easier; the narrow way that becomes narrower and narrower), whose mark is that it seems so easy from the beginning but becomes more and more dreadful. It is so easy to trip the light fantastic of desire, but when, after a while, it is desire that dances with the person against his will—that is a ponderous dance! And it is so easy to give free rein to the passions—a daring speed, a person can hardly follow with the eye!—until the passions, having taken the reins given them, tear him along at an even more daring speed—he himself hardly dares to look where they are taking him! And it is so easy to let a sinful thought sneak into the heart—no seducer was ever so adroit as is a sinful thought! It is so easy; it is not the case here as it usually is—that it is the first step that costs—oh no, it costs nothing whatever. It is just the opposite; the sinful thought pays for itself at an exorbitant price. It costs nothing at all—until at the end, when you must pay dearly for this first step that cost nothing at all, for if the sinful thought enters, it exacts a fearful price. Very often sin [XII 351] enters into a person as a flatterer; but when the person has become the slave of sin, it is the most terrible slavery—a narrow, an extremely narrow way to damnation!

		

		To go on. There are also other narrow ways of which it does not unconditionally²⁷ hold true that Christ is that way or that they lead to heaven. There are human sufferings enough, far too many, sickness and poverty and lack of appreciation, and who can name all these sufferings! Anyone who walks along such a way certainly is also walking along a narrow way. We really should not talk superciliously as if these sufferings did not amount to anything—ah, my friend, you certainly do know what Christianity is, and let me only remind you. That which distinguishes the Christian narrow way from the common human narrow way is the voluntary. Christ was not someone who coveted earthly things but had to be satisfied with poverty—no, he chose poverty. He was not someone who craved human honor and reputation but had to be satisfied with living in lowliness or perhaps unappreciated and slandered—no, he chose abasement. This is the narrow way in the strictest sense. The common human sufferings are not in the strictest sense the narrow way, although the way can indeed be narrow and you can also strive to walk Christianly the narrow way of human sufferings. If you walk it Christianly, it does indeed lead to heaven, where he went, he, the ascended one.

		

		Yes, it is true that people have doubted the Ascension.

		

		Yes, but who has doubted? I wonder, have any of those doubted whose lives bore the marks of imitation [Efterfølgelse]? I wonder, have any of those doubted who had forsaken all to follow [følge efter] Christ?²⁸ I wonder, have any of those doubted who were marked by persecution [Forfølgelse]—and when imitation is a given, this follows. No, not one of them. But when imitation was abolished, and persecution thereby rendered an impossibility, which in the thieves’ slang we humans talk among ourselves did not sound like an indictment of an erring century’s retrogression in Christianity (heaven forbid!)—no, it sounded like a eulogy of an enlightened century’s matchless progress in tolerance; when they so reduced what it means to be a Christian that being a Christian became practically nothing (and thus there was not anything to persecute either)—then in that idleness and self-complacency all sorts of doubts arose. And doubt and who doubts became important, and one became self-important by doubting—just as at one time one became self-important by giving all one’s goods to the poor (something we really do not approve of but understand better)—just so one now became self-important by doubting (probably in order to establish the true concept [XII 352] of “the meritorious” in place of the Middle Ages’ misconception, which was piously abhorred). And while one doubted everything, there was still one thing beyond all doubt—namely, that by means of this (“One must doubt everything”²⁹), one guaranteed oneself an anything-but-doubtful, indeed, an utterly solid, position in society,³⁰ as well as great honor and prestige among men.

		

		So some have doubted. But then in turn there were some who sought to refute doubt with reasons. As a matter of fact, the connection was actually this: first of all they tried to demonstrate the truth of Christianity with reasons or by advancing reasons in relation to Christianity. And these reasons fostered doubt and doubt became the stronger. The demonstration of Christianity really lies in imitation. This was taken away. Then the need for “reasons” was felt, but these reasons, or that there are reasons, are already a kind of doubt—and thus doubt arose and lived on reasons. It was not observed that the more reasons one advances, the more one nourishes doubt and the stronger it becomes, that offering doubt reasons in order to kill it is just like offering the tasty food it likes best of all to a hungry monster one wishes to eliminate. No, one must not offer reasons to doubt—at least not if one’s intention is to kill it—but one must do as Luther did, order it to shut its mouth, and to that end keep quiet and offer no reasons.³¹

		

		But those whose lives are marked by imitation have not doubted the Ascension. And why not? In the first place, because their lives were too strenuous, too much expended in daily sufferings to be able to sit in idleness keeping company with reasons and doubt, playing evens or odds. For them the Ascension stood firm, but because their lives were so active and on the narrow way they perhaps seldom thought about it or dwelt upon it. The situation was like that of a soldier who owns a splendid uniform; he is aware that he has it, but he almost never looks at it, because his whole life is spent in daily battle and risks, and therefore he has a plain everyday uniform in order to move about properly. In the same way, those whose lives were marked by imitation were convinced that their Lord and Master ascended into heaven. What contributed to this conviction was again imitation. All these daily agonizing sufferings they had to bear, all these sacrifices they had [XII 353] to make, all the opposition, scorn and ridicule and ribald laughter and bloody cruelty at the hands of the people, all this tortured forth in the imitator the need that—just as the Ascension disrupts or contravenes natural laws (of course, that is doubt’s objection), disrupts the merely human grounds of comfort (how, indeed, can these console the person who must suffer because he does good!)—needs [trænger til] another kind of comfort, needs the Ascension of the Lord and Master, and in faith pushes through [trænger igjennem] to the Ascension. So it always is with need in a human being; out of the eater comes something to eat;³² where there is need, it itself produces, as it were, that which it needs. And the imitators truly needed his Ascension in order to endure the life they were leading—and therefore it is certain. But someone who sits in idleness and ease through good days or is busily astir in busyness from morning to night but has never suffered anything for the sake of truth actually has no need. It is rather something he imagines or something he lets himself imagine for money; he concerns himself with this Ascension more as a curiosity—and so, of course, he doubts, since he has no need; or he invents some reasons, or someone else has the kindness to hand him three reasons for—well, now, neither is that person’s need especially great!

		

		And now you, my listener, what do you do? Do you doubt the Ascension? If so, then do as I do, say to yourself: No sense in making a fuss over that kind of doubt; I know very well its source and nature—namely, that I have coddled myself with respect to imitation, that my life is not exerted enough in this direction, that I have too easy a life, spare myself the dangers bound up with witnessing for truth and against untruth. Just do that! But above all do not become self-important by doubting; there is, I assure you, no basis for it either, since all such doubt is actually a self-indictment. No, make a confession to yourself and to God, and one of two things will happen—either you will be motivated to venture further out in the direction of imitation—and then certitude about the Ascension will promptly come—or you will humble yourself, confess that you have coddled yourself, that you have become a milksop preacher, and then you at least will not allow yourself to doubt but will humbly say, “If God wants to be so gracious as to treat me like a child who is almost entirely exempted from the sufferings of imitation, then I at least will not be a naughty child who on top of that doubts the Ascension.” Oh, when you live admired, flattered, highly esteemed, in abundance, [XII 354] you are tempted to say many things and to take part in much that you perhaps might rather have left alone, and which you—remember this!—will still have to account for——and the Ascension also very easily slips out of your mind. You may even, if you ever think about it, doubt and say: An Ascension—that goes against all the laws of nature, against the spirit in nature³³—but only the nature spirit! But when it is for a good cause, for otherwise it is futile, and in that case the circumstances, of course, also go against all purely human notions: to suffer because one does good, because one is in the right, because one is loving—when it is for a good cause that you live despised, persecuted, ridiculed, in poverty, then you will find that you do not doubt his Ascension, because you need it. And not even that much is required to stop doubt; if you indeed humble yourself before God because your life is not marked as the life of an imitator in the stricter sense, if you humble yourself under that, then you do not presume to doubt. How could it ever occur to you to report with a doubt when the answer inevitably would be: First of all go out and become an imitator of Christ in the stricter sense—only someone like that has the right to speak up—and none of these has doubted.
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		The Acts of the Apostles, Chapter II, v. 1–12

		

		

		

		The Holy Gospel is written in Acts 2:1–12.

		
			¹
		

		

		

		

		And when the day of Pentecost had come, they [XII 357] were all united together. And suddenly a sound came from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind and filled the whole house where they were sitting. And there appeared to them tongues as of fire that separated and rested on each of them. And they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in other tongues as the Spirit gave them utterance. But there were Jews living in Jerusalem, devout men from all nations under heaven. When this sound was heard, the multitude came together and were bewildered, for each one had heard them speak in his own language. But they were all terrified and marveled and said to one another: Behold, are not all these who are speaking Galileans? And how do we hear them speak each in our own language in which we were born? Parthians and Medes and Elamites and we who live in Mesopotamia, Judea and Cappadocia, Pontus and Asia, in Phrygia and Pamphylia, Egypt and the parts of Libya belonging to Cyrene, and we Romans living here, Jews and proselytes, Cretans and Arabians, we hear them proclaim the mighty works of God in our own tongues.²

		

		PRAYER

		

		O Holy Spirit, you who give life, bless also this, our coming [XII 358] together, the speaker and the listener. With your help this will come fresh from the heart; let it also go to the heart!

		

		

		

		MY DEVOUT listener, if you will pay attention, not to the discourse carried on in our churches on holy days but to that which is carried on every day and, for that matter, also on Sunday outside the church, you will find hardly anyone who does not believe in, for example, “the spirit of the age.” Even the person who, blissful in mediocrity, took leave of higher things, yes, even the person who for the longest time slaves in the interest of paltriness or in the contemptible service of ill gain, he also believes, fully and firmly, in the spirit of the age.

		

		Now, it goes without saying that it is not exactly something essentially high that he believes in, because the spirit of the age is certainly no higher than the age, keeps close to the ground, and thus as spirit could best be likened to swamp fogs; but he nevertheless does believe in spirit. Or he believes in “the spirit of the world,” that strong spirit—yes, in enticements; that powerful spirit—yes, in delusions; that ingenious spirit—yes, in deception; that spirit that Christianity calls an evil spirit—and so it is not anything very high that he believes in when he believes in this spirit, but he nevertheless does believe in spirit.

		

		Or he believes in “the human spirit,” not the spirit in the single individual but the spirit of the race, that spirit which, when it is God-forsaken by having forsaken God, is in turn according to Christian teaching an evil spirit—and so it is not something very high that he believes in when he believes in the spirit, but he nevertheless does believe in spirit.³

		

		On the other hand, as soon as the discourse is about a holy spirit, about believing in a holy spirit, how many do you think believe in that? Or when the discourse is about an evil spirit that should be renounced: how many do you think believe in such a thing?

		

		How can this be? Is it perhaps because the subject becomes too earnest when it is a holy spirit? For I can talk about, believe in, the spirit of the age, the spirit of the world, and the like and do not thereby need to think of anything specific. It is a [XII 359] kind of spirit, but I am not absolutely bound by what I say. And not being bound by what one says is highly prized—how often do we not hear someone say: Sure, I will say something, but I will not be bound by my words. But one cannot speak about there being a holy spirit and about believing in a holy spirit without binding oneself by one’s words, and furthermore, not without binding oneself to the holy spirit in renunciation of the evil spirit—this is altogether too earnest, that there is both a holy spirit, O earnestness!—and then, to guarantee earnestness, that there is an evil spirit—how earnest! An evil spirit! Indeed, according to Christianity someone who believes in the spirit of the age, in the spirit of the world, certainly believes in an evil spirit, but this is not his opinion, and so he does not believe that there is any evil spirit. In a deeper sense, this conflict between good and evil probably does not exist for him. Slack as he is, or disintegrated, doubting in his faith, unstable in all his ways,⁴ bending to every breeze of the times, the object of his faith is of the same kind: something flimsy, the spirit of the age; or secularized as he is in all his thoughts and aspirations, the object of his faith is accordingly: the spirit of the world.

		

		But Christianity, which requires the renunciation of an evil spirit, teaches that there is a holy spirit. And today is the festival of the Holy Spirit in the Church, Pentecost, in remembrance of the day when the Spirit for the first time was poured out upon the apostles. Therefore we should speak about this Holy Spirit today, and this we shall now do as we speak on these words:

		

		It Is the Spirit Who Gives Life.⁵

		

		My listener, with regard to Christianity, there is nothing to which every person is by nature more inclined than to take it in vain. Neither is there anything that is at all Christian, not one single Christian qualification that by some slight modification, by removing some more specific middle term,⁶ does not become something entirely different, something about which one must say, “This has arisen in the heart of man”⁷—and thus is taken in vain. On the other hand, there is nothing against which Christianity has protected itself with greater vigilance and zeal than against being taken in vain. There is [XII 360] not one, not one Christian qualification into which Christianity does not first of all introduce as the middle term: death, dying to [at afdøe⁸]—in order to protect the essentially Christian from being taken in vain. It is said that “Christianity is gentle comfort, is this doctrine of the grounds of gentle comfort.” Well, it cannot be denied—that is, if you will first of all die, die to, but this is not so gentle! Jesus Christ is presented; one says, “Hear his voice—how he calls, gently inviting, all to himself, all those who suffer, and promises to give them rest for their souls.”⁹ And truly this is so; God forbid that I should say anything else, but yet, yet—before this rest for the soul falls to your lot and in order that it can fall to your lot, it is required that you first of all die, die to (something the inviter also says, something his whole life on earth expressed every single day and every single hour of the day)—is this so inviting?

		

		Likewise with this Christian teaching: It is the Spirit who gives life. To what feeling does a person cling more firmly than to the feeling of being alive; what does one crave more strongly and violently than really to feel life in oneself; from what does one shrink more than to die! But here a life-giving Spirit is indeed proclaimed. Then let us be receptive. Who wants to think twice? Bring us life, more life, so that the feeling of being alive might swell in me—as if all life were concentrated in my breast!

		

		But is this supposed to be Christianity, this appalling error? No, no! This life-giving in the Spirit is not a direct heightening of the natural life in a person in immediate continuation from and connection with it—what blasphemy! how horrible to take Christianity in vain this way!—it is a new life. A new life, yes, and this is no platitude as, for example, when we use this phrase about this and that every time something new begins to stir in us—no, it is a new life, literally a new life—because, mark this well, death goes in between, dying to, and a life on the other side of death—yes, that is a new life.

		

		Death goes in between; this is what Christianity teaches, you must die to. The life-giving Spirit is the very one who slays you; the first thing the life-giving Spirit says is that you must enter into death, that you must die to—it is this way in order that you may not take Christianity in vain. A life-giving Spirit—that is the invitation; who would not willingly take hold of it! But die first—that is the halt!

		

		It is the Spirit who gives life.¹⁰ Yes, the Spirit gives life—through [XII 361] death. As it says in an old hymn that wants to comfort the bereaved on the loss of the dead: “With death we life begin,”¹¹ so also, spiritually understood, the communication of the life-giving Spirit begins in death. Think about this festival day! It was indeed the Spirit who gives life who today was poured out upon the apostles—and the Spirit really was a life-giving Spirit. This was demonstrated by their lives, their deaths, to which testimony is given by the history of the Church, which came into existence precisely because the Spirit who gives life was communicated to the apostles. But what was their condition prior to this? Ah, who has had to learn in the way the apostles did what it means to die to the world and to oneself! Who has nourished such great expectations as in one sense the apostles were prompted to nourish, at least for a while, and whose expectations were disappointed in this way? Then, of course, came Easter morning and Christ arose from the grave, and then came the Ascension—but what more? Yes, he was now taken up into glory—but what more? Do you believe that any human hope, the boldest human hope, dared even in the remotest way to become involved in the task that was assigned to the apostles? No, here every merely human hope must despair. Then came the Spirit who gives life—the apostles were indeed dead, dead to every merely earthly hope, to every human confidence in their own powers or in human assistance.

		

		Therefore, death first; you must first die to every merely earthly hope, to every merely human confidence; you must die to your selfishness, or to the world, because it is only through your selfishness that the world has power over you; if you are dead to your selfishness, you are also dead to the world. But naturally there is nothing a human being hangs on to so firmly—indeed, with his whole self!—as to his selfishness! Ah, the separation of soul and body in the hour of death is not as painful as being forced to be separated from one’s soul when one is alive! And a human being does not hang on to this physical life as firmly as one’s selfishness hangs on to its selfishness!

		

		Let me give an example, fashioned on those old tales about what a person in former times had undergone in intense suffering, something these untried sagacious times presumably will regard as a fable that at most has some poetic value. Let me give an example and to that end choose what we human [XII 362] beings speak of so often and what preoccupies us so much: erotic love [Elskov], because erotic love is one of the very strongest and deepest expressions of selfishness.

		

		So, imagine someone who has fallen in love! He saw the object; it was thereby that he fell in love, and this object became for him the delight of his eye and the desire of his heart! And he reached for it—it was the delight of his eye and the desire of his heart! And he reached for it; he held it in his hand—it was the delight of his eye and the desire of his heart! Then (so it goes in those old tales) the command was given to him, “Let go of this object!”—alas, and it was the delight of his eye and the desire of his heart! My listener, let us at this point make sure that we really do perceive how deeply one must be penetrated if selfishness is actually to be slain. In his misery he shouted: “No, I will not let go and I cannot let go of this object. Oh, have compassion on me. If I may not keep it, then kill me, or then at least let it be taken away from me!” You surely understand him; his selfishness would certainly be very deeply wounded by being deprived of the object, but he perceived quite correctly that his selfishness would be even more deeply wounded if the requirement was that he himself must deprive himself of the object.

		

		My listener, let us go further in order to pursue the suffering more deeply when self-seeking is to be slain even more deeply; let us include “the object.” So, then, this object that he desired, that he reached for, that he possesses, the delight of his eye, the desire of his heart, this object that he must let go, alas, the delight of his eye, alas, the desire of his heart, this object (let us assume this in order more vividly to illustrate the pain of dying to), this object is of the same mind as he, that it would be cruel to separate them—and it is he who must do it! He must let go of that which no earthly power thinks of taking away from him, that which is now doubly difficult to let go, because, as you can well imagine, the object employs tears and pleas, calls upon both the living and the dead, both men and God, to stop him—and it is he who must let go of this object!

		

		Here you have an example (that is, if he manages to get around the sharp corner without losing his mind) of what it is to die to. Not to see one’s wish, one’s hope, fulfilled or to be deprived of the desired one, the dearest one—that can be painful enough, selfishness is wounded—but it does not follow that this is dying to. And personally to have to deny oneself, if it was indeed one’s dearest wish—that can be painful enough, selfishness is wounded—but it does not follow that this is dying to. No, but personally to have to shatter one’s fulfilled desire, personally to have to deprive oneself of the dearly desired one who is now one’s own: that means to wound selfishness at the root, as it was with Abraham when [XII 363] God demanded that Abraham himself, personally—how appalling!—with his own hand—what horrible madness!—should sacrifice Isaac—Isaac, the so long and so longingly awaited gift, indeed, a gift from God, for which Abraham felt he should give thanks the rest of his life but would never be able to give thanks enough—Isaac, his only child, the child of his old age, the child of promise! Do you think death can be as painful as this? I do not think it can. In any case, when it is death, then it is definitely over, but dying to is not over in this way, because he does not die, indeed, perhaps a long life lies before him, the one who has died.

		

		This is what it is to die to. But before the Spirit who gives life can come, you must first die to. Sometimes when I for a day or for a long period feel so indisposed, so weary, so useless, almost as if I were dead—yes, we do indeed say this—then I, too, have sighed to myself: Oh, give me life! Life is what I need! Or when I perhaps have overexerted myself and it seems to me that I cannot carry on any longer, or when for a long time I seem to have failed in everything and I sank into despondency, then I have sighed to myself: Life! Give me life! But it still does not follow that Christianity is of the mind that this is what I need. Suppose it were of another mind and said, “No, first die completely; the trouble with you is that you are still clinging selfishly to life, to the life you call a torment, a burden—die completely!”

		

		I have seen a person almost ready to drop in despair. I have also heard him cry out, “Give me life, life! This is worse than the death that puts an end to life, but I am as if dead and yet am not dead!” I am not a severe man. If I knew any mitigating word, I would have been quite willing to comfort and encourage. But yet, yet it is quite possible that the sufferer really lacked something else—that he needed harder sufferings.

		

		Harder sufferings! Who is so cruel as to dare say something like that? My friend, it is Christianity, the doctrine that is sold under the name of the gentle comfort, whereas it is eternity’s comfort, yes, truly, and for all eternity—but it certainly must deal rather severely. Christianity is not what we human beings, both you and I, are all too eager to make it; it is not a quack doctor. A quack doctor is promptly at your service and immediately applies the remedy and bungles everything. Christianity waits before it applies its remedy; it does not cure every brief little indisposition with the help of eternity—indeed, [XII 364] this is surely an impossibility just as it is self-contradictory! It cures with the help of eternity and for eternity when the sickness is such that eternity can be applied, is at the point, that is, where you must die to. Therefore Christianity’s severity—lest it become nonsense itself (something we human beings are all too willing to make it), lest it confirm you in nonsense.

		

		The correctness of this you no doubt have experienced yourself on a smaller scale. Have you not yourself experienced, as I have, that when you perhaps began to moan, have already said, “I can’t take any more,” and then the next day you were treated even more severely—what then?—you could! When horses groan and pant, feel exhausted, feel that a handful of oats was what was needed—but, on the other hand, when with only a momentary halt the heavily loaded wagon would roll back down the hill and perhaps plunge the horses and driver and everything down into the abyss, is it cruel of the driver that the lashes fall dreadfully, as dreadfully as he never before had the heart to lash, especially this team of horses, who are as dear to him as the apple of his eye (such can certainly be the case)—is this cruel or is it kind? Is it cruel to be, if you please, cruel when it is unconditionally the only thing that can save from ruin and help pull through? So it is with dying to.

		

		Then, my listener, then—then comes the life-giving Spirit. When? When this has happened, when you are dead to, for just as it says, “If we have died with Christ, so shall we also live with him,”¹² it can also be said: If we are to live with him, then we must die with him. First death—then life. But when? Indeed, when the first has happened, because the coming of the life-giving Spirit is the same as the coming of the “Comforter” whom Christ has promised to the disciples.¹³ When does the Comforter come? He does not come until all the dreadful things that Christ has prophesied about his life have happened, and likewise the appalling things he has predicted regarding the lives of the disciples—then comes the Comforter. Whether he comes that very moment is not said; it merely says that it will happen when the first has happened, when this dying has occurred. So it is with the coming of the life-giving Spirit.

		

		But the Spirit comes; he does not deceive by failing to come. Did not the Spirit come to the apostles? Did he deceive them? Did he not come later to the true believers? Did he deceive them by failing to come?

		

		No, the Spirit comes—and brings the gifts of the spirit, life [XII 365] and spirit.

		

		The Spirit brings faith, the faith—that is, faith in the strictest sense of the word, this gift of the Holy Spirit—only after death has come in between. We human beings are not very precise with words; we often talk about faith when in the strictly Christian sense it is not faith. According to the diversity of natural endowments, we are all born with a stronger or weaker immediacy; the stronger, the more vigorous [livskraftig] it is, the longer it can hold out against resistance. And this endurance, this healthy [livsfrisk] confidence in oneself, in the world, in mankind, and, along with all this, in God, we call faith. But in the stricter Christian understanding it is not faith. Faith is against understanding; faith is on the other side of death. And when you died or died to yourself, to the world, then you also died to all immediacy in yourself, also to your understanding. It is when all confidence in yourself or in human support, and also in God in an immediate way, is extinct, when every probability is extinct, when it is dark as on a dark night—it is indeed death we are describing—then comes the life-giving Spirit and brings faith. This faith is stronger than the whole world; it has the power of eternity; it is the Spirit’s gift from God, it is your victory over the world¹⁴ in which you more than conquer.

		

		And the Spirit next brings hope¹⁵—hope in the strictest Christian sense, which is hope against hope. In every human being there is a spontaneous, immediate hope; it can be more robust [livsstærk] in one than in another, but in death (that is, when you die to) every such hope dies and changes into hopelessness. Into this night of hopelessness—it is indeed death we are describing—comes the life-giving Spirit and brings hope, eternity’s hope. It is against hope, because according to that purely natural hope there was no more hope; consequently this hope is against hope. The understanding says, “No, there is no hope”; you are, however, dead to your understanding and in that case it probably is silent, but if it ever takes the floor again it will promptly begin where it stopped—“There is no hope”—and it will probably mock this new hope, the Spirit’s gift. Just as the sagacious and sensible people mocked the apostles and said: They are drunk on sweet wine,¹⁶ so they [XII 366] will mock you and say to you, “You must have been drunk to think anything like that; at least you must have been out of your mind.”¹⁷ No one knows that better than the understanding, and it is exceedingly sensible of the understanding to say it, because to die to is also to die to the understanding, and the hope of the life-giving Spirit is against the hope of the understanding. “It is enough to drive one to despair that there is no hope,” says the understanding, “but nevertheless one can understand it. But that on the other side of this (that there is no hope) there is a new hope, indeed, the hope, this is, as surely as my name is understanding, this is lunacy!”

		

		But the Spirit who gives life, something “the understanding” does not do, declares and testifies: the hope is against hope. You who in hopelessness perhaps unto despair are struggling in vain to find hope, is it not this that you somewhat defiantly assert, that you think yourself able to succeed absolutely in making it plain even to a child, even to the stupidest of persons, that for you there is no hope; and it is perhaps just this that embitters you—that you will be contradicted. So, then, confide in the Spirit, because with the Spirit you can speak. The Spirit promptly agrees and says, “Quite right, there is no hope, and it is very important to me that this be asserted, since precisely from this, I, the Spirit, show that there is hope: the hope that is against hope.” Can you ask for more, can you imagine any treatment more appropriate to just your state of suffering? You turn out to be right—there is no hope. You turn out to be right—you needed it. And you needed also what you will have now, exemption from all that drivel, all those nauseating grounds of consolation; you are allowed—it does a lot of good—to become thoroughly sick and left in peace by all the quack doctors; you are allowed, which ends the pain and quiets the restlessness, to turn over on the other side in order to die, free from the baleful medical treatment of those who are unable to bring you new life but painfully strive to keep you alive or keep you from dying to—and then in addition you receive the hope that is against hope, the Spirit’s gift!

		

		Finally the Spirit also brings love [Kjerlighed]. Elsewhere¹⁸ I have tried to show what cannot be sufficiently stressed and never made clear enough, that what we extol under the name of love is self-love, and that the whole of Christianity becomes confused for us when we do not pay attention to this.

		

		Not until you have died to the selfishness in you and thereby to the world so that you do not love the world or anything in the world,¹⁹ do not selfishly love even one single person—not until you in love of God have learned to hate yourself, not [XII 367] until then can there be talk of the love that is Christian love. According to our merely human conceptions, love is immediately bound up with our nature. Therefore we find it quite all right that it is strongest in the days of one’s youth, when the heart has all its spontaneous warmth and enthusiasm, affectionately opens itself to others, and affectionately forms attachments to others. Likewise we find it, if not quite all right, nevertheless the way things usually go, that as a person grows older his nature forms fewer attachments, is more closed, is less receptively open, is not as affectionately open—which we also explain as a sad result of sad experiences. Alas, we say, this happy, loving, trustingly open, totally surrendering heart of youth, our own youth as well (if in fact this is at all true) was disappointed so often and so bitterly; through bitter experiences I had to learn to know mankind from a totally different side, and therefore—accordingly it is therefore!—some of the love in my heart was extinguished.

		

		O my friend, how do you think the apostles learned to know mankind; do you think it was from the favorable side? Truly, if ever there was anyone (but such a one is scarcely to be found among those scurrying around and babbling about this warm, full, loving, friendly heart of youth) who was justified in saying “I have learned to know mankind in such a way that I know they do not deserve to be loved,” it was the apostles of Christ! And this is embittering; it is so natural to wish to find in people what one can love, and it is indeed a reasonable condition when what is sought is not that which is the others’²⁰ or is solely the others’ welfare. To find no such thing, to find the opposite, to find it on such a scale as the apostles did—ah, that is enough to be the death of one! In a certain sense this really did happen to the apostles. They died, everything grew black around them—it is indeed death we are speaking about—when they had had the dreadful experience that love is not loved, that it is hated, that it is mocked, that it is spat upon, that it is crucified in this world and is crucified while judging justice calmly washes its hands and while the voice of the people clamors for the robber. Did they then indeed swear eternal enmity to this unloving world? Well, in a certain sense, yes, because love of God is hatred toward the world, but in another sense, no, no—by loving God, in order that they might continue in love, they joined with God, so to speak, in loving this unloving world—the life-giving Spirit brought them love. Thus the apostles, in conformity with their prototype, resolved to love, to suffer, to endure all [XII 368] things, to be sacrificed in order to save this unloving world. And this is love.

		

		Such are the gifts the life-giving Spirit brought to the apostles on the day of Pentecost. Would that the Spirit might also bring us such gifts—truly they are certainly needed in times like these!

		

		My listener, I have something more I would like to say, but I shall cast it in a form that at first glance you may find not quite solemn. Yet I do it deliberately and advisedly, for I believe that precisely in this way it will make a truer impression on you.

		

		Once upon a time there was a rich man. At an exorbitant price he had purchased abroad a team of entirely flawless, splendid horses, which he had wanted for his own pleasure and the pleasure of driving them himself. About a year or two passed by. If anyone who had known these horses earlier now saw him driving them, he would not be able to recognize them: their eyes had become dull and drowsy; their gait lacked style and precision; they had no staying power, no endurance; he could drive them scarcely four miles without having to stop on the way, and sometimes they came to a standstill just when he was driving his best; moreover, they had acquired all sorts of quirks and bad habits, and although they of course had plenty of feed they grew thinner day by day.

		

		Then he called in the royal coachman. He drove them for a month. In the whole countryside there was not a team of horses that carried their heads so proudly, whose eyes were so fiery, whose gait was so beautiful; there was no team of horses that could hold out running as they did, even thirty miles in a stretch without stopping. How did this happen? It is easy to see: the owner, who without being a coachman meddled with being a coachman, drove the horses according to the horses’ understanding of what it is to drive; the royal coachman drove them according to the coachman’s understanding of what it is to drive.

		

		So also with us human beings. When I think of myself and the countless people I have come to know, I have often said to myself sadly: Here are capacities and talents and qualifications enough, but the coachman is lacking. For a long time now, from generation to generation, we humans have been, if I may put it this way (in order to carry on the metaphor), driven according to the horses’ understanding of driving; we are governed, educated, and brought up according to mankind’s conception of what it means to be a human being. See, because of this we lack elevation and it follows from this in turn that we are able to endure very little; we are impatient and promptly use the means of the moment and impatiently want to see instantly the reward for our work, which for that very reason is not very good.

		

		[XII 369] Things were different once. There was a time when it pleased the Deity himself, if I may put it this way, to be the coachman; and he drove the horses according to the coachman’s understanding of what it is to drive. Oh, what a human being was capable of then!

		

		Ponder the text for today! There sit twelve men, all belonging to the social class we call the common man. Him whom they worshiped as God, their Lord and Master, they have seen crucified; they can be said to have witnessed the loss of everything in a way that can never be said of anyone else, even in the remotest manner. True, he thereupon ascended victorious into heaven—but that of course also means he is gone—and now they are sitting there and waiting for the Spirit to be communicated to them in order that they, cursed by the little nation to which they belong, can proclaim a teaching that will arouse the hatred of the whole world against them. This is the task; these twelve men are supposed to transform the world, and on the most appalling scale, against its will. Here, truly, the understanding comes to a halt! Even now, long after, in forming a faint conception of it the understanding comes to a halt—if one still has any at all. It is enough to drive one out of one’s mind, if one still has any from which to be driven.

		

		It is Christianity that must go through. And these twelve men carried it through. In one sense, they were men like us, but they were driven well—yes, indeed, they were driven well.

		

		Then came the next generation. They carried Christianity through. They were men just like us—but they were driven well! Yes, indeed, that they were! They were like that team of horses when the royal coachman drove them. Never has a human being lifted his head as proudly in elevation over the world as did the first Christians in humility before God! And just as that team of horses could run if need be thirty miles without pausing to catch their wind, so also did they run; they ran seventy years in a stretch without getting out of the harness, without stopping anywhere. No, proud as they were in their humility before God, they said, “It is not for us to hang back and dawdle along the way; we do not stop—until eternity.” It was Christianity that had to go through, and they carried it through, yes, that they did; but they were also driven well, yes, that they were!²¹

		

		O Holy Spirit—we pray for ourselves and for all people—O Holy Spirit, you who give life, here there is no want of capabilities, nor of education, nor of sagacity—indeed, there may rather be too much. But what is wanting is that you take away whatever is corrupting to us, that you take power away from us and give life. Certainly a person experiences a shudder like death’s shudder when you, in order to become the power [XII 370] in us, take power away from him. Oh, but if even animals at a later moment understand how good it was for them that the royal coachman took the reins, although it surely made them shudder at first and they at first rebelled, but in vain—should not a human being quickly be able to understand what a blessing it is to him that you take the power and ²²give life!

		

	
		

		JUDGE FOR YOURSELF!
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		PREFACE [XII 375]

		

		

		

		Well do I know, and I know only all too well, how true it is that the world wants to be deceived. Knowing this, I perhaps could have had misgivings about publishing a communication such as the one offered here.

		

		Why, then, do I not have any? Because I have nothing whatever to do with the world. I address myself to the single individual, every individual, or to everyone as an individual—would to God that all would read, but everyone as an individual.

		

		If every individual does as I did when I wrote, locks his door and reads to himself, fully convinced, and this is true, that I have not even remotely thought of affronting him or speaking about him to others, since I have thought only of myself; if he reads as an individual in such a way that it never even remotely occurs to him to think of others than himself—then I really do not need to fear that he would become angry with me for this communication.

		

		What does it mean to be and to will to be the single individual? It means to have and to will to have a conscience. But why should a person of conscience become angry if someone communicates something true to him! Indeed, he might rather become angry over the opposite! Say the following to yourself: Is it an affront to treat a person not only as a rational being but as a person with a conscience to whom one tells the truth of the matter? I would think it an affront to treat, in conceited cleverness, a person as a child who cannot bear to come to know the truth, or as a fool whom one can make believe anything if one only flatters him. I would think that hiding the truth in order to deceive would be an affront to the person treated in this way, and that the deceived person is really most deeply affronted precisely when he feels comfortable in the deception.

		

		My dear reader, if possible read aloud. If you do so, let me thank you; if you not only do it yourself but persuade others to do it, let me thank each one of them, and you again and again.

		

	
		

		I

		

		

		

		I Peter, Chapter IV, v. 7: Therefore be sober.

		
			¹
		

		

		

		

		Becoming Sober [XII 379]

		

		

		

		PRAYER

		

		Father in heaven! You are Spirit, and they who wish to worship you must worship you in spirit and truth²—but how in spirit and truth if we are not or do not first of all really strive to become sober! Send, then, your Spirit into our hearts. Oh, so often we call upon your Spirit to come and bring courage and life and power and strength, but might it first of all—and this is indeed the condition for everything else and for its being of benefit to us—but might it first of all make us sober!

		

		

		

		MY DEVOUT listener. When the apostles came forward on Pentecost Day, for the first time filled with the Holy Spirit, “All were alarmed and doubted and said, ‘What does this mean?’ But others mocked and said, ‘They are full of sweet wine’” (Acts 2:12–13). Hence no one was able to or ventured to explain what had happened here. Alarm and doubt seized all; only the mockers attempted an explanation—namely, that the apostles were drunk, and so early in the day, by nine o’clock in the morning. This was the explanation. But it is inadequate, because, strangely enough, they were not this way only in the morning, no—if they were drunk—they were still drunk in the evening; and it was not only that morning, [XII 380] no—if they were drunk—they were also drunk the next morning and the evening of the next morning, and a month later, and twenty years afterward, and even in the hour of death they were filled with the sweet wine that they, according to the mockers’ explanation—for otherwise the event on Pentecost Day is inexplicable—must have drunk that morning. What profound mockery of the mockers’ explanation!

		

		Here as everywhere it is manifest that the world and Christianity have completely opposite conceptions. The world says of the apostles, of the Apostle Peter as their spokesman, “He is drunk,” and the Apostle Peter admonishes, “Become sober.” Consequently the secular mentality considers Christianity to be drunkenness, and Christianity considers the secular mentality to be drunkenness. “Do become reasonable, come to your senses, try to become sober”—thus does the secular mentality taunt the Christian. And the Christian says to the secular mentality, “Do become reasonable, come to your senses, become sober.” The difference between secularity and Christianity is not that the one has one view and the other another—no, the difference is always that they have the very opposite views, that what the one calls good the other calls evil, what the one calls love the other calls selfishness, what the one calls piety the other calls impiety, what the one calls being drunk the other calls being sober. It is precisely the drunk man, the apostle, who finds it necessary to bring home to a sober (I assume) world the admonition: “Become sober!”

		

		This very admonition may, as intended, most severely wound the callous secular mentality, which as a rule cannot be wounded very easily or be disconcerted. This secular mentality certainly can put up with a great deal, can put up with this and that being said about it—but not with being called drunk. “I stick,” says this secular mentality, “I stick to facts. I am neither a fanatic nor a dreamer nor a fool, neither drunk nor crazy. I stick to facts; I believe nothing, nothing whatever, except what I can touch and feel; and I believe no one, not my own child, not my wife, not my best friend; I believe only what can be demonstrated—because I stick to facts. I stick to facts and therefore do not in the remotest manner become involved with all this grandiloquence about the hereafter, about eternity, and all that stuff preachers, not for nothing, get women, children, and the simpleminded to believe, since one knows what one has and does not know what one will obtain—I stick to this. I stick to facts; therefore I never play the game people make such a big fuss about under the name of [XII 381] love, in which one is indeed always swindled if one is not oneself the swindler. No, I do not love a single person—but wait a minute, there is one person I love. I do not say that I love him more than myself—that is so fanatical, and I am no fanatic, but I love him just as much as myself—it is, namely, myself. I love that person; this is a fact, and I stick to facts. Call me self-loving and heartless and perfidious and paltry, for that matter, call me a scamp, a scoundrel—it will never disturb me, because I stick to facts. The only thing, I suppose, that would momentarily disturb me would be if someone had the notion to say that I was drunk, intoxicated—I, the coldest and calmest and clearest common sense.” Yet the apostle says, “Become sober!”—and says thereby: You are intoxicated; unhappy one, if you could see yourself, you would shudder, because you would see that you are like an intoxicated man when he—disgusting!—scarcely resembles a human being—to such a degree you are intoxicated.

		

		That is the way secularity and Christianity are related to each other. It was not only about the apostles, not only about them on Pentecost Day that it was said: They are full of sweet wine—no, this was and is and remains the world’s judgment of the essentially Christian. Christianity, however, is of the opinion that particularly the apostles, and especially on Pentecost Day, were in the highest sense sober, pure spirit. And Christianity is of the opinion that particularly the true Christian is sober, that on the contrary the less Christian anyone else is the more that person is in a state of intoxication. And Christianity is of the opinion that its first effect or the first effect of the Spirit on a person is that he becomes sober. In other words, everything essentially Christian is a redoubling [Fordoblelse], or every qualification of the essentially Christian is first of all its opposite, whereas in just a human or secular view a thing is just what it is. Thus, in just a human view, a spirit that gives life is a life-giving spirit and nothing more; Christianly, it is first of all the Spirit who kills, who teaches dying to. In just a human view, elevation is only elevation and nothing more; Christianly, it is first of all humiliation. So also with inspiration—in just a human view, it is inspiration; Christianly, inspiration is first of all becoming sober.

		

		Of that we shall now speak, of

		

		Becoming Sober.

		

		When a distinction is made in just a human way between being sober, spiritually understood, and being intoxicated, one [XII 382] thinks of being sober as sensibleness, levelheadedness, sagacity, and everything connected with that; one thinks of intoxication as enthusiasm, venturing, and venturing in such a way that one relinquishes probability. The sensible, the levelheaded, and the sagacious, who call themselves sober, regard enthusiasts and their venturing as drunken, say it mockingly of them, and warn others against being seduced by them.

		

		In one sense they perhaps are right, even according to Christianity’s view. Christianity is a long way from recommending every enthusiasm, every venture; and Christ himself, who required that the disciple should leave everything to follow him, give everything to the poor, not even bury his dead father, also declares “that when someone wishes to erect a tower, he first sits down and counts the cost to see whether he has what it takes to complete it”³ (which also implies that he does not unconditionally require of everyone that he must be the disciple).

		

		Thus Christianity also is of the opinion that there is a venturing that is foolhardy, an intoxication that is not to be commended.

		

		But then is Christianity indeed in agreement with those sensible, levelheaded, sagacious people, the so-called sober ones, humanly understood? No, far from it, no, not with a single one of them! Not with a single one of them. There are in fact differences among these so-called sober people. Some use all their sensibleness, levelheadedness, and sagacity to coddle themselves completely, so that they become paltry half-human beings, forgetting (something that surely would need to be called to mind in every sermon in Christendom) that not only will thieves and robbers and murderers and adulterers not be able to enter the kingdom of heaven⁴ but neither will the flabby⁵—ah, if a census of the human race is ever taken, there will be a far greater number under the rubric of the flabby than under the rubrics of thieves, robbers, and murderers reckoned together. Such is the case with some of the so-called sober people. Others, however, have more will power, more intense passions, a deeper craving for decision and action; hence they use their sagacity and levelheadedness somewhat differently. They venture further out, exert themselves more, do not avoid every danger; but one thing stands firm for them: probability—they never relinquish that. Within the bounds of probability, they have more possibilities at their disposal than the others; they extort explanations from the [XII 383] probability that it denies to the flabby (because probability, too, is coy, closefisted); but one thing stands firm, unshakably firm—they do not relinquish probability; to relinquish it, they say, is to be intoxicated.

		

		Here is the infinite difference from the essentially Christian, since Christianly, indeed, even just religiously, the person who never relinquished probability never became involved with God. All religious, to say nothing of Christian, venturing is on the other side of probability, is by way of relinquishing probability.

		

		But then is the essentially Christian utter folly and are the sensible people right—it is intoxication? No! Admittedly many a one has thought that he was venturing Christianly when he ventured to relinquish probability, and it was pure and simple folly even according to the view of Christianity. Christianity has its own characteristic way of restraining. There are, if I may put it this way, lightweight people who do not have very much sagacity, understanding, and levelheadedness with which to restrain themselves, and for them it is far too easy to relinquish probability and to venture. From both the Christian and the purely human points of view, this is intoxication. But sometimes such people think that the matter is transformed by referring their venture to God, by venturing in reliance upon God. Undeniably this would totally change things, but the point to check carefully here is to see whether the venturing actually is in reliance upon God.

		

		To connect God’s name with one’s wishes, cravings, and plans is easy, far too easy for the lightweights; but it does not follow that their venturing is in reliance upon God. No, in relinquishing probability in order to venture in reliance upon God, one must admit to oneself the implications of relinquishing probability—that when one then ventures it is just as possible, precisely just as possible, to fail as to succeed. In other words, that one ventures in reliance upon God provides no immediate certainty of success; the dubiousness in the lightweights’ venturing in reliance upon God lies precisely in their understanding this to mean that they must be victorious. But this is not venturing in reliance upon God; this is taking God in vain. And the very thing that should make you shrink from that is that you honestly and forthrightly realize that in venturing to relinquish probability in order to venture in reliance upon God you can just as well be said to have brought about your downfall—humanly understood, because eternally it is still your victory—as to have paved the way to your victory. This makes one shrink back—not, however, from venturing in reliance upon God—no, but from taking God in vain in the venturing.

		

		Not until you have really realized this, not until then are [XII 384] you able to venture in reliance upon God. You have relinquished probability; in that case, it is most probable, humanly speaking, that you will succumb. Nevertheless, you want to go forth, to go forward, to venture—in God’s name. All right! But is it not true that then you have also understood that you did not appeal to God in order to bring about your victory but that you might have an understanding with God that he would strengthen you to be able to bear succumbing for a good cause, for a venture in reliance upon God (if it should not please God to let you be successful—while it is not impossible, since everything is possible for God; indeed, it even must not be impossible, because in that case your venturing is presumptuous).

		

		But this is terrifying; and just as no living person sneaked past that hundred-headed monster that guarded the entrance to the kingdom of the dead,⁶ and just as no bird flew over the Dead Sea, so does no merely human foolhardiness slip past this terrible understanding. But if you have not seen to it that this death-dealing understanding goes between yourself and your venturing in reliance upon God, then you have taken God in vain, your bold venturing is foolhardiness, and that it is being made in reliance upon God is a figment of your imagination.

		

		From the Christian point of view, however, it stands firm that the truly Christian venturing relinquishes probability. It is not what cowardice, the secular mentality, and flabbiness have invented and mendaciously hit upon to call Christianity; to venture in this way is not tempting God. What detestable mendacity, what a mean slandering of all the heroes of faith and the martyrs and the witnesses to the truth and the models! But so it always is with us! What we want to be exempted from is dangers and effort and everything that flesh and blood are against. Yes, Christianity is lenient, in the form of an admission—note this well: in the form of an admission!—it can spare the single individual much when he humbly admits his own condition, can also spare him this truly Christian venturing when he humbly admits his own condition. But the secular mentality in us does not let us be really satisfied with this; it is never satisfied before it has managed to establish the error, the impiety, as an article of faith, as duty, as dogma, as true Christianity—so that we can then renounce true Christianity as impiety. It is the same with the worldly talk that goes on in Christendom about tempting God. I am the one who wants a comfortable life, I am the one who wants to be lenient with [XII 385] myself; but then I will not even admit it—no, so I turn Christianity around and say, “To venture beyond the bounds of probability is to tempt God. Phooey! Should I—who am a Christian—should I have the nerve to tempt God!” And should not I—who am a cunning scoundrel!—refrain from it if in that way I slip out of all effort and also slip in, dirt cheap, the credit for being a God-fearing pious Christian!

		

		No, no, not so! Christianly, it must stand firm—O my God, hold me up so that I stand firm in this in order to be able to make this stand firm, because it must stand firm, that this, precisely this, is Christianity: in reliance upon God to venture to relinquish probability, and that the only way to be exempted from this, if one wishes to be Christian, is by humbling oneself and making an admission! It must stand firm—O my God, make it stand firm!—that just as Christianity detests adultery, murder, theft, and everything else that can defile a person, it knows yet another defilement—cowardly sagacity and flabby sensibleness, despicable thraldom in probability, and probability, Christianly understood, is perhaps the most dangerous defilement. This is why it is stressed in Holy Scripture, but those passages are never mentioned; it is stressed, because Scripture continually speaks in the same way of the cowardly and the flabby as it speaks of robbers and murderers and adulterers; and it says exactly the same about them all, that they will not inherit the kingdom of God.⁷ In truth, Christianity detests and detests as a defilement what the world esteems and esteems as supreme, continually to act sagaciously, and Christianity detests this defilement just as in its first appearance it detested idolatry—but this deification of sagacity in our day is precisely the idolatry of our age, Christianity’s abomination, without therefore implying that Christianity has anything against sagacity regarded as an aptitude, as a gift. No, far from it!

		

		Nor is Christianity ignorant of how difficult it is to be sagacious and then to have to renounce acting sagaciously. Oh, it is difficult! Rarely do we see someone who has become addicted to a vice succeed in giving it up completely. How much more difficult at every instant to have sagacity and see with its sagacious eye what is the most sagacious move and the pleasure of being sagacious—and then to have to renounce acting sagaciously! Yet this is what Christianity requires. From the Christian point of view, it would be high praise if there were a person of whom it could be said: He was the most sensible man of his day, the most sagacious man in the country; everyone knew that if one wished the most sagacious advice in a difficult and complex case it would not be futile to go to him; it would be futile only to go to someone else—but as for acting [XII 386] sagaciously himself, no, that he never did! With a purity like that of a virgin and a blushing modesty like that of an adolescent, he detested acting sagaciously. His life was on the other side of probability; there he lived, there he breathed, there he ventured, in reliance upon God—he, the most sensible of all!

		

		This is Christianity! And the entire relation in the distinction, spiritually understood, between being sober and being intoxicated is turned around. We began with sensibleness, levelheadedness, and sagacity as being sober, with venturing and venturing to relinquish probability as being intoxicated. But Christianity makes everything new.⁸ Thus also here: in reliance upon God, venturing to relinquish probability is precisely what it means Christianly to be sober—just as the apostles, on Pentecost Day, were never more sober than when, in defiance of probability, they were simply instruments for God—what Christian sobriety! Whereas, Christianly understood, sensibleness, levelheadedness, and sagacity are—well, what is new, since that they are censurable is not so much something new, but that they are—intoxication! Yet is it so strange? It is not the eternal, nor God, nor becoming transparent before God, it is not this that intoxicates—how would that be possible! Intoxicating drinks are always blended, fermenting—as is that to which sensibleness, sagacity, and levelheadedness adhere: the probable.

		

		We shall now proceed with this Christian discourse about becoming sober and look more closely at what it means.

		

		To become sober is: to come to oneself in self-knowledge and before God as nothing before him, yet infinitely, unconditionally engaged.

		

		To come to oneself. Consequently, to go on living in complete ignorance of oneself, or totally to misunderstand oneself, or to venture in blind confidence in one’s own powers and the like is not—in this we are in agreement with the purely human point of view—this is not coming to oneself; it is being intoxicated. But, then, is continuing to live on in intimate familiarity with and the sagacious appraisal of one’s own powers, capacities, qualifications, possibilities, and also conversant with what human and worldly wisdom teach the initiated—is this coming to oneself? Yes, according to the opinion of a purely human view. But not according to the Christian view, because it is not coming to oneself; it is coming to the probable, and along that road one never comes any further.

		

		To come to the probable is the way to becoming more and more intoxicated, more and more confused in the head, more [XII 387] and more heavy and unsteady of step, all in the delusion that one is completely sober. In the probable, one does not drink oneself sober; if the probable is brought about by way of only a very superficial human and worldly wisdom, its intoxication is less dangerous, but the more profound the human and worldly wisdom is that is used to extract, as it were, the probable, the more dangerous is its intoxication. The probable impartially blends in itself familiarity with good and evil, and even if either of these clearly seems to be the probable, in truth it never does become clear. The person who inquires about the probable and only about that in order to adhere to it does not ask what is right and what is wrong, what is good and what is evil, what is true and what is false. No, he asks impartially: Which is the probable, so that I can believe it—whether it is the true is a matter of indifference or is at least of less importance; which is the probable, so that I can adopt it and side with it—whether it is evil or wrong is a matter of indifference or is at least of less importance, if only it is the probable or something that offers the probability of gaining power. Familiarity with the probable, and the more profound it is, does not in a more profound sense lead a person closer to himself but further and further away from his deeper self,⁹ brings him closer and closer to himself only in the sense of selfishness—this the purely human view calls becoming sober and Christianity calls intoxication.

		

		To come to oneself in self-knowledge. In self-knowledge. In any other knowledge you are away from yourself, you forget yourself, are absent from yourself. Yet precisely this the purely human view calls becoming sober. To forget oneself, to come, not to, but to go away from oneself by losing oneself in knowing, in comprehending, in thinking, in artistic production, etc.—precisely this is called being sober. From the Christian point of view, this is intoxication. Indeed, is it not so, do we not say that the person who is addicted to the use of strong drink forgets himself, is drowning himself or his self? And if he is completely successful at it, if he completely gets rid of himself, then we do not say: Now he has really become sober—no, we say the opposite. So it is also with knowledge. There is only one kind of knowing that brings a person completely to himself—self-knowledge; this is what it means to be sober, sheer transparency. The purely human view, however, considers that self-knowledge is intoxication; that it produces what the intoxicating produces: dizziness. But this is not the case. No, a person becomes physically dizzy precisely when he has forgotten himself in strong drink; and he becomes spiritually [XII 388] dizzy when he has lost himself in a knowing of another kind, or, as he says, in objective knowing—call to him, and you will see that he will seem to be awakening from a dream; just like a drunk man, he must, so to speak, rub his eyes, collect himself, remember his name.

		

		To come to oneself in self-knowledge and before God. If self-knowledge does not lead to knowing oneself before God—well, then there is something to what purely human self-observation says, namely, that this self-knowledge leads to a certain emptiness that produces dizziness. Only by being before God can one totally come to oneself in the transparency of soberness. The purely human view is of the opposite opinion, that becoming involved with God, with the infinite—that nothing is more certain than that this is intoxication, that it is not so certain that someone staring into the waves from a ship or someone gazing down into the depths from a lofty place or from a lower place out into an infinite space where nothing limits the eyes—that it is not so certain that he will become dizzy as the one does who becomes involved with God. It also seems plausible that it might be so, and yet, according to the view of Christianity it is the very opposite; precisely this is the way to become entirely sober. Thus something stronger is used to make someone sober who has become intoxicated on something weaker, even though, of course, the stronger that makes sober can through dreadful misuse be used for intoxication.

		

		In self-knowledge and before God, to come to oneself as nothing. The purely human view thinks that becoming something is the way to become sober. Christianity thinks that becoming nothing—before God—that precisely this is the way, and that wanting to be something before God, if anyone could hit upon such an idea, is intoxication or wanting to misuse the stronger that makes sober, but becoming nothing is to become sober.

		

		To become nothing before God, and nevertheless infinitely, unconditionally engaged [forpligtet]. The purely human view is of the opposite opinion, that to be sober is specifically marked by exercising moderation in everything, by observing in everything this sober “to a certain degree.” Likewise with duty [Pligt]: “To submit to an unconditioned and, as implied, to submit unconditionally to it would be the sure road to becoming muddleheaded, the sure road to intoxication or madness.” Christianity thinks that it is the unconditioned, and that alone, or the impression, the impact of the unconditioned, that is able to make a person completely sober when he unconditionally surrenders to its power, and otherwise he has [XII 389] not felt the impact of the unconditioned; that on the other hand it is precisely this “to a certain degree” that is intoxicating and stupefying, makes one heavy, drowsy, sluggish, and apathetic, somewhat like an alcoholic, who is said to walk around in a continual stupor.

		

		Thus it is indeed the case that precisely the unconditioned is the only thing that can make a person completely sober. Let me illustrate this figuratively, and do not be disturbed if what I say does not seem sufficiently solemn; this is done deliberately so that you might gain a truer impression of the exposition. If you were to ask a peatman, a coachman, a postilion, a liveryman, “Why does the driver use the whip?” you would receive the same answer from all of them: “To make the horse move on, of course.” Ask the royal coachman¹⁰ why the coachman uses the whip, and you will receive the answer: “It is mainly used to make the horses stand still.” This is the difference between simply driving and driving well.

		

		To continue. Have you seen how the royal coachman conducts himself? If not, let me describe it to you. He sits high up on his box, and just because he sits so high he has the horses all the more under his control. But on such an occasion he does not consider this adequate. He stands up at his seat; he concentrates all his physical strength in his brawny arm that lifts the whip—now falls the blow; it is terrible. Usually one lash is sufficient, but sometimes the horse may make a desperate leap—one more lash. That is enough. The royal coachman sits down. But the horse? First a shudder goes through its whole body; it actually seems as if this fiery powerful animal is unable to stand on its legs. This is the initial impression; the shock is not so much the pain as it is that the coachman—and only the royal coachman can do this—has concentrated himself totally in giving the lash emphasis, is totally in the lash—thus the horse is aware not so much of the pain as of something else, who it is who wields the lash. The shuddering diminishes and is now a faint tremor, but it is as if every muscle, every muscle fiber were trembling. Now it is over—now the horse stands still, unconditionally still. What happened? The horse received the impression of the unconditioned, and therefore it is unconditionally still. When a horse driven by the royal coachman stands still, it is an entirely different matter than when a cab horse stands still. With regard to the latter, it merely means, and this is no skill, that it does not move; with regard to the former, to stand still is an act, an effort, the greatest, just as it is the horse’s greatest skill, and it stands unconditionally still.

		

		[XII 390] Unconditionally still! How shall I describe this? Let me give another illustration touching on the same thing. We commonly say that it is still weather; nevertheless it can be blowing a little, or at least there can be a little breeze, but we call it still weather. But have you not noticed another kind of stillness? Before a thunderstorm there is sometimes such a stillness, a stillness of a quite different kind; not a leaf stirs, not a breath of air. It is as if all nature stood still; nevertheless an almost imperceptible faint tremor goes through everything—what does the unconditioned stillness of this imperceptible tremor mean? It means that the unconditioned is expected, the thunderstorm—and the unconditioned stillness of the horse came after it had received the impression of the unconditioned.

		

		But that is just what we were discussing, that the impression of the unconditioned makes one sober, entirely sober, and also vigilant (the word the apostle explicitly adds in our text). —Is not that horse somewhat a symbol of this? It received the impression of the unconditioned, and it became unconditionally still, completely sober and vigilant, as it were. Perhaps it was a very young horse that needed such an impression of the unconditioned; perhaps it was an older horse, but one that had become sagacious in its old age, sober in its own view, and therefore of the opinion that everything should be to a certain degree, also with regard to standing still—so one does not simply stand unconditionally still, or one makes oneself a bit comfortable, because it is so strenuous to stand still in this unconditioned sense. In any case, the royal coachman did not agree with the horse; he administered the impression of the unconditioned. And this the royal coachman always does. When one is merely driving, there is no snap of the whip. A cab driver, a peatman has no snap to his whip—indeed, why such a luxury; instead, he beats with the handle. But the gentry’s coachman cracks the whip, especially when he is driving the gentry, and when he is standing still he sits and touches up the horses by cracking the whip. He is expressing that he is a skillful driver, but he is not expressing the unconditioned. The royal coachman, however, does not crack the whip; he expresses the unconditioned; His Royal Majesty must not perceive in any incidental way that he is being driven. He stops—unconditionally still. Then he comes home; he drops the reins—the horses instantly understand that he is no longer driving. Then come several grooms—and now the unconditioned is over for this time. Then one becomes calm or makes oneself comfortable according to the situation; one is no longer, in the solemn sense, completely oneself, completely sober—the unconditioned is over for this time.

		

		Only the unconditioned makes one completely sober. [XII 391]

		

		But are we not all sober, have we not all received the impression of the unconditioned, the unconditioned impression of the unconditioned? What is Christianity? Christianity is the unconditioned—and indeed we are all Christians! And what is Christianity’s proclamation? It is the proclamation of the unconditioned—and indeed we have a thousand pastors!

		

		Yet I have never seen anyone of whom I dared to say (something I do not dare to say of myself either) that his life expressed the unconditioned impression of the unconditioned or that he was completely sober. Alas, we have all, to a certain degree, more or less become addicted to this intoxicant, this “to a certain degree,” with the difference (as is also the case with alcoholics) that some drink openly and do not try to hide it, whereas others, the worst, drink secretly. Likewise there are also a few who directly confess that their lives express only this “to a certain degree,” and thus their Christianity is not truly Christianity. Others, whose lives also express only this “to a certain degree,” try to maintain the appearance that they are true Christians, that their Christianity is quite all right, that it is true Christianity.

		

		If you wish to have a picture of life in Christendom and how it resembles the essentially Christian, I shall describe such a picture to you to show you how we live Christianly, or how our lives resemble the essentially Christian, the unconditioned. And do not be disturbed by a seeming lack of seriousness and solemnity, because, believe me, Christianly speaking, the solemn ceremoniousness of Sunday sermons is so far from nourishing earnestness that it instead diverts attention from the earnestness: what actuality looks like, what our lives are, where we are. Do not suppose, either, that I speak this way because I feel myself better than others; no, no, after all, I have already confessed about myself and shall repeat it, that I am just as spoiled as everyone else.¹¹ On the other hand, my life has always expressed honest sympathy with being tried and tested in those human troubles and cares that can torment a poor human being so very much. But nevertheless the requirement of Christianity is to be spirit, to endeavor to be spirit, and the earnestness is: what kind of life are we leading? If so, then you, too, will kindly, honestly, and genuinely, with earnestness and concentration—not in order to point the finger of scorn at me, which would be a diversion—devote yourself to this inquiry.

		

		Imagine a Bachelor of Theology. Suppose it is I, since I, too, after all, am a Bachelor of Theology. He has already been a theological graduate for some years and has now entered that stage in life where it is said of him: He is seeking.¹² “A Bachelor of Theology”—“is seeking.” When these two stipulations [XII 392] are stated, one presumably does not need a very easily stimulated power of imagination to be able to guess at once what it is he “is seeking”—naturally, the kingdom of God (Matthew 6:33). But you guessed wrong. No, he is seeking something else, an appointment, a livelihood—seeking it almost unconditionally. Usually this seeking is not oriented to the unconditioned or to manifesting the impression of the unconditioned. ¹³He is seeking. Seeking, he runs from Herod to Pilate, sends references to the Minister [of Ecclesiastical Affairs] and the Secretary. He writes and writes, one sheet of official stamped paper after the other—since applications must be on official stamped paper—perhaps you will call this an expression of the unconditioned, because otherwise there is none here. Years go by; he ¹⁴has almost worn himself out by this running and seeking, which cannot in the least be said to be in the service of the unconditioned except, as stated, insofar as he is seeking “unconditionally everything.”

		

		Finally he obtains what he was seeking; he finds confirmed the Bible verse “Seek and you shall find.”¹⁵ But he did not find the unconditioned; it is only a small appointment—but then he was not really seeking the unconditioned anyway. Yet he is satisfied, and he now really needs peace and quiet in order to rest himself and his legs after so much seeking. However, on becoming more informed of the income from this appointment, he discovers to his dismay that it is a few hundred dollars less than he had thought it was. This is most calamitous to him; humanly speaking, one can certainly all too well understand this and can agree with him about it. This is doubly disagreeable to him, because just now he has found something else that he was seeking simultaneously—a wife, who is very much related to a livelihood and, of course, certainly more so with each passing year.

		

		He is discouraged. Once again he buys a sheet of official stamped paper and is already about to present a petition to be permitted to resign. A few of his friends, however, persuade him to give up the idea. So the matter is decided. He becomes a pastor. Now he is to be installed by the dean, and he himself is to deliver an address. The dean is a man of intelligence and scholarship and is not without an eye for world history, which is of no little benefit to himself and the congregations. He presnts the new pastor to the congregation, delivers an address, and chooses for his text the words of the apostle, “We have left all to follow you.”¹⁶ He expounds upon it—and with pith and power; he shows how the servants of the Word must be prepared, especially in view of the movement of the times, to sacrifice everything, life itself if need be—and His Reverence knows that the young man he is installing was in the situation of wanting to resign because the call was several hundred dollars [XII 393] too little (as stated, we can very well understand the young man, for it is human, but we are less able to understand the dean).

		

		After this the new pastor enters the pulpit. And the Gospel lesson for the sermon today—how fitting!—is: Seek first the kingdom of God. Indeed, if in recollection one calls to mind what this young man has had to endure in his seeking over these troublesome years, this “Seek first” would be the last thing to come to mind! Then he preaches. And in every respect it was a good sermon; even the bishop, who was present, says: “It was an excellent sermon—and delivered beautifully—he is a real orator.” “Yes, but Christianly appraised?” “Good heavens, a perfectly Christian sermon, of course! It was sound, unadulterated doctrine, and his emphasis on the phrase ‘Seek the kingdom of God first’ did not fail of a gripping effect.” “Yes, but Christianly appraised—I mean to what extent was there agreement here between the preacher’s life and his sermon; I could not help thinking that the speaker (for me a true picture of all of us) cannot truthfully be said to have sought the kingdom of God first.” “But that is not required.” “Yes, excuse me, but that was, after all, what he preached about, that we should seek the kingdom of God first.” “Quite right, that is just the way he should preach; that is what is required of him. It all hinges on the doctrine and on its being proclaimed pure and unadulterated.”

		

		See, this is approximately the way Christendom relates to the essentially Christian, the unconditioned. After seventeen, eighteen detours and running all around (after, humanly speaking, having to put up with so much), someone finally has his finite existence assured, and then we receive a sermon about: Seek first the kingdom of God.

		

		Is this sobriety or is this intoxication? The purely human way of looking at it is of the opinion that precisely this is being sober, first to assure oneself of the finite, and then to preach about: Seek first the kingdom of God. We hold the Holy Bible in high honor but deal with it in a strange manner. When an oath, for example, is to be very solemn, we swear by laying a hand upon the Holy Bible—which forbids swearing.¹⁷ When someone after having sought for a long time has made himself finitely secure, he swears by laying his hand on the book that bids us to seek the kingdom of God first. And this we human beings regard as sobriety, first to secure the finite—I do not pretend to be better.

		

		Yes, truly, upon earnestly examining myself, I have been obliged to make the confession that if I were contemporary with someone whose life expressed that he was seeking first the kingdom of God, consequently expressed the unconditioned, and that he unconditionally related himself to the unconditioned, or that he was spirit—lost to, alienated from, and dead [XII 394] to all temporal, finite, earthly considerations—I would find him unbearable; at every moment it would get the better of me, so that I would be tempted to call him intoxicated—him, the only sober one.

		

		The truth of the matter is this. All of us human beings are more or less intoxicated. But we are like a drunk man who is not completely drunk so that he has lost his consciousness—no, he is definitely conscious that he is a little drunk and for that very reason is careful to conceal it from others, if possible from himself. What does he do then? He looks for something to sustain himself; he walks close to the buildings and walks erect without becoming dizzy—a sober man. But he would not dare to cross a large square, because then what he himself knows full well would become obvious—that he is intoxicated. This is how it is, spiritually understood, with us human beings. We have a suspicion about ourselves; we gradually become conscious that we are not really sober. But then sagacity and sensibleness and levelheadedness come to our aid and with their help we obtain something to sustain us—the finite. And then we walk, erect and confident, without staggering—we are completely sober. But if the unconditioned unconditionally were to catch sight of us—yet we avoid this glance, and that is why we conceal ourselves in finitude and among the finitudes in the same way as Adam hid among the trees.¹⁸ Or if we were to fix our eyes unconditionally upon the infinite—yet we keep ourselves away from this, and that is why we busily give our eyes errands in the service of finitude—if the unconditioned were to catch sight of us or we of the unconditioned, it would then become manifest that we are intoxicated.

		

		This is the truth of the matter. But in our thieves’ jargon we human beings express it differently; we maintain that we are sagacious, sensible, levelheaded people, that we are sober, and that it is precisely the unconditioned that would make us intoxicated. It is like that drunk man’s saying “I am sober, but if I walked across that big square, the big square would make me drunk.” “But, my good man, a big square is not something you drink; how can you get drunk from that? A sober person can walk across a big square very well without becoming drunk.” In other words, the big square or walking across it makes manifest that the man is drunk, but the man says that it is the square that would do it, that he is sober. When one hugs the line of buildings, or at most walks down the middle of the way when it is through narrow alleys where the buildings really do hold on to one, then it is not perceived that one is drunk.

		

		[XII 395] This is Christianity’s view. It is not the unconditioned that makes one intoxicated, but it is the unconditioned that makes manifest that we are intoxicated—something we ourselves know well enough and therefore sagaciously stick to the finitudes, hug the line of buildings, stay in the alleys, and never venture out into the infinite. And it is Christianity’s view that it is precisely the unconditioned that makes us sober after first making manifest that we are intoxicated. Ah, how sly we human beings are and how slyly we know how to use the language! We echo the truth as accurately as possible; fleetingly heard, it is as if we were saying the same thing. We leave out the little middle term “makes manifest,” and then we say, “The unconditioned intoxicates”—this is thieves’ jargon. Christianity says, “The unconditioned makes manifest that you are intoxicated, and there is only one thing that can make a person completely sober—the unconditioned.”

		

		When the apostles spoke on that first Pentecost Day, they were never more sober than on that very day. Their lives perfectly expressed the unconditioned; they had completely come to themselves as nothing in self-knowledge before God—that is, as mere instruments in his hand, lost to and liberated from every consideration, burned to spirit, completely sober—but mockery said, “They are full of sweet wine,” and the sagacious, sensible, levelheaded, purely human point of view had to say: They are intoxicated.

		

		To become sober is: to come so close to oneself in one’s understanding, in one’s knowing, that all one’s understanding becomes action.

		

		Here, again, the purely human point of view is naturally of the totally opposite opinion, that precisely this is intoxication, whereas what the sagacious, the sensible, and the levelheaded do is sobriety, to take care that one keeps one’s understanding, one’s knowledge, at a proper distance from life, or one’s life a proper distance from it, and then not to let it gain power over one.¹⁹ “Only a half-crazy or intoxicated person could think of doing such a thing.” To know is a pleasure, and no intelligent, no cultured person wants to be ignorant of what is right; he would be insulted if anyone were to charge him with not knowing it—but to do accordingly, that is an effort. To understand is a pleasure, also this, to understand, to know how sly and crafty we human beings are, how we all know how to talk about the good; no cultured person would put up with being thought ignorant of it, with being thought personally unable to describe it profoundly and eloquently, because to understand, also the secrets of subtlety, is a pleasure. But personally [XII 396] to strive to be the honest, upright, and unselfish one—no, that would indeed be an effort. However, even the greatest effort, if you please, in knowing, in understanding, is only pleasure, just as the hunter’s effort, his sweat and labor in bagging the animal, like the fisherman’s perseverance, is pleasure; but to do according to what one knows, what one understands—that is an effort.

		

		This is why we human beings, sly as always with regard to God and divine truth, have directed all our attention to understanding, to knowing. We make out as if the difficulty were there and as if it would follow naturally that if we only understand the right it follows automatically that we do it. What a grievous misunderstanding or what a sly fabrication! No, it is infinitely further from the clearest understanding to doing accordingly than it is from the profoundest ignorance to the clearest understanding, infinitely further—indeed, in the latter case there is only the difference of degree, in the former the difference of essence. All my work oriented to knowing does not touch my life at all, its desires, its passions, its selfishness, and leaves me completely unchanged—my action changes my life. Thus, however much an earlier age in Christendom may have erred, Christianly it nevertheless was, compared with our age, generally right when it immediately translated Christianity into action, which is the proper Christian simplicity. Also in our day there is talk about this, that Christianity is not to be expounded artificially, bombastically, but simply—and in the exchange of ideas they fight about it, they write books about it; it becomes a branch of scholarship all its own, and perhaps one even makes it into a livelihood and becomes a professor in the subject, omitting or forgetting that the real simplicity, the truly simple exposition of the essentially Christian is—to do it.

		

		But to do it—that is an effort, an effort like the struggle of death, inasmuch as it means to die to; but to give an exposition of Christianity—that is a pleasure. By “doing the essentially Christian” you will also lose the friendship of people, perhaps even stir up persecution by them—indeed, no wonder, because how could the living, who cling with all their souls to this life and all that belongs to it, calmly put up with the presence of someone who has died. However, by merely giving an exposition of Christianity, you can even enjoy great success with people (especially when you also assure yourself a profit from it; thus you become very popular and completely understood with the help of—the profit you have). Consequently—oh, [XII 397] that I had a voice that could be heard, and would that I could give it significance like that of a dying person’s voice, and that what I said could continue to sound, because it is so crucial!—in possibility Christianity is easy; and merely expounded, that is, kept in possibility, it pleases people. In actuality it is so difficult, and expressed in actuality, that is, as action, it incites people against you. How often I have come back to this point! When you see a speaker who merely with some competence gives an exposition of Christianity, but no more than that, therefore in possibility—he becomes honored, esteemed, loved, almost idolized by people. How close at hand lies the conclusion that if now in addition his life expressed it, how beloved would he then be—ah, my dear fellow, let him beware of that!²⁰

		

		And this, precisely this, the sensible, sagacious, levelheaded person understands and this is why he—he is sober—so carefully establishes a chasmic abyss between his knowing, his understanding, which he expounds, and his life; consequently he is sober.

		

		But Christianity says: He is intoxicated; he is protecting himself in intoxication, since he shrinks from the consequence of becoming sober for even a single day. And just as an intoxicated man does not know what he himself is doing, so he, the sagacious and sensible, does not know what he is doing either, does not know that it is to his own ruination that he advances his knowledge and understanding in this way. As a sober man has said: A person is proud of his knowledge and does not bear in mind that according to it he will be judged. The more someone has understood, the better he has understood it, the more severe is the judgment that he has not done it, the more severe the judgment when eternity eventually compels him to become sober. But sober he certainly is not, no more than someone is sober because with great sagacity he knows how to calculate exactly what he needs to keep him safely in the state in which his consciousness does not disturbingly awaken. He expands his knowledge, his understanding; there is nothing in that, so he thinks, that resembles intoxication. He defends himself against his knowledge; surpassingly sagacious, he knows how to defend himself against his knowledge—certainly there is not anything in that, so he thinks, that suggests intoxication. But why does he defend himself against his correct knowledge? Why? Because he basically knows that it would make manifest to him that he is intoxicated, which it will do when eternity eventually makes him unable to defend himself against it.

		

		This is the truth of the matter. In every human being there is a capacity, the capacity for knowledge. And every person—the most knowing and the most limited—is in his knowing far beyond what he is in his life or what his life expresses. Yet this [XII 398] misrelation is of little concern to us. On the contrary, we set a high price on knowledge, and everyone strives to develop his knowing more and more.

		

		“But,” says the sensible person, “one must be careful about the direction one’s knowing takes. If my knowing turns inward, against me, if I do not take care to prevent this, then knowing is the most intoxicating thing there is, the way to becoming completely intoxicated, since there then occurs an intoxicating confusion between the knowledge and the knower, so that the knower will himself resemble, will be, that which is known. And this is intoxication. You will soon find out that this is the case. If your knowing takes such a turn and you yield to it, it will soon end with your tumbling like a drunk man into actuality, plunging yourself recklessly into reckless action without giving the understanding and sagacity the time to take into proper consideration what is prudent, what is advantageous, what will pay. This is why we, the sober ones, warn you, not against knowing or against expanding your knowing, but against letting your knowing take an inward direction, for then it is intoxicating.” This is thieves’ jargon. It says that it is one’s knowledge that, by taking the inward direction in this way, intoxicates, rather than that in precisely this way it makes manifest that one is intoxicated, intoxicated in one’s attachment to this earthly life, the temporal, the secular, and the selfish. And it is this that one fears, but one blames the knowledge for being intoxicating. One fears that one’s knowing, turned inward toward oneself, will expose the state of intoxication there, will expose that one prefers to remain in this state, will wrench one out of this state and as a result of such a step will make it impossible for one to slip back again into that adored state, into intoxication.

		

		Christianity, however, declares that it is precisely the turning of one’s knowing inward toward oneself that makes one sober, that only the person whose understanding, whose knowing, is action is completely sober, that it therefore is by no means necessary to spend so much on developing one’s knowing if only one sees to it that it takes an inward direction, that it is craftiness to direct all one’s attention and power on developing one’s knowing, that someone with only a slight capacity for knowledge, but turned inward and thus transformed into action, is sober, and that someone with the greatest capacity for knowledge, but turned in the opposite direction, is completely intoxicated.

		

		An expert judge in this matter has said that one rarely sees anyone who writes humbly about humility, doubtingly about doubt, etc.²¹ In other words, one rarely finds an exposition of [XII 399] which it holds true that the exposition is that which is expounded, such that, to take one of his examples, doubt is communicated in a doubting form, which the Greeks did; whereas in our day—how reliable!—one becomes a professor, is knighted, and is married, through communicating “doubt about everything”²² as an article of faith to believing listeners. But even more rare than such an exposition, there is the exposition, even more rare, that one’s understanding is action, that one’s having understood what ought to be done is expressed by—noble simplicity!—one’s doing it!

		

		No, there is nothing more deceitful than the human heart, and this perhaps never appears more clearly than in this misrelation between our understanding and our acting. If this is judged very rigorously, the charge would have to be that we are all hypocrites. The apostle is less severe; he only says that we are intoxicated—but we sagacious, sensible, levelheaded people say: Just the opposite, we are sober; it is the apostle who is intoxicated. Or is it not intoxication to allow knowledge to gain such control over one that it pounces upon oneself and thereby—“makes manifest that one is intoxicated”—and thereby wrenches one out into the most radical decisions, so that instead of soberly having the pleasure and joy of one’s understanding one must rather curse the understanding that makes one unhappy, just as one can become unhappy by admitting in a state of intoxication something one never would have confessed while sober. Very true, if this is understood in reverse: the sensible person is indeed sober in the sense that he will not confess that he is intoxicated, which he nevertheless is. But, consequently, the first condition for becoming truly sober is to confess that one is intoxicated.

		

		According to Christianity, then, the only person who is completely sober is the person whose understanding is action. And so it ought to be. Your understanding must immediately be action. Immediately! Alas, but this is not the way it is with us human beings! When we have understood something, it takes ages before there is action or before the reproduction is an action. In the right relation, however, action follows immediately, and then, just because of this, the reproduction is your understanding, accurate, complete, and unabridged. If the action does not follow immediately, this reproduction of your understanding in action is garbled. Alas, so it is with our actions! How do they resemble our understanding? As do the Chladni figures²³ you produce by a stroke of the violin bow? As does the exact reprint of a picture? No, as blotting paper resembles the handwriting on which it has lain.

		

		So, then, someone has understood something that he thinks will benefit the whole human race, and perhaps he is right. [XII 400] What is necessary is a rigorousness. He understands very clearly that nothing but rigorousness can save, very clearly that he then also has the courage to be rigorous with everyone—with one exception, himself. Is this being sober? Well, the purely human view is probably of that opinion. That is, if his enterprise succeeds and he does not come to grief, people see in this his levelheadedness and sobriety, which knew how to manage this dreadful idea in such a way that all are wounded by it, but he is not. Christianity, however, believes that he is intoxicated, believes that he would have been sober if immediately upon understanding the saving power of rigorousness he would have immediately directed it against himself.

		

		So, then, there is someone who has understood a truth, understood it in such a way that it stands before him so vivid, so convincing, with such powerful eloquence, that he thinks he might be able to convince the whole world of it—and so he does. He succeeds; he convinces his whole generation of the victorious joy of self-denial. But there was one person he did not convince: himself. He took a wrong turn away from his understanding, or from understanding into a poetic or rhetorical exposition instead of into action. At the moment when it stood so vivid before him, so overpowering, that self-denial is the victorious joy, at that moment just a little self-denial was required of him. If he had acted at this point—perhaps the masterpiece of eloquence about the victorious joy of self-denial would never have come into existence, but self-denial! Now, however, the masterpiece came into existence—this certainly was not self-denial. Is this being sober? The purely human point of view probably is of that opinion, “Because,” as they say, “even if someone does not do it himself, if he can win thousands to it, that is of course the important thing!” Christianity thinks that this alone was the important thing, the little act of self-denial that failed to materialize, that if it had occurred, and immediately, and completely reproducing his understanding—this would have been being sober.

		

		Let me take one more example. There was a time when art tried to portray the Savior of the world, Jesus Christ. It was no doubt a misunderstanding, since he cannot possibly be portrayed in this way, since his glory is the invisible, the inward, and he, the sign of contradiction—what a contradiction to want to paint this!—concealed in a contrary exterior. Consequently art will in vain try its hand at this. But what if the art of words tried its hand at this? Imagine a person captivated by these impressions, and now he wants to muster the full power of language to portray the Savior of the world. But, says he, to do that I must have peace and quiet, an environment that [XII 401] can encourage this work. And he must not be disturbed by anything, says he, and furthermore, he must if possible be supported by everything that can serve to maintain him in the right mood. So he chooses the loveliest surroundings in a beautiful area, arranges everything artistically and tastefully, and never has any poet been so lionized as he—but then, of course, it is the most significant task. He is already famous; people admiringly look up to him. They are admiringly anticipating the birth of the masterpiece, and the newspapers have already heralded it, have also paid in advance a portion of the admiration—but then, of course, it is the most earnest matter. Is this being sober? The purely human point of view probably is of this opinion. After all, you read about it in the newspapers; you see it in the public sympathy for this project, which in all likelihood will be able to compensate us fully for not having been contemporary with Christ, which for other reasons is in one sense certainly to our best interest, however much the pastors maintain that their most fervent longing—inexplicable!—is to have been contemporary with him. But Christianity believes that this is intoxication, that compared with this intoxication even the least self-denial is being sober. Christianity believes that being sober is that your understanding is your acting, that just as the temple tribute was paid in special coinage, so your understanding is continually issued as action, warm and full and complete, issued immediately firsthand, immediately when you have understood something.

		

		“But to become sober in this way is indeed frightful; there is just nothing inspiring about it at all!” “How can you say such a thing,” Christianity will reply, “were not the apostles inspired? Was not the band of martyrs inspired—old men who first then really felt inspired and became like young men again; young girls who then really came to know inspiration! But in any case it depends on how one takes it. For the person accustomed to being inspired by wine there is not much inspiration in having to drink water—but what if there nevertheless is inspiration in this water drinking! For the person who finds pleasure in what inspires, it does not seem inspiring that self-denial is supposed to be inspiring—but what if there really is inspiration in this self-denial! For the person to whom the relationship with God should, in his view, mean receiving everything from God, for him it is not inspiring that the relationship with God means renunciation of everything—but what is more blissful (that is, more inspiring): to be able to receive all things with the help of God or to be obliged to be able, also with the help of God, to do without all things! What is truly inspiring is indeed not the gifts but God. But in the [XII 402] first case you can so easily look amiss at what you receive (and this, of course, is less inspiring); in the second case you are compelled to look at God alone—the most inspiring.”

		

		My listener, to become sober, that was the task; and the earnestness is this: How does actuality look? Where are we?

		

		Where are we? What is the situation in Christendom? It is not difficult to say what the situation is; it is more difficult to change it.

		

		We have made the finite and the infinite, the eternal and the temporal, the highest and the lowest, blend in such a way that it is impossible to say which is which, or the situation is an impenetrable ambiguity.²⁴ It is not as difficult to chop a vista through the most tangled jungle as it is to make ideals shine into this ambiguity, where everything is murky, where we live protected against ideals, also by means of shoving a sensible point of view between them and us so that we understand one another in any striving for something higher—that brings some advantage—but would look upon an authentic higher striving that renounces advantages as being utterly ridiculous, the most ridiculous “exaggeration.”

		

		In newspapers, in books, from pulpits, from podia, and in assemblies there is a solemnity, a pomposity—a pomposity that suggests that everything revolves around spirit, around truth, around thought. Perhaps it does, too, perhaps. But perhaps everything nevertheless revolves around the job, around the career, perhaps. Is it the job, the career, that inspires the theological graduate, or is it Christianity? No one knows. He accepts the job, he maintains that it is Christianity. Is it the job, the career, that inspires the graduate, or is it scholarship? No one knows. He accepts the job, becomes a professor, he maintains that it is scholarship. Is it the number of subscribers that inspires the journalist or is it the task? No one knows. He amasses subscriptions, he maintains that it is the task. Is it love of the masses that motivates someone to place himself at the head of the masses? No one knows. He accepts the advantage of standing at the head of this force—that is apparent; he maintains that it is out of love.

		

		Amid all this it is forcefully maintained that Christianity exists, [XII 403] even that we are all Christians; so Christianity has certainly never flourished so luxuriantly. How, then, is it demonstrated that Christianity exists? Is it, I wonder, by the existence of one thousand clergymen? Wonderful! Then it is thereby also demonstrated that what we have hitherto assumed is not true, that the busy trifler is ridiculous; no, he is right when he demonstrates that he has many businesses, demonstrates it by having four clerks!²⁵ And yet the situations are not the same. The four clerks nevertheless do not demonstrate that he does not have many businesses, but the existence of one thousand pastors demonstrates the nonexistence of Christianity rather than its existence. What does it demonstrate? It demonstrates that there are one thousand jobs—no more and no less. Is this Christianity? Or is this supposed to assist Christianity into the world? Is not the opposite true instead? The congregation is also sagacious. The pastor can declaim, weep, pound the pulpit, “assure”—all right, but the question is whether the congregation receives an impression of Christianity from that. No, says the congregation quite dryly, without tears: No, that’s his job. One single act done in true self-denial and renunciation of the world is infinitely more awakening and more of Christianity than one thousand or ten thousand or one hundred thousand or one million clergymen if they continue in ambiguity as to which is which, whether it is the job, the career, and the perquisites that inspire them or Christianity—if they continue in ambiguity, because if they tell us directly that it is the former, then they do no harm.

		

		“But are you perhaps thinking that a person can live on air, or does Christianity perhaps think that it is illicit to work for a living?” By no means, not in the remotest way. On the contrary, Christianity is of the opinion that a person can and must keep the two separate, must keep it perfectly clear where he is working for his own advantage and where he is working for the cause, the idea, the spirit, for the higher, and that he on no account must allow this to blend or merge into one—this which is infinitely the most different, the infinitely different, as different as night and day. Christianity is of the opinion that seeking one’s own advantage also—by serving the truth—that seeking one’s own advantage also—by working for the idea—that this is nonsense and the road to hypocrisy, since the latter is infinitely superior to the former, and it is neither the truth nor the idea that stands in need of my obtaining a livelihood and making a career—but I and I alone. Christianity is of the [XII 404] opinion that “assurances” are the most loathsome invention of the Father of Lies, that in relation to striving for something higher there is only one kind of assurance—that my life expresses it, and then I do not need to give assurances—that in the opposite situation my assurances are nonsense and the road to hypocrisy.

		

		“But when you talk that way you forget the pastor’s dignity [Værdighed]” His Reverence! Certainly I shall not affront the dignity of His Reverence [Velværdighed]—or of His Right Reverence [Høiværdighed]. I want the dignity that is fairly and squarely due him to be fairly and squarely allotted to him, but no more. But here again there is that ambiguity. There are two kinds of dignity. When a man lives irreproachably among us, he can claim to be treated with deference. If perhaps he is also especially gifted and uses his talent with diligence and competence, thereby earning his own living, he can be said to have dignity. For example, an actor. But there is an entirely different concept of dignity that actually came in with Christianity. There was once a time when Christianity was proclaimed by apostles. But we shall disregard that. But there was a time when it was proclaimed by witnesses to the truth—at that time there were no appointments and salaries, since on the whole Christianity came in without the help of appointments and salaries (incredible!). A teacher of Christianity such as that had a claim to a special kind of dignity—it was his life that justified it. But see, it is at this concept of dignity that pastors still continually cast their eyes, whereas their lives have become the very opposite of the lives of those glorious ones, and in a completely secular manner the proclaiming of Christianity has become just like any other secular career and occupation. And they are not entitled to this concept of dignity. A pastor in our day cannot truly lay claim to any other dignity than every other professional can in regard to competence. If he is an excellent preacher, well, then, he is entitled to the same esteem as, for example, the excellent physician, artist, actor, etc.—the mediocre rank with the mediocre. Ordination cannot determine the matter personally, because if the ordained person’s life is completely secularized he cannot personally appeal to his being ordained; instead, the actor, physician, and artist might then in all fairness also demand to be ordained. Such is the situation in the midst of Christendom, where at times there is even some doubt about whether an actor can be buried in Christian ground, whereas there is absolutely no doubt at all about whether pastors can be buried in Christian ground.

		

		[XII 405] “But won’t this confuse everything?” Absolutely not. To me the matter seems very simple. This is what I think. Humble before God, otherwise happy as a child and contented, I am fully convinced that working for one’s living is the most honorable thing in the world. So that is what I will do. Boldly confident before God and with a good conscience, I will earn my bread by, for example, proclaiming Christianity. But, but, but my congregation will be unable to have occasion subtly to let me understand that this is my livelihood, because I intend to tell them myself directly, so boldly and confidently that it will be a pleasure: This is my livelihood; it is not for the sake of Christianity that I obtained a livelihood—it is for my own sake. Truly, it is not at all dangerous for the congregation to find out what it does indeed know—that I, too, am a human being who needs something to live on. Nor is it dangerous for the congregation to find out, what is the truth, that I am not so strong in the faith and so living in the spirit that I could endure proclaiming Christianity in poverty (which was undeniably most preferred by Christianity). It is by no means dangerous for the congregation to find out which is which. No, no, it is not only not dangerous, it is the only way to truth and salvation and Christianity. The dangerous thing is that I make light of the livelihood in a superior way—while I secretly keep a sharp eye for it. If I am so superior, so strong, well, then I should express that by doing without it. The dangerous thing is that I attire myself in a solemnness and dignity, that it is for the sake of Christianity—as if it were Christianity that stood in need of my obtaining a livelihood and making a career, as if it were not rather that I need an indulgence from Christianity for making my proclamation of Christianity into a livelihood in this way. The dangerous thing is that I attire myself in this solemnness and dignity while the congregation laughs up its sleeve at me and knows full well the truth of the matter or, rather, knows which is which. To be brief, if this, that it is my livelihood, if this signifies, Christianly speaking, that I am a spineless fellow [Pjalt]—which, however, is an enormous untruth—well, then it is never dangerous for the congregation to find out that I am a spineless fellow. The dangerous thing, if I am a spineless fellow, is that the congregation does not find that out, officially and directly. And no matter how one turns and twists it, someone who had the courage and resolve to admit “I am a spineless fellow” never was one. No, the person who really would have to be called a spineless fellow, you most likely will find hidden in the rags [Pjalter] of solemnness and dignity.

		

		You venerable figures, you whom Christianity touched and stirred so that it and you overcame your dispositions and you resolved and kept the resolve to proclaim Christianity in poverty [XII 406] and lowliness, the true proclamation—I do not brashly thrust myself into your ranks—no, I stand far, far off, bowed in humility, but otherwise happy and contented as a child, boldly confident, and with a good conscience. But one thing I will never do—I would have conscientious scruples about it, and if I had done it, I would also have had or have conscientious scruples, the burden of a bad conscience—I will never cheat you out of what is rightfully yours; with God’s help I will succeed in shedding light upon your glory, you venerable figures—I will shed light upon it—to my own detriment! I shall never let it become a matter of indifference and say as it is said nowadays: The doctrine, the objective doctrine, that is of course the main thing; whether it is also my livelihood, my career, whether one person does it gratis, another for money and status, whether one person does it in voluntary poverty and another in a prospering business, whether one does it for the offering and the perquisites, another as the one offered—all that makes no difference; the doctrine certainly is and remains the same. What an abomination and a lie! An abomination! Precisely that which is most crucial—they have diverted attention from precisely that. Or is there anyone at all who does not sincerely and secretly know, and know it along with everyone else, that this, precisely this, makes the infinite difference for a person whether he is going to derive profit from his endeavors or the very opposite! And the lie! It is not true that it is and remains the same doctrine. In the one case, the proclamation is the doctrine, the same doctrine that is the truth and in the proclamation becomes the truth; in the other case, the proclamation makes this same doctrine a lie—thus the doctrine does not actually remain the same.

		

		But to go back again to the beginning of our discussion of this last point: the condition of our time is precisely one of having made the infinite and the finite, the highest and the lowest, blend in such a way that the condition is an impenetrable ambiguity.²⁶ Thus it is certainly necessary to become sober in order to come out of this state of intoxication.

		

		The point is far from this blasphemous talk that congregations perhaps wish to economize on their pastors, pinch off their salaries—rubbish! If I had my say, the result would be that they would take pride in paying them much more. However, this claim to “Christian dignity”—this must go if there is to be any truth in the matter. One of two things: either a strenuous life, strenuous in self-denial and renunciation, made strenuous by witnessing in actuality to the truth and against lies (not by declamations amidst seventeen illusions in quiet [XII 407] hours), and then the claim to Christian dignity; or the more lenient forms, that a pastor’s life is no more strenuous than anyone else’s, and then a relinquishing of Christian dignity—the two combined are a lie. This will also be the outcome of the matter. Every more qualified pastor will certainly see this for himself; every younger one will certainly find it to be right and be willing to accept it. If there should be someone who is so habituated to this false dignity and solemnness that he cannot quite resolve to make the admission but would rather leave everything undecided—something that could have the most dangerous consequences at a time so critical for Christianity—well, that is his affair.

		

		But this will be the outcome of the matter—that we who are sober must make a confession about where we are and where Christianity is. It is explained that Christianity is a “doctrine,” and then it is declared that “this doctrine has transformed the face of the world.” O we fools, or we sly rascals! No, never has any doctrine—served by that which weighs it down and makes it finite, by status people and salaried officials—transformed the face of the world, which is just as impossible as getting a kite to ascend by means of what draws it down, the weight. Never has any doctrine, served in that way, ever been able to arouse a scrap of persecution—and this is certainly unavoidable if there is going to be any question of transforming the world—such people will certainly guard it and themselves against that. No, but Christianity—and this is the crucial point that makes this doctrine something other than a doctrine—was served by witnesses to the truth, who, instead of having profit and every profit from this doctrine, sacrificed and sacrificed everything for this doctrine, witnesses to the truth, who did not, and together with a family, live off the doctrine but lived and died for the doctrine. Because of that, Christianity became power, power, became the power that was able to transform the world. It was served in that way for some three hundred years; in that way Christianity became the power in the world.

		

		By then an enormous working capital, if I may call it that, was established; the question was only how it would be used. Alas, the retrogression, the deception, had already begun; instead of transforming the world, Christianity began to be deformed. Secular sagacity hit upon the idea of turning the lives of those witnesses, their sufferings and blood, into money or into honor and prestige; people sagaciously spared themselves the suffering, but the proclaimers turned the suffering of the dead to their own advantage. They succeeded far too well; centuries passed, and the good-natured, credulous people did [XII 408] not notice what had happened, that the ones who were honored and rewarded in every way were not the dead who had made the sacrifices and been repaid with ingratitude but a sly type who took the gratitude. And that went on. And the sagacious became more and ever more sly in inventing new and ever more ingenious new forms of deceit that spare me the suffering and let me deftly have pecuniary advantage plus honor and esteem because others have been scourged, crucified, burned at the stake, etc. The deceptions became more and more sagacious. But unfortunately the sagacity to see through the deceptions also increased—yet this does not mean that the sagacity that sees through the deceptions is better than the deceivers.

		

		No, but the sagacity in deceiving has encountered an equally great sagacity in seeing through it. Period. This is the halt. The hard-earned working capital of three hundred years has been used up, ladies and gentlemen. No new deception can be squeezed out of it; nothing more can be extorted from it, because the sagacity in seeing through the deceptions has become just as great. The working capital has been used up; this is the financial statement. The halt is; this is the situation. Christianity has reached the point where it must be said: So now I am going to begin all over again from the beginning. Is there no one, then, whom I can move to overcome his disposition and be willing to understand what Christianity is, that to proclaim Christianity is to make sacrifices, to be willing to suffer. If there is such a one or if there are several such, then Christianity will once again begin to become power, something that “this doctrine” has not been for ages, something it never could be either, if being a Christian (not only being a pastor or professor) were to become a livelihood, a secular career.

		

		This is a halt. And in order that this halt might become a halt of sobriety and authentic, care must be taken so that it becomes clear that it is a halt, so that it does not become anything else, anything external, a secular revolution. Therefore nothing, not a penny, should be taken from anyone’s legitimate income, none of his titles and dignities, in no way (because Christianity is really not very interested in that, and its cause would be served only very little by it). No, only one thing should be made clear and well known: that it is not for the sake of Christianity that he has assured himself of this but that it is for his own sake; neither has he obtained this by means of Christianity, since to relinquish it would be Christianity, and Christianity’s concession is needed in order to seek and possess this. But, above all, watch must be kept lest the most frightful of all confusions enter in, that someone hits on the idea of wanting to reform, but, please note, reform in [XII 409] such a way that reforming becomes a pleasure, a profit, etc., instead of its being in the highest sense a matter of being willing to reform, that it means bringing sacrifices, being willing to suffer.

		

		People have wanted to perform the feat of saying: Christianity is an objective doctrine and it makes no difference how it is served; “the doctrine” is everything. It is this that has abolished Christianity. It is easy to understand. There is an existential qualification of the essentially Christian that is the unconditional condition; otherwise Christianity cannot be introduced. It is: to die to. Just try it. Someone comes along proclaiming Christianity—and it is his livelihood, his career—he says to a man, “You must die to—the price is ten dollars.” “What? Ten dollars? For whom?” “For me, since it is my livelihood, my career, to proclaim that one must die to.” Between God (who requires “You must die to”) and me, the single individual, the poor fellow who has to bite the sour apple and die to, there is introduced as a middle term (of the proclamation) a livelihood, a lucrative, good livelihood for a man with a family, the rank of a councilor, and advancement—this is impossible; the proclamation contradicts itself. Even if the whole human race wanted to undertake this, it would be no use; it is an impossibility, it cannot be done. For the first, second, and third time: it is impossible; so let the hammer fall, let it be once and for all decided: it is impossible. And since, as is generally known and easy to understand, what one’s life proclaims is a hundred thousand times more powerfully effective than what one’s mouth proclaims, this kind of proclamation is as far as possible from being able to introduce Christianity or motivate someone to die to, since the proclamation’s one hundred thousand times as powerful effect expresses: No, it is so far, as far as possible, from being the case that one must die to, that even proclaiming that one must die to has become one way among the several, among the many, that lead to “Enjoy yourself in the springtime of life; pluck the roses of happiness before they fade.” This just will not work.

		

		People themselves were aware of this. Thus Christianity became mild—or rather, they whose career it was to proclaim Christianity found it necessary (out of love of mankind, to say nothing of self-love) to make Christianity commensurate with buying and selling. Thus it became only “comfort.” A family is living a life entirely devoted to pleasure; then someone arrives who proclaims Christianity and says, “Don’t you have use for the gentle comfort of eternity, which, without praising my wares, I dare to call one of life’s greatest conveniences and [XII 410] pleasures, something that serves to mitigate sorrows and to give joys their proper flavor—it costs fifty dollars.” “Why, of course!”

		

		But to sell Christianity as comfort in this way without life commitment—this is indulgence, is doing business with Christianity.

		

		“But,” says the proclaimer, “we also preach that one should live according to it.” “My dear fellow, whatever your mouth preaches, if your life preaches that it is your livelihood, the way to a good income for yourself and your family, the way to worldly honors and esteem, then it is really a mockery to want to engage the lives of others in the direction of dying to—because one whose livelihood, whose career, is to declare that one must die to cannot expound it with emphasis.”

		

		And here again is the halt. In relation to Christianity strictly understood, to die to is of first and last importance. Indeed, those who proclaimed Christianity in the very beginning expressed this: they were dead. Now the tables are turned: proclaiming Christianity, or proclaiming that Christianity requires that you must die to, is just the opposite of dying to. This simply will not work.

		

		In order for this to work—provided there is agreement with me that if something is going to be able to work there must, either in one way or another, be some meaning to it—in order for this to work, there must first be a confession that this proclamation of Christianity, which secularly (secularly organized, secularly normalized, secularly guaranteed, etc.) is the proclaimer’s livelihood and career, is not really Christianity, however truly he may proclaim the doctrine, “the sound doctrine.” In my opinion (in my opinion, for I am only an unauthorized poet who at most is fighting for the confession of our weakness; someone with authority might decisively judge quite differently about us), the error is that for a long time no one has made the confession that this whole business of one thousand clergymen is really not Christianity but a toned-down teaching—toned down a whole quality in comparison with genuine Christianity. Far be it from me to say that this kind of proclamation is therefore incapable of doing good; it is quite another thing to say that Christianity, in order to sustain its majesty and in order to be able to maintain supervision, must require the confession that this is not really Christianity.

		

		There have been times when such a proclamation of Christianity, even if it was not unconditionally praiseworthy, which it never is, yet was less of an obstacle, in times, that is, when the congregation was less knowing, less sagacious about the relation between a striving for the infinite and a striving for the finite, less sagacious about what “assurances” really mean. [XII 411] As the situation now stands, the proclaimer of Christianity cannot have bold confidence and a clear conscience before the only all-too-knowing congregation without having made publicly known which is which, whether it is the finite he wants or the infinite. This “also,” wanting also the infinite, or wanting also the finite, wanting to have one’s mouth full of cake and wanting also to whistle is not merely also but is out-and-out or pure-and-simple rubbish. Assurances that it is the infinite that one wants while one is taking the finite are futile and do not hide that the congregation and the proclaimer know this; and if they know, then it is outrageous that this does not become obvious in an essential change either by letting go of the finite and finite advantages or by confessing that this proclamation of Christianity is not really Christianity. It is the same as with modesty. Modesty in a very young child is one thing; as soon as it is assumed that the child has grown up, that it has knowledge, modesty is something else. After knowledge has entered in, after there may be assumed to be knowledge on the part of both and a shared knowledge that there is this knowledge—then, after this has entered in, to want to preserve that first kind of modesty would not only not be modesty but would be a most corrupt and corrupting immorality.

		

		Both financially and with respect to esteem, honor, titles, and rank, the proclaiming of Christianity or its proclaimers have far too long lived off the fact that there have been those who sacrificed everything for Christianity. This no longer convinces a knowing congregation; in all honesty, one cannot blame them for it either. Why should a contradiction be able to convince, the contradiction: to hear someone demonstrate the truth of Christianity on the basis of there having been those who sacrificed everything for Christianity and to see the proclaimer living off it and by means of it possessing various and sundry worldly goods—indeed, that is a refutation of the demonstration.

		

		The dangerous thing is for the congregation to know and the proclaimer to know and for both to have this knowledge mutually, and then to be unwilling to make a clean breast of it, to want to continue it in a loftier, more ceremonious tone, the untruth of which is secretly known. This is what is dangerous, demoralizing. The congregation needs to see that genuine demonstration, not that I live off the fact that there have been people who sacrificed everything, or in any case (because I, an unauthorized poet, who cling all too hard to this life, also a coward, as poets usually are, nevertheless with the courage to confess it, something poets do not always have—I must keep to the easier way) the congregation needs (something [XII 412] that both I and anyone else certainly must be able to provide) truth and confession instead of being fed assurances that mean nothing to the sagacious ones in the know. And the proclaimer, too, certainly needs to have the truth said—just to be able to be of some little benefit. In my opinion, he really can be of great benefit if he is true in this way and confesses that it is not really Christianity if the proclamation is supposed to provide him and his family all the things of this world, and even rather abundantly, if the proclamation is supposed to be his career in the world.

		

		Consequently, one of two things: either there is an actual renunciation of the things of this world in order, with sacrifice and suffering, to proclaim Christianity—this is the higher form; or one secures the temporal things of this world but then makes the confession that this proclamation is not really Christianity. No one has the right to require the first form of another; he has the right to require it of himself. We human beings have the right to require the second of one another, because there must be truth in this matter, and an end must be made to this game of equivocation with assurances between two parties in the know—that is to say, assurances made by those who are all too well aware of what the assurances mean, and made to those who are all too well aware of what the assurances mean, with a suppression of the true situation.

		

		These “assurances”! From generation to generation, while they continued the calm acquisition and possession of the things of this world, people kept on using this assurance: “If it were required of me, I would be willing to forsake everything, sacrifice everything, for the sake of Christianity.” And the single individual, while he continued the calm acquisition and possession of the things of this world, has kept on for twenty, thirty, forty years, in short, a whole lifetime, using this assurance: “If it were required of me, I would be willing to forsake everything, sacrifice everything, for the sake of Christianity.” Meanwhile, the world has seen an almost complete moral disintegration—but not one of the assurers found that it was now required of him; he merely went on giving the assurance “that if . . . . ..” That is, he continued to acquire, to seek, and to possess the things of this world. But he was also a hero; that it was not manifest was not his fault: If it were required . . . . . he would be perfectly willing; he gave the assurance “that if . . . . . .” In my youth there was a young man who never managed to qualify for taking his first university examination but continually said: I’ll make it next time, for which reason we called him not by name but only “I’ll make it next time.” So also with the assurances, but they manage to [XII 413] keep on longer than that young man, whom people saw through in the course of only a few years.

		

		But now the time of assurances is past! The immortal achievements of three hundred years—no wonder, if I may say so, that an enormous fund has accumulated that by means of assurances could be drawn upon (even though it is always confusing and meaningless for one person to draw on another’s heroic deeds), could be drawn upon for a long time before it really became clear how confusing this is. But this assurance fund, this capital that a bank must possess in order to be a bank and that Christendom’s bank possessed, this has been used up, ladies and gentlemen! Instead of being able to draw upon the bank, we must first form a new bank with what is the real capital here: actions, character-actions.

		

		If I cannot do it, well, then, one thing I can do, one thing I must do, and this one thing I will do—I will at least abstain from mendaciously ascribing something to myself by “assurances” or from swindling you, you glorious ones, out of your just due, the wages of admiration, of gratitude for your lives, your deeds, what you left to mankind—not in order that some sagacious people would under false pretenses turn it into money and the like but in order that it would encourage us later ones to imitation. I shall not “give assurances.” If I am incapable of being a hero—something that in every sense of the word I am incapable of being—well, then I will in any case not give the assurance “that if . . . . .”; that is, I will not pretend that it is due to circumstances (because it is not required of me) that I do not come to reveal myself as the hero I am. I will not pretend that I am essentially a hero, only waiting for the opportunity, whereas my life expresses that I am, that I far too readily find the opportunity to be, just as greedy for money and greedy for honors as anyone else. No, if I am incapable, as stated, of being a hero, then it must become manifest that I am incapable of it, that the truth is that it is I who am incapable of being a hero and that all this “If it is required” is nonsense, especially when the state of the world is one of moral disintegration such as even antiquity never saw, such as it was not even when Christianity came into the world. Therefore, if no one else will do it, I will dare in the name of Christianity and of God to say to everyone who gives the assurance “that if . . . ..” I will say to him: If there is nothing else in the way of your stepping forth in the character of being what you are, a hero, than your thinking that it is not required—O my dear, my esteemed friend, it is not only required, no, it is already the last hour, if it is not too late; hurry, hurry!

		

		Consequently, the time of assurances is past—of assurances, [XII 414] this the most dangerous of all hypocritical inventions, even more dangerous than Pharisaical work-righteousness, since it is at least always something real to live so rigorously, but assurances are nothing at all and yet mendaciously ascribe to themselves the highest. And if their time is past, then none of the driveling, none of the wobbling, by which one is caught in them again—a swift decision: Away with them, away with the assurances, the most dangerous of all intoxication! Let us become sober! If year after year my life continually expresses that I am just like everybody else, then I shall at least shut up about assurances “that if . . . . . .”

		

		Yet the learners, the listeners, the congregations or, to be very precise, the Christian public, will perhaps have various objections if assurances are abolished; they might even go to some effort to recall “assurances.” Admittedly it is the proclaimers who make use of assurances, but perhaps it is the audience, the world, that profits most by forcing the proclaimers into this untruth so that Christianity will not become too earnest.

		

		In former days (when people were actually in a relation to the prototypes so that they either, the truest way, understood that they should imitate them or, even if they spared and coddled themselves, nevertheless earnestly held them in high honor, almost too high, since they were not far from worshiping them, a more sly device to exempt one from imitation)—in former days people required that the proclaimer’s life should express the doctrine. This was called earnestness; it was, as we say nowadays, the guarantee the proclaimer had to make. In these days (when a totally secular sensibleness has thrust itself between the prototypes and ourselves, that is, has removed them or put them at an almost ridiculous distance from us, so that we in contemporaneity with such a life, a striving such as that, would regard it as the most ridiculous exaggeration of all that is ridiculous)—in these days, that kind of proclamation of Christianity certainly could become too earnest a matter for the Christian public. Therefore the requirement now is different. If you wish to be a success in the world with your proclamation of Christianity, it is now required that your life express the very opposite of the proclamation, or it is required that your life, by expressing the opposite of the proclamation, provide the guarantee that the proclamation is an artistic enjoyment, a dramatic production with tears, gestures, and the like.

		

		Take some examples. Is this what you want to proclaim, this Christian message that the Christian disdains the world’s honor and glory, rank and titles, medals and ribbons—and [XII 415] you yourself are literally nothing, and on top of all that it is perhaps well known that you have not wanted to achieve such things, although you could have? My dear fellow, this is not something for you to speak about; it might seem to be in earnest, and the Christian public would become furious, as if Christianity had a right to engage one’s life—instead of its being a consolation, for example, a consolation for those who were not so fortunate as to attain rank and title etc. despite their zealous striving for them. This, we repeat, is not something for you to speak about. No, first of all obtain a high rank for yourself, then acquire a few, or rather not a few, the more the better, medals and ribbons—and then preach with all your might that the Christian disdains rank and titles, medals and ribbons. You will have the applause of the Christian public both in advance and in the future, both before and after. If you like, you will have it in tears, because your life provides a guarantee that the proclamation is an artistic work, and there is certainly more weeping in the theater than in church.

		

		Is this what you want to tell them, that Christianity prefers the single state, and you yourself are unmarried? My dear fellow, this is not something for you to speak about; the Christian public might be capable of believing that it should be taken seriously, and then God help you. No, take your time, first of all find yourself a wife—and then preach that Christianity has a preference for the single state. Weep a little about it; the Christian public will be moved to weep along with you in the quiet hour, because your life guarantees that the proclamation is an artistic work. —Is this the message you want to give, that Christianity holds that one ought to marry only once—and you yourself are married for the first time? My dear fellow, this is still not something for you. It may be a long time before you can preach about such things; perhaps you never will be able to. In any case, wait; if and when your first wife has died and you have married a second time—then is the time—now preach that Christianity is of the opinion that one is to marry only once! You will have the Christian public’s applause, because your life guarantees that your proclamation is objective.

		

		Yes, it is true that people will very readily blame the proclaimers of Christianity and seek the fault in them (and this may well be the way to become the Christian public’s favorite); but it is perhaps rather the Christian public, which because of the fear of men (to which the proclaimers certainly should not yield) forces the proclaimers to deceive this Christian public. The world, which requires a guarantee for everything, has also taken care to protect itself so that Christianity does not through proclamation become a power, a power with the right to engage a person’s life, and therefore, this world requires the trustworthy guarantee that the proclaimer’s life [XII 416] turns the proclamation into shadowboxing. The world wants to be deceived; not only is it deceived—ah, then the matter would not be so dangerous!—but it wants to be deceived. Intensely, more intensely, more passionately perhaps than any witness to the truth has fought for the truth, the world fights to be deceived; it most gratefully rewards with applause, money, and prestige anyone who complies with its wish to be deceived. And perhaps the world has never needed to become sober as much as it does today.

		

		To make a long story short, it is the New Testament’s most definite statement—that Christianity and being a true Christian must to the highest degree be an offense to the natural man, that he must regard Christianity as the greatest treason and the true Christian as the meanest traitor to being a human being, a treason and a traitor such as can never be punished severely enough. It is also easy to see that this is how Christianity, which is the qualification of spirit, must appear to anyone who has not, by dying to, been reborn to be spirit.

		

		Now, I have never seen one person about whom it could occur to me in the remotest manner that his life (since “assurances” must be crossed out) expressed that he was dead and had become spirit, any more than I think myself to be such a one. Then how has it ever happened that whole countries and states are Christian, that we are Christians by the million, that there is such a demand and press to become teachers of Christianity?

		

		This can be explained only by our having managed to change Christianity into something else, something that one with authority rightly and justifiably could indeed call treason against Christianity.

		

		As soon, then, as someone would seek to present Christianity in its truth, at that very moment this clamor would be raised against him: He is a traitor to us. Aha! Even my merely weak, mild, unauthorized attempt to present Christianity somewhat more truthfully has, I am convinced, led some to judge me secretly in this way: He is a traitor to us; he is betraying us. They do not say it aloud; perhaps they do not regard it as prudent, lest attention be called to it and lest, if not I myself, the issue perhaps be pushed into further particulars. But if I gave a more powerful exposition of it—but no, I am not spirit and therefore cannot do it—but if I could call attention to Christianity more vigorously in its truth, and if I did [XII 417] so, at that very same moment the judgment would be loudly pronounced: “This is treason against us!” Aha! We have managed to make Christianity into something totally different from what it truly is; therefore the judgment about it has also become something different. As soon as Christianity is once again set forth in its truth, then will come (see the New Testament’s prediction²⁷) the true judgment: It is treason against being human—the astronomer’s calculation of the movement of a celestial body is not more sure. Thus we also extol our age because Christianity is no longer persecuted. I think that it does not exist at all. If it did exist in its truth, persecution would instantly follow upon this treason against what it is to be human.

		

		I understand this very well precisely because I am not spirit. I understand also that for this very reason I can calmly invite the reader to accompany me, to yield, because I shall not take the matter beyond a little confession. And this cannot be called treason except by those who are utterly lost in untruth and probably are also stricken with blindness so that they do not see what otherwise certainly would help them, just like a corporal punishment, to open their eyes to see that if the profane come to raise objections against present Christendom before it has protected itself by making confessions, the matter will be quite different. Average people—the category to which I belong—will have sufficient love for the truth so that they will be willing to do this, willing, if it can be made clear that what we call Christianity is not really Christianity, to be convinced of it and, if nothing more is required, to admit it. If the requirement to me and to others were that we actually should become spirit, then we certainly would all become very indignant.

		

		But I do not go that far. However strange it is to justify oneself in this way (since in the higher sense this amounts to an accusation against myself), I can truthfully say: I am committing no treason against us human beings, and I myself am not spirit.²⁸

		

		But when this is the state of affairs in a Christian world, in Christian countries, etc., is it not true that we are in the most [XII 418] extreme need of becoming sober? And is it not the most lenient of measures—and no wonder it is so lenient, since it is I who propose it, I, the weak, unauthorized poet—is it not the most lenient of measures when it is not a question of anything more than admitting it? And how will it really ever benefit us in eternity that we have kept on being intoxicated with sheer illusion? In truth, I myself feel all too deeply how miserable and mediocre my achievement is, but there is still some meaning to it. I will, if by that time I have not gone further, I will say in eternity: What we called Christianity was not really Christianity at all; it was a very toned-down conception, something distantly related to Christianity. But this I have confessed, I have loudly and clearly admitted that it is not really Christianity—so do what you will with me, O God, do with me according to your mercy! I am well aware that in every generation and also in mine there have lived people who have put forth the requirement to be Christian in a more rigorous sense, but I have been unable to join them. No, for me it has seemed truer to accept a more lenient form, a mitigation—but then to admit that this is not really Christianity. That is how I come. As for being sober, I am very conscious of not being that, because only spirit is sober. But then I do not come totally dazed, intoxicated with the illusion that this toned-down version is true Christianity, nor am I drunk with the self-delusion that I, in contrast to this toned-down Christianity in which the majority are living under the name of Christians, am the true Christian. No, I come with the confession, and I come indeed to your grace, O God! This is not being sober (for then my life would have to become far more rigorous, expressing spirit, and yet unconditionally fleeing to grace, instead of my also introducing grace in another place, namely, for coddling myself in human sympathy for myself); this is not being sober, but it is related to becoming sober.

		

		No honest person (and what good indeed is any dishonesty in connection with pretending to be Christian—in eternity, where the issue first really becomes important and decisive, dishonesty is impossible!) can truthfully say that this is too rigorous, too severe. No, no! It is quite another question whether God in heaven will not say: This is too lenient. But in any case it is related to becoming sober, and there is still an [XII 419] infinite difference between this—pretending that true Christianity exists and exists in all these millions of people and these thousands of clergymen—there is an infinite difference between this and confessing that it all is not really Christianity but a human toning down that precisely with the aid of the confession (for without it the toning down has broken with Christianity) is related to true Christianity, is related to becoming sober.
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		Matthew, Chapter VI, v. 24 to the end

		

		

		

		Christ as the Prototype [XII 423]

		

		

		

		PRAYER

		

		Lord Jesus Christ, it was not to torment us human beings but to save us that you said the words “No one can serve two masters.” Would that we might be willing to comply with them by doing accordingly—that is, by following you! Help us all, each one of us, you who both will and can, you who are both the prototype and the Redeemer, and in turn both the Redeemer and the prototype, so that when the striving one droops under the prototype, crushed, almost despairing, the Redeemer raises him up again; but at the same moment you are again the prototype so that he may be kept in the striving. O Redeemer, by your holy suffering and death you have made satisfaction for everyone and everything; no eternal salvation either can or shall be earned—it has been earned. Yet you left your footprints,¹ you, the holy prototype for the human race and for every individual, so that by your Atonement the saved might at every moment find the confidence and boldness to want to strive to follow you.

		

		

		

		This Holy Gospel is written in Matthew 6:24 to the end.

		

		

		

		No one can serve two masters, for he must either hate the one and love the other or be devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mammon.

		Therefore I say to you, do not worry about your life, what you will eat and what you will drink, [XII 424] nor about your body, what you will wear. Is not life more than food, and the body more than clothing? Look at the birds of the air; they sow not and reap not and gather not into barns, and your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not much more than they? But who among you can add one foot to his growth even though he worries about it? And why do you worry about clothing? Look at the lilies of the field, how they grow; they do not work, they do not spin. But I say to you that not even Solomon in all his glory was clothed as one of them. If, then, God so clothes the grass of the field, which today is and tomorrow is cast into the stove, would he not much more clothe you, you of little faith? Therefore you should not worry and say, “What shall we eat?” or “What shall we drink?” or “What shall we wear?” The pagans seek all these things; your heavenly Father knows that you need all these things. But seek first God’s kingdom and his righteousness; then all these things will be added to you. Therefore do not worry about tomorrow: tomorrow will worry about itself. Each day has enough trouble of its own.

		

		

		“NO ONE can serve two masters.” These are the words of the Gospel. Take these words, then; go out into the world, watch, if that were possible, the lives of all these millions of people, what they express. Imagine someone who has been contemporary with all the dead and departed generations and has watched the lives of all these millions of people, what they express—what do they express? As if with one voice, whatever the mouth says, they express, “There has never lived a single human being who has not more or less served two masters. As for what the Gospel says, that it cannot be done (‘No one can serve two masters’), this must be a misunderstanding; it certainly can be done very well, as the experience of the whole world testifies. It would really have been more understandable [XII 425] if the Gospel said: One must not serve two masters—but that no one can do it, no, that is not so; yet what no one can do is what the Gospel requires. The other can very well be done, and if you want to amount to something in this world, you must be sure to go in for serving two or more masters, because anyone who really wants to be in earnest about serving only one master had better watch his step, because it is a hazardous task.”

		

		But perhaps the world and the Gospel are talking about entirely different things. The world, as is natural, speaks about this world, simply and solely about this world, does not know and does not wish to know that there is another world—another world would indeed be a perilous discovery for “this world.” The Gospel speaks eternally and about this other world, about eternity. No one can serve two masters, no, not in all eternity, and if no one can do it eternally, then of course no one can do it. That it looks as if one could do it—yes, even if it were the case that in these few seconds of temporality one could do it—whether one can or cannot is irrelevant to that which is the truth. How a person will get on in the world is something the Gospel (unlike stories, novels, lies, and other time wasters) does not waste many moments thinking about—no, for the Gospel these seventy years are but a moment, and its discourse hurries on to eternity’s decision; neither does it dangle bright prospects for this life and this world before a person when it, eternally unchanged, proclaims the eternal truth, “No one can serve two masters.”

		

		“No one can serve two masters.” These are the words of the Gospel. Take these words and watch those people who are at least willing to understand them as they want to be understood, who perhaps have also tried to carry them out; watch these people, and you will see that their lives, if not their mouths, unanimously express, “But this is too lofty for us human beings; it is impossible to serve only one master. No, no one can do it.” But the Gospel, eternally unchanged, says no one can serve two masters. And if you watch these people closely, in a moment of discouragement, even if they are able to discipline their mouths, their lives still express, “This is too lofty for us human beings; indeed, it is cruel to require such a thing of us, and never has anything with less right called itself good news than this very Gospel! Let us then remain under the Law with its inflexible severity rather than this smiling cruelty: that the requirement is even greater, if possible, than that of the Law—and this is supposed to be good news!” This is the offense. Even if the mouth is silent, when discouragement mounts in a person’s soul, this offense is not far behind, and it is thoughts such as these that dwell in one who is offended. Let us just draw out these thoughts in order, if possible, [XII 426] to get them out, not out into the world, no, out of the world, or at least out of the heart, because to force one’s mouth to be silent, even to say the opposite, is of only little benefit if one cannot force one’s mind to let go of these thoughts.

		

		Is, then, the requirement so cruel, or is the Gospel not really good news? If it is really an eternal truth (and that it is so is implicit in the Gospel’s saying it, although the honest person would acknowledge it even if the Gospel did not say it), if it is an eternal truth that no one can serve two masters, how then would the Gospel be able to say something else, or how would the Gospel, the truth, be able to be silent about it, or how would it be cruel to tell you the truth? Ponder this carefully: is it not cruel to be silent about it to you? Moreover, do you not believe that the Gospel knows what it is to be a human being, knows our frailty, knows how infinitely far every human being is from truly serving only one master? But, says the Gospel, that is precisely why I proclaim an Atonement: is this not good news? But, the Gospel goes on to say, if my first pronouncement were not true and did not stand eternally firm and fixed, that “No one can serve two masters,” then in the deeper sense there would be no need for an Atonement, and this good news would never be heard. So, then, it is not good news after all, this “No one can serve two masters,” when I, the Gospel, say it, I who by saying “No one can serve two masters” denounce everyone, unconditionally everyone, and yet in the same breath call everyone, unconditionally everyone, to me, proclaim that God wants that all should be saved,² and that this is the Gospel? But how could everyone possibly be saved if not everyone needed to be saved, and how could everyone need to be saved if the requirement were not such that no one fulfilled it?

		

		“No one can serve two masters.” These are the words of the Gospel. Take these words and watch the lives of those people of whom it can be said that in striving according to the words they are, humanly speaking, so advanced that they could easily be tempted, if they were to be compared with the rest of us, to ignore us completely and to be not far from considering themselves to have attained perfection—watch their lives, and you will see that in times of spiritual trial their lives, even if their mouths are constrained to silence, express “But the requirement is too lofty for a human being. Just as they say of a spendthrift that no amount of money is sufficient for him, but to give him money is the same as throwing it into a bottomless pit, so no amount of striving exhausts the requirement even in the remotest way. Before God, at the moment when humanly [XII 427] speaking I have come the furthest, I have not come one inch, not one millionth of an inch, closer to God than the person who never strove, indeed, than the one who strove with all his might for the opposite. How exhausting, how debilitating it is to be involved with the infinite, the unconditioned! Just as the elements mock human undertakings and make them into the most childish pranks, so the unconditioned unconditionally mocks every human striving. The unconditioned is indeed not for a human being; it is too lofty for him.”

		

		But can something that is intended to humble—can it be too lofty? Or if someone feels it to be too lofty for him, is it not because he has placed himself in a wrong relation to it so that by putting himself in a wrong place he receives the pressure in a wrong place and the requirement crushes him instead of humblingly exerting a pressure that lifts up in joy over and in bold confidence through grace?³ Ah, you who are tried and tested this way—I certainly need to hear what you have to say, and you do not need to hear what I have to say, but just suppose it is so and allow me to speak. I would say: What, then, does lifting up mean? Is not all lifting related to the pressure of humiliation? But can there be too much pressure toward humiliation—in that case complaining could be interpreted to mean that the lifting up was too high. In the physical world it is indeed the case that lifting can be done by means of a weight—thus if someone mistakenly thought he was supposed to lift the weight instead of being lifted by the weight—well, then he is crushed. But it would not be due to the weight but to him. So it is with the unconditioned requirement; if I am supposed to lift it, I am crushed. But this is not the intention of the Gospel. Its intention is that by means of the requirement and my humiliation I shall be lifted, believing and worshiping—and then I am light as a bird. What lifts up more, the thought of my own good deeds or the thought of God’s grace? And when that lifts up the most, so that one is most blessedly dizzy—I wonder if it is not when my best deed is changed before God into something base and grace becomes all the greater.

		

		An excellent man has excellently said that a great favor can be properly rewarded only with great reproach.⁴ Superb! If the great favor is rewarded with thanks, to say nothing of much thanks, perhaps with thanks as great as the favor, then the favor is diminished. But great reproach as payment keeps the favor unalterably great. Thus there is found nowhere, neither in heaven nor on earth nor in any human relationship, a lifting up such as mine when, humbled and ashamed, I turn from my best deed as from something base and find rest in [XII 428] grace. Let the proud pagan storm heaven or at least try to; from this humiliation comes the lifting up that blessedly reaches heaven.⁵ You cannot worship God with good deeds, even less with misdeeds, and just as little by sinking into a flabby comatose state and doing nothing at all. No, in order to worship God properly and to have the proper joy from worshiping, a person must conduct himself in this way: he must strive with all his might, spare himself neither night nor day; he must accumulate, and the more the better, what people of integrity, speaking humanly, would call good deeds. And when he then takes them and deeply humbled before God sees them transformed into something miserable and base—this is what it is to worship God—and this is a lifting up.

		

		“No one can serve two masters.” These are the words of the Gospel. Eternally unchanged they are repeated: No one can serve two masters. But since no person has ever done this, is it not finally mankind’s reasonable request that the requirement be changed, be toned down? And because less enlightened ages have put up with this order of things, the unreasonableness of which they were unable to perceive, and because the human race in its timorous state, when it bore the only all too deep stamp of being browbeaten under the Law, has not dared breathe a word, does it follow that enlightened, liberal, cultured ages, or in any case—for there certainly is still a large segment of people who are both unenlightened and timorous—does it follow that an enlightened, liberal, most honorable cultured public ought to put up with the same thing? To require the unconditioned of human beings is basically madness, a ludicrous exaggeration that like all extremes, as any sensible person easily sees, takes revenge by producing an effect the very opposite of what it aimed at. All human wisdom consists in this glorious and golden principle: to a certain degree, there is a limit, or in this “both-and,” “also”; the unconditioned is madness. The mark of mature earnestness is precisely this: it insists that the requirement shall be of such a nature that a person can with pleasure and satisfaction amply meet it through steady effort. Obviously, what none of us has done none of us, of course, can do; and if none of us can do it, then the requirement must be changed according to what we have shown we can do by having done it—more cannot be required. Therefore, we insist on a Christianity that can be brought into harmony with all the rest of our life, corresponding to the change that has occurred in the human race through increasing enlightenment and culture and liberation from all unworthy pressures, or at least in what amounts to the main stem of the human race—the cultured public.

		

		This voice—even if it were not heard in the world (which it [XII 429] surely is and loudly enough)—this voice undoubtedly has an echo in the minds of many. Then simply let it be heard. Who will deny that this world has changed! For the better? Well, that remains a question. Who will deny that the world has become unalloyed sensibleness. Is this a gain? Well, that remains a question. But it is eternally certain that nothing so offends sensibleness as the unconditioned, and, to continue in the same vein as before, the immediately obvious mark of this is that sensibleness will never unconditionally acknowledge any requirement but continually claims itself to be the one that declares what kind of requirement is to be made. Therefore, to insist that Christianity be abolished or to give up Christianity is in full agreement with this sensibleness. But is it a misunderstanding to insist that Christianity be changed? Christianity cannot be changed; precisely this shows once again that it is the very opposite of “sensibleness,” the secret of which is its ability to be changed in every way on every stroke of the clock, all in relation to what the times, the public, and profit crave, or as the wind and the leaves⁶ and the newspapers turn. No, Christianity cannot be changed; to insist on this is to attempt to change it, which is totally without effect—indeed, just as a mountain would look at a child who came up to it and said, “Get out of my way,” so Christianity must listen to this talk that demands of it the eternally impossible—that it be changed.

		

		Christianity cannot be changed; neither is it also changed in case everything and all are changed, nor is it thrown into a dilemma, as is human dominion, because all are changed—but it does not want and never has wanted to be forced upon anyone. On the contrary, from the very beginning it has wanted and wants to be presented unaltered in all its unconditionality so that each and every one can ponder privately whether or not he wants to be involved with it. Even if not one single person wants to accept it, Christianity remains unchanged; it does not yield a jot or tittle; if everyone were to accept it, not a jot or tittle may be changed. It is God’s love for mankind that Christianity proclaims, for every single person, the most impoverished, the most wretched, the most forsaken. For that one person, God in his love has, as it were, set heaven and earth in motion, but if all human beings who ever lived or are living joined together to demand just one jot or tittle of change—no, never! According to Christianity, every single human being, the poorest, most wretched, most forsaken, if for his own highest good he wills as God wills, is infinitely [XII 430] important to God—incomprehensible love! But on the other hand, before God the countless millions in the human race are no more than a gnat, not even that much, if they do not will as he wills.

		

		How, then, would sensibleness and Christianity ever be able to come to an understanding with each other; they are mutually repellent like two opposite poles. In these sensible times, what stands between Christianity and people is not that we human beings do not fulfill the requirement. Christianity can deal with that, as was the case in other ages when one had an infinite conception of the requirement and was willing to confess one’s own imperfection, that the fault lay there and not in the unconditionality of the requirement. No, what stands between Christianity and people in these sensible times is that they have lost the conception of the unconditioned requirement, that they cannot get it into their heads why the requirement is the unconditioned (of what use is it, since no one, after all, fulfills it), that the unconditioned has become for them the impractical, a foolishness, a ridiculousness, so that they, mutinously or conceitedly, reverse the relation, seek the fault in the requirement and themselves become the claimants who demand that the requirement be changed. “To will the impossible,” they say, “is madness; reasonable willing is to will what one is capable of doing. But to require the unconditioned is to insist that one must will the impossible, squander one’s energies, one’s time, one’s life on that without making any headway—and this is madness, ridiculous exaggeration.” Sensibleness is mutiny against the unconditioned, not strident, at least not in its first stage—indeed, sensibleness would regard that as imprudent, and a more sophisticated sensibleness for certain reasons never wants attention drawn to that, wants it to remain a secret among us that we have mutinied, and thereby the appearance is maintained that nothing at all has happened. Slowly sneaking ahead, this sensibleness nibbles away at the unconditioned, undermines faith in it, respect for it—and then, eventually, an impatient sensibleness perhaps blurts out in speech and stridently proclaims its wisdom, that the unconditioned is madness.

		

		Along with the growing sensibleness there is an increase of a certain kind of knowledge about human nature: information about how we human beings are now or are at this time, a natural-scientific, statistical knowledge about the human moral state as a natural product, explained by the situation, the air currents, the wind, the rainfall, the tides, etc. Whether we human beings may have degenerated from generation to generation is of no concern to this kind of knowledge about human nature; it merely states accurately how we are, the stock exchange rate, the market price—in order, through sagacious familiarity with this information, to be able both to protect oneself against and to make use of people, to score a [XII 431] success, to win advantages in this world, or to be able to defend and explain away one’s own contemptibleness and mediocrity, or to gain permission to be suspicious, with a kind of—scientific—good conscience, if on a rare occasion something superior should show up. But about how we human beings ought to be, about God’s requirement, about ideals—as sensibleness increases, less and less is heard about that. Eventually, even this talk, if on a rare occasion it is heard, this talk about how we human beings ought to be, is found to be rather flat and abgeschmakt [tasteless], like “God’s Word from the Provinces.”⁷ “Really, no sensible person wants to listen to such fantasies; indeed, he ought not to either, in order not to waste his time and his life. Unless it should happen to be a clergyman who speaks about such things, then one can tolerate it—provided, please note, that it is a clergyman who decently observes decorum, limits himself to declaiming this during quiet hours in church—but otherwise does not have the cheek to be identified with such things. When that is the case, it can be tolerated; after all, it is the clergyman’s livelihood, and sensibleness is at all times so reasonable that it will not interfere with him in that, even though it is definite, in a way quite different from poetry and art, that a preacher, who ordinarily is neither poetry or art, is a superfluity.” If it is the case that Christianity has ever been misused in order to browbeat the world, the situation is certainly turned around now, and the world, its sensibleness, wants to browbeat Christianity, to browbeat the pastors, so as to make them tolerable, into becoming actors and orators, no more and no less—alas, many of them presumably do not need to be browbeaten into that; very likely they are much too easy to entice.

		

		Just let this truth be said and heard: that “sensibleness,” whose opinion is that the requirement must be remodeled according to the people, and Christianity, whose position is that people must be remodeled according to the requirement, or that in any case the unconditioned requirement must be unconditionally affirmed, that these two, sensibleness and Christianity, cannot come to an understanding with each other. As for me, I shall always be grateful to sensibleness and respect it if it is honest enough candidly to blurt out in speech that the unconditioned is something ludicrous.

		

		This is not the danger, at least not for Christianity, because it is never dangerous that one finds out the true state of affairs, least dangerous of all for the power that has the truth on its [XII 432] side as Christianity has. It can, however, be dangerous for Christianity if the truth is set aside, if not unjustly,⁸ then at least by way of equivocation. For example, if someone got the notion that the version was problematic or the words “No one can serve two masters” were difficult to understand, so that in the first case there must be profound investigation, and in the second case prolonged research, and of course (since investigation and research are not everyone’s business) there must also be a few professors, whose livelihood would then be to investigate and do research, and for that reason they certainly (for the sake of scholarship or at least for the sake of their livelihood) would see to it that the investigation or research would last as long as they lived. Yet in these days there may be less chance of success for that. But there is also another way to set aside the truth in ambiguity. One can allow the unconditioned requirement to continue to be heard, but in such a way that something else is covertly understood, that in the actuality of life one has nothing to do with such a thing. Thus the unconditioned requirement becomes a Sunday ceremony, an entertainment put on by the pastors—and a person’s life otherwise continues in total security, unmoved by the wounding restlessness of the unconditioned requirement. This emaciates Christianity, creates a facade, converts Christianity into platitudes, which it least of all wants to be.

		

		No, Christianity is in earnest with regard to the unconditioned requirement, and, for that matter, even if not one single person has been capable of fulfilling the requirement, there still is one who has fulfilled it, unconditionally fulfilled it, he who spoke the words, “No one can serve two masters,” he who here, as in every situation, not only spoke the truth but was the truth, he who also was the Word in such a way that he was what he said.

		

		About him we shall now speak, about the prototype. He has said, “No one can serve two masters”—and his life expressed that he served only one master. By looking at his life, we shall see the unconditioned requirement and see it fulfilled. We continually call to mind, however, that Jesus Christ is not only the prototype but is also the Redeemer, lest the prototype disquiet us to the point of despair, call it to mind also now as we, prompted by the Gospel we just read, speak about

		

		Christ as the prototype,

		or

		no one can serve two masters.

		

		We shall see how his life must have been designed from the very beginning and must have been designed to the end if he [XII 433] was to express serving only one master. Moreover, we shall see how things went and must have gone with him in this world (especially since he could not wish to live in solitary hiding but as the prototype must wish to make perceptible what is meant by this serving only one master), how things went with him among us human beings, all of whom more or less serve two masters and so much so that we will not calmly tolerate having someone among us who wants to serve only one master, especially if he does not want to withdraw into obscurity but draws everyone’s attention to himself, and with the claim that he is the truth.

		

		He allows himself to be born in poverty and lowliness, and not only that, but in disrepute, of a betrothed virgin, to whom the upright man to whom she was betrothed showed the kindness of not quietly separating from her (which he had at first considered doing and which, humanly speaking, would have been an act of mercy). That is how he came into the world, as if he were outside the world, ostracized by the world immediately upon his arrival, “without father, without mother, without a genealogy,”⁹ attached by birth to no other human being. But in this way it was indeed appropriate in due time to become aware of what his life was designed to express—to serve only one master. Just as someone who is to compete in a race is dressed for it, just as someone who is to contend in battle is armed for it, likewise from the very beginning his life was designed to make it possible to serve only one master. Birth itself—without needing to be born of an old and noble stock or as heir to a throne—birth itself, when the baby thereby comes to belong to a family, birth is a tie that immediately binds this human being in closer alliance with other human beings; an alliance with the world and what is of the world, and thus an alliance with other human beings, is what makes it so difficult to serve only one master, makes it impossible if the alliance is not broken, even though love remains. But the illegitimate child, unacknowledged by any family, the concern of no family, an alien, outside society, who was born clandestinely at midnight behind a bush—this was how he allowed himself to be born, for want of a room,¹⁰ just as he was indeed also crucified because the world had no room for him! In a stable (since the despised virgin had no family alliance ready with a layette), laid in a manger—if there was any alliance here, it had to be with the horses.

		

		To be sure, this birth may be seen also from another side, from God’s side: a heavenly radiance shines over this birth. The stars of the night do not shine unaltered over the earth as [XII 434] they ordinarily do—no, his birth, which certainly did not look like an event here on earth, is an event in heaven, the most important event, and a star shines in a special way over his birthplace—blessed are the eyes that see it!¹¹—spreading its heavenly radiance over the stable and the despised virgin and the disgraced husband and the child in the manger. This is superhuman glory. But just as the essentially Christian always places opposites together, so the glory is not directly known as glory but, just the reverse, is known by inferiority, debasement—the cross that belongs together with everything that is essentially Christian is here also. The Christian cross is not superficiality, externality, both-and, without depth, a decoration, a cross in a medal. No, seen from one side it is quite literally, fearfully literally, a cross, and no eye sees the cross and the star combined in a higher unity, so that the radiance of the star is perhaps diminished but the suffering of the cross also becomes somewhat less excruciating. From the other side, conversely, the star is seen, but the star is not worn (a later invention!); alas, it is the cross that is carried (see the Gospel!¹²), the badge of the order and the distinctive mark. This is and always has been and always will be an offense to the understanding. The understanding says: Too little and too much spoil everything; moderation, the middle way, and medium size, this is the truth. Therefore the understanding would certainly recommend dispensing with the star at the birth—that is too much, or so much is not required—but then it would also recommend being born in lawful wedlock and at least in a good, proper, well-to-do, middle-class family. But this is not the essentially Christian, which always has the heavenly at its disposal but not a shred of the things of this earth. When, for example, Christ sends out the disciples—well, he surely could have supplied them with the necessities, but no, they must own nothing¹³—on the contrary, “Whoever gives to one of these humble people even a cup of cold water to drink because he is a disciple, truly, I say to you, he shall not lose his reward” (Matthew 10:42). This is distinctive. The mightiest of all the mighty kings of the earth cannot pay for a drink of water in this manner, but of course he also sees to it that his emissaries or ministers are not at a loss for a cup of water. The disciple, however, is unconditionally in poverty; he is literally indigent when it comes to life’s primary necessities, a cup of water—and he has no money, he has nothing, nothing to give for it (so stingy God can be, and then the very next moment attend to the same man with miracles!). Well, it is true that he has a check drawn on heaven, and properly viewed (therefore, unfortunately, not in this world), that is [XII 435] worth more than all the glories of this world, but he has no money and nothing of this earth (unfortunately it is in this world), where money, properly viewed!—surely has more worth than all the glories of heaven.

		

		There is a story about a traveler who was short of money out in the country although he did indeed have a large denomination bank-note—there was no one who could change it. So also with Christianity and the disciple. This, like everything essentially Christian, is an offense to the understanding. “Too little and too much,” says the understanding, “spoil everything. Let’s dispense with these heavenly checks; that much is not asked for. But then let this matter of proclaiming Christianity at least become a steady, good livelihood with a fixed annual salary and a certain status in the community; the other, however you look at it, is an exaggeration. Why do the opposites have to be kept poles apart, in such frightful tension; why can’t there be a little scaling down of the miraculous and a little increase of the less divine but more directly human—so as to have a little of the good life in the world? Moreover, why this distinctiveness that makes such a fuss, and such a curious fuss, about disdaining to own a shilling and then finding miraculous alternatives? That is not genuine distinction but artificial and affected exaggeration; the simple and natural thing would be to give the disciples some money in their pockets. If there must be a miracle, well, then let it happen something like this: by a miracle once and for all establish a fund once and for all, so that the disciple is provided for and more miracles will not be needed. The other is a double exaggeration, is both too little and too much.” And what the understanding very much fears, the last thing it itself is guilty of, what the understanding, when it catches a glimpse of it, condemns as madness—is exaggeration. But without exaggeration it is impossible to serve only one master, but with good sense, in alliance both with the one and the other and with the whole world and everything belonging to it, it is easy to serve two and more masters.

		

		Therefore, his birth is as if intended to make it possible to serve only one master; he is without family and family alliance.

		

		But the star in the sky has betrayed something—just ask the understanding, and you will find out. It knows very well that heavenly glory is not among the goods one should desire for oneself in this world; it is often extremely dangerous. The star, as stated, has betrayed something. The king of the country has become alert, and the despised family must flee the country with the child. The despised family—to be sure, a generation later, that is, afterward, it is called the holy family—but [XII 436] just ask the understanding and you will hear it say, “To belong to a noble and rich family can be very fine; I do not, however, covet so much and am satisfied with belonging to a middle-class family. But in this world to have to belong to a holy family—no, thanks, that would be the end, that is certain torment and misery. But false piety has long since let it be forgotten that the family was despised as long as it lived on earth; false piety makes a show of the ‘holy family,’ would like to fool itself and others into thinking that this condition of abasement is glory, that heavenly glory and earthly glory amount to the same thing. And false piety is offended when abasement is portrayed—it is embarrassing, and in order to protect itself, it calls this blasphemy by us freethinkers.”

		

		The family—if it may be called that, for it is no family—flees with the child. And now this child has no fatherland either. But this is quite right, so that it may be possible for him to express: what it means to serve only one master. Just as someone who is to compete in a race is dressed for it, just as someone who is to contend in battle is armed for it, so his life from the very beginning is designed to make it possible to serve only one master. For next to the alliance that binds the family together is the alliance that binds a people together.

		

		To be sure, in a certain sense glory shines here also: this unimportant child who was born in a stable suddenly becomes so important that the ruler has all children under two years of age killed in the hope of killing him also. “Once again, too little and too much,” says the understanding. “Exaggeration once again. Let his birth be an event, and then let him take his place in the natural order of things; but to be born as less than a nobody—and then suddenly the birth is such a frightful event. If it is so important that this child be born, it is almost inconceivable that he is born in a stable, where something could indeed happen to him. On the other hand, what frightful exaggeration that this child’s importance must be identified with the murder of all the contemporary infants, not to mention that it is this child who, it is said, is supposed to be the Savior of the world and who begins by costing the lives of a host of children!”

		

		So, now, the child is without a fatherland. The family, however, does return but must live in hiding. During a festival [XII 437] visit to Jerusalem the child is missing.¹⁴ Here is a situation that completely conforms to and gives a symbolic description of what was or became this child’s task in life—to express what it means to serve only one master. The child stands alone; he was without family, without fatherland; but now he is also without the two with whom he had an abode, who are anxiously looking for the child and, strangely enough, find him in the temple, and the child says—is this not remarkable!—“Did you not know that I must be about my Father’s work?” The mother does not understand these words—that was not strange; she hides them deep in her heart—that was beautiful.

		

		Nothing more is known of his childhood and youth. He no doubt played with the indigent parents and was submissive to them and helpful to them—which is no obstacle to serving only one master; on the contrary, one serves this one master precisely by obeying those he wants one to obey. So he grew up, became an adult; but he was and became, as we say, nothing. Neither did he possess anything nor acquire in order to possess. For just as someone who is to compete in a race is dressed for it, and just as someone who is to contend in battle is armed for it, so his life was designed to make it possible to express what it means to serve only one master. Ah, but to become something in the world, not to mention wanting to become something in the world, to possess something in this world, not to mention acquiring in order to possess—then alliance with other people is unavoidable, and on the other hand it is far too easy to avoid serving only one master.

		

		Admittedly I have both read and heard sermons by men who themselves have become something in this world, sermons that have treated seeking first the kingdom of God, but I venture to be of the opinion that the something these men have become in the world they must have become in some way other than by seeking first the kingdom of God. Nor do I doubt that these men and also every honest person are in basic agreement with me that if someone carries out his intention to seek first the kingdom of God, nothing is more certain than that he will become nothing in this world, which more zealously than heaven holds that only he who seeks finds¹⁵ and where even the throng of seekers is so great (which is not the case in regard to heaven, because the road to heaven is indeed narrow [trang] but not because of the human throng [Trængsel]) that not even all the seekers become something, although they perhaps always become a little more than if a person seeks first the kingdom of God, since he very definitely becomes nothing in this world. Nothing is easier to demonstrate—God forbid that anyone should be so unfair or so brash that he could insist that it be demonstrated. In no way do I pretend to be better than others. ¹⁶In a certain sense I certainly [XII 438] have not become something—just this probably gives offense to some people because they think that I easily could have become something. Consequently, in the opinion of such people I have not become anything. But I dare not let that come into consideration when it is the Gospel that is to judge. When it is to judge, I must shamefully admit that I have become something, yet it is but little. But I must affirm that this something I have become I did not become by seeking first the kingdom of God,¹⁷ and I am quietly looking forward to the Reverend Pastors’ attempts to demonstrate that one can become something in this world by—first seeking the kingdom of God, something which, since it must be done first, always comes ahead of any other seeking and, since it is the kingdom of God, is totally incongruous with the world and with what is the world’s, to which among other things belongs this “becoming something in the world.”

		

		That the Gospel’s requirement should therefore be changed, that it should be scaled down, which sensibleness wants—to that I am heartily opposed, as is Christianity. Neither do I want anyone to give the appearance that we human beings are fulfilling the requirement in even the remotest way. No, this is how I see it. If I am to be involved with God—oh, for a human being, that ¹⁸ought to be his joy and bliss so that he gives no heed to all Europe, to the public, or to comparison with people here, etc.—if only he¹⁹ may be permitted to be involved with God—flunking out every day, it is true, but still being involved with God, something, of course, that according to Christianity is granted ²⁰to every single individual—if I am to be involved with God, then I must also countenance that the requirement is the unconditioned. If the requirement is not the unconditioned, then I am not involved with God but am only in this stifling involvement with “the others,” myself, the public, etc. No, no, O God in heaven, above all never rescind the unconditioned requirement!²¹ In wanting to abolish the unconditioned requirement, it is really you that people want to abolish, and this is why I cling so firmly to it and denounce sensibleness, which by abolishing the unconditioned requirement wants to abolish you. No, let it above all remain the unconditioned requirement! If I, while admitting to the true state of affairs, could wish to become something, if I, for the sake of finite necessities, am obliged to try to become something in the world, that, after all, is entirely different from wanting to abolish the requirement. I can, therefore, nevertheless continue to be related to you, for I do not turn on my heels, do not turn my back on you—no, I do not allow what I become in the world to be the earnestness of life—no, I let the unconditioned requirement incessantly transform into worthless rags and wretchedness myself and what I have become—on the condition that I can still—is it not so?—be involved [XII 439] with you, O God, related to you.

		

		²²Then let the annihilation, the inner annihilation before God, have its terror, have its pain—the inspiring certainly ought to be the more blessed to a person. How terrible, how terrible, if a person, because for you his most honest striving is nothing, then took the occasion to abandon himself to inactivity, or if he completely gave up wanting to be involved with you in order to become an earnest person who earnestly strives to become something in this world.

		

		Therefore, he who is the prototype, his life, was from the very beginning intended to make it possible to express this—what it means to serve only one master. He belonged to nothing and to no one, was in no alliance with anything or with anybody, was a stranger in this world, in poverty and lowliness, without a nest, without a den, without a place where he could lay his head.²³ Just like a straight line that touches the circle at only one point, so was he in the world and yet outside the world, serving only one master.

		

		Now, he could have gone on living this way in quiet obscurity; his life could have become a secret worship in which he belonged, and totally belonged, to the one master until death finally came.

		

		But this was not his intention. Quite apart from his allowing himself to be born in order to save the human race or by his suffering and death to become the Atonement—quite apart from this, even if he wanted only to be the prototype, he nevertheless would not have lived on in obscurity. No, it was his task, it was his nourishment²⁴ to serve only one master, but he wanted to make it known in the world, and that is why he had to step out on the stage of the human race, if I may so phrase it, in such a way that he could fasten, if possible, everyone’s attention upon himself. He himself knew all too well what the consequence of that would be, that people’s attention directed upon him would become his suffering, that becoming heterogeneous with others nearest to him, to say nothing of becoming unconditionally heterogeneous with everyone and yet wanting to remain among them, is even more dangerous than for a soldier in battle to fall out of step with the others, which can easily end in his being trampled underfoot. And he remained in the world; he did not withdraw from the world; but he remained there in order to suffer.

		

		This is something different from a certain kind of piety that is complained about in sermons these days—a piety that, by the way, is not exactly practiced these days, and thus it is strange that there is any complaining about it, but it was practiced [XII 440] in a vanished age—a piety that seeks a solitary hiding place far from the world’s noise and its distractions and their dangers, in order, if possible, to serve God alone in deep stillness. This kind of piety is indicted; it is labeled cowardice etc. That is why we do it differently and better these days, we pious ones; we remain in the world—and make careers in the world, scintillate at parties, make an ostentatious display in the world—just like the prototype, who did not cowardly withdraw from the world.

		

		Oh, what depth of cunning! To remain in the world in such a way that one does not care a fig for God and godliness, defines oneself and one’s life in complete conformity with a secular mentality, becomes pure, unalloyed worldliness, that kind of—piety!—is not really superior to the piety of the monastery. But one falsely reaps benefits in two ways: one first seizes every possible worldly enjoyment for oneself (something the quiet residents in the monastery renounced) and then is brash enough to want this secularism to be a higher kind of piety—what a refinement!—a higher kind of piety than the monastery’s quiet concealment—indeed, who would have dreamed of such a thing! How nauseating!

		

		No, it certainly is not the highest to seek a solitary hiding place in order if possible to serve God alone there. It is not the highest—this we indeed see in the prototype. But although it is not the highest, it is nevertheless possible—and what concern of ours is it that the other is not the highest?—it is nevertheless possible that not a single one of us in this coddled and secularized generation would be able to do it. But it is not the highest. The highest is: unconditionally heterogeneous with the world by serving God alone, to remain in the world and in the middle of actuality before the eyes of all, to direct all attention to oneself—for then persecution is unavoidable. This is Christian piety: renouncing everything to serve God alone, to deny oneself in order to serve God alone—and then to have to suffer for it—to do good and then to have to suffer for it. It is this that the prototype expresses; it is also this, to mention a mere man, that Luther, the superb teacher of our Church, continually points out as belonging to true Christianity: to suffer for the doctrine, to do good and suffer for it, and that suffering in this world is inseparable from being a Christian in this world.²⁵

		

		We shall now see how it fared with him who wanted to serve only one master, that is, how it had to fare with him in this world, since it had to fare with him as it did fare with him and so it would fare with him at any time in this world.

		

		He wants to express what it means to serve only one master [XII 441] and to express it in this world where all more or less serve two or more masters, and he does not want to live in seclusion—no, he wants to make it known, he wants to draw the attention of all to himself. What will the result be? The result will be that he will come into hostile collision with the whole world, with everyone; that in various ways they will try to move, to convince, to beguile, to tempt, to threaten, and to force him to become like them and be unfaithful to himself, to his task, and to his one master. And the world will go to extremes to see its war through; it will not let him go until the most ignominious death has put an end to his life. And what the world wants is just the same as what an evil power wants, the prince of this world, he who—like God!—demands to be worshiped exclusively, which, however, is an impossibility since he is not the Master, the one master; therefore everyone for whom he is the only master still does not serve one master. This collision with the world, with the human race, which the evil power incites, is also the history of the prototype.

		

		He serves only one master, and just as someone who is going to compete in a race is dressed for it, and someone who is to contend in battle is armed for it, so also is his existence intended to be able to serve only one master.

		

		He is unconditionally a stranger in the world, without the slightest alliance with anything or with anyone at all in the world, where everything is actually a matter of alliance. It is harder for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven than for a camel to go through the eye of a needle,²⁶ but it is impossible for someone who has even the slightest alliance to serve only one master.

		

		He is not bound to any woman as a husband; no, he has neither father nor mother, neither brother nor sister, no relatives with whom he allies himself—no, “these (the followers) are my father and mother and brother and sister.”²⁷

		

		But then does he indeed have followers? The followers—if they are true followers, there is no alliance, because in relating to the follower he at every moment relates first to God, serving him alone, and if the followers want to create some kind of alliance, then they are not followers. No, it is not as difficult [XII 442] to grip and hold fast something slippery as it is impossible for an alliance to capture someone who serves only one master.

		

		But since he draws the attention of all to himself, they of course might wish to try in the most diverse ways to win him over to their side, if he would only give up this exaggeration: to serve only one master.

		

		He appears as a teacher, and almost instantly he has the full attention of that little country.²⁸

		

		He teaches: “No one can serve two masters.” “Really, now, what he teaches would be of no consequence if only he himself did not go ahead and do accordingly, for then it becomes impossible to ally oneself with him. But this idea that no one can serve two masters could very well be made into an objective doctrine (true earnestness!)—and thus a kingdom of this world²⁹ where he, the teacher, becomes king and prince, and we who have stood closest to him will then stand closest to the throne.”³⁰

		

		He appears as a teacher in that little nation that is divided, as tends to be the case, into two groups: the mighty and what is called the masses. Both parties have their eye on him: which of them will he join, which of them will succeed in winning him as a member? Neither by birth nor by external circumstances does he belong to the mighty, but they see well enough that he is a power. By birth and circumstance he seems more likely to belong to the masses, and they gladly see in him a power. But he serves only one master, one only—oh, what a sure road to suffering, to downfall. Someone out in a blizzard dressed in the lightest summer clothes is not as exposed as one who wills to be a solitary human being in a world where everything is alliance and accordingly, with the selfishness of the alliance, demands that one ally oneself with it until the individual protects himself against several alliances by becoming a member of one alliance, whereas the solitary, as soon as it has become obvious that he does not wish to enter into alliance with anyone, has all the alliances, joined together as one—a grandiose alliance!—against him.

		

		He wants to serve only one master, but he is—this everyone and all can see—he is a colossal power. His contemporaries look at him in astonishment. At this moment there is no talk at all of opposition; not even envy has come into its own. No, everything is astonishment, astonishment at this man who seems almost omnipotently to hold all possibilities in his hand and can become just what he wants to become. It is like a fairy story; and the astonishment curiously conjectures: Now what is it that he wants to be? But he must want to be something, [XII 443] and whatever he wants to be, he must be able to attain it, and if he wants it, it will be something great—and then the united approval of all his contemporaries, or at least of many of the alliances, will enthusiastically embrace him. It is the same with human approval as with erotic love, friendship, and the like; it is self-love. Where there is direct recognizability, where the presence of someone exceptional is known by worldly power, honor, status, by gold and goods—there human approval is also on hand. It is—even if the individual is not always conscious of it in this way but it is in him more as a natural cunning of selfishness—a simple arithmetical process: by approving at this point, I gain the advantage of sharing with the powerful, of being along in taking sides with the powerful, and so I am also an amiable person whose soul is not pettily shrunken but is enlarged in disinterested enthusiasm. But where the more direct recognizability is lacking or denied, to approve is devoid of profit, is an effort, is making a sacrifice; there approval is absent, just as erotic love [Elskov] and friendship are absent where it would become clear that Christianly it was love [Kjerlighed]. If God in heaven were to clothe himself in the form of a humble servant, if he, divinely squanderous, if I dare put it this way, were to scatter around checks drawn upon heaven, human approval could not associate with greatness of that kind. A human mediocrity, which as we all know is in vogue—that is something for the speculative mentality of human approval. If there is in a family a child who is exceptional, and this is directly known by worldly honor and esteem, a European reputation, by medals and ribbons—well, that is splendid, the family is sheer—disinterested!—enthusiasm. If he were exceptional but without direct recognizability, well, then the family would soon feel him to be a burden, a nuisance, and would rather have him be an utterly insignificant person. So it is with human approval—and he who serves only one master, he unconditionally wants to be: nothing.

		

		With the powers of omnipotence—those he has, although the use he makes of them hides it from the eyes of the crowd; after all, it seems like madness to use, to need, omnipotent powers in order to become nothing—with the powers of omnipotence he makes sure of becoming nothing. And so he must break with all people. Humanly speaking, he must make them unhappy, boundlessly unhappy, the few who are so precious to him; the mother must feel it as a sword piercing her heart;³¹ the followers must feel it as the bitterness of death—and he who had and has all possibilities in his hand! Ah, the [XII 444] soul-anguish of misunderstanding! Even in relation to the dearest, the best, the most honest, he must come to make it manifest that every human being, the dearest (alas, the dearest!), the most honest (alas, the most honest!), when it all is said and done, is nevertheless a cowardly wretch, a traitor, a hypocrite. Frightful! What indeed is so beneficial in life and in death as having and having received a good impression of a person; what is there so dismal as receiving the opposite impression of the person one has loved and trusted? O my friend, ponder this!

		

		There is a young man; he becomes acquainted with a girl, and this beloved girl becomes his wife—they reach the age of seventy. It was a beautiful summer day, the day of their life; then in the evening she dies, and he, deeply moved, says: Whatever others may have experienced, I have experienced that faithful love does exist. Fortunate man! Appreciate, then, everything—not only what you have had but what you have, your happiness, the happiness of your sorrow. Oh, happy sorrow that it was death, which did not take faithfulness away from her but only her with her faithfulness away from you! For if he had been constrained to lead this girl out into great decisions, he would have discovered something else, that she also was nevertheless, to put it leniently, a prattler, that he himself was that, just as I in the great decision would learn that about myself.

		

		There are two youths; they become close friends in their youth, and old age finds everything unchanged just as it had been throughout their unremarkable lives. Then the one friend dies, friend is parted from friend, and at his grave the friend says: Whatever others may have experienced, I have experienced that friendship does exist. Fortunate man! What enviable happiness to have come to know such joy from experience, from such long experience!

		

		There is a man, perhaps older than you, but nevertheless such that you can be said to be contemporaries. You see greatness and loftiness in him—and you both happen to live in a quiet and stable period. Then he dies—and at his grave you joyfully declare: Whatever others may have experienced, I have experienced that noble characters do exist. Fortunate man! Know that what you actually came to know was that all was quiet and stable; if a storm had come along, you would have seen that he is as shabby as you and I. Oh, bitterest of all sufferings, far more bitter than discovering how contemptible one is oneself, to have to make it manifest that what one looked up to as something great and lofty—ah, one would give anything so that the truth might be what one thought it [XII 445] to be—that this, too, was shabby and base—oh, take this from me, release me! If it must be made manifest, let it happen, but let it not be I who must make it manifest!

		

		And this is what he had to do, he who served only one master. If he was going to continue serving only one master to the end, he would have to make this manifest with regard to everyone, with regard to them as well—yet here there can be no question of looking up to anyone—with regard to them whom he loved as only he could love, he who was wholly love. O you who were love and mercy, they were so willing to suffer everything for and with you; in your love could you not then have lowered the price just a little tiny bit and thereby have spared them from this impression of themselves: what a paltry wretch I am! Oh, the soul-agony of not being able to spare them! What torment, not to be able out of love to lower the price the least, least bit—because one out of love (what lunacy!) wants to save them!

		

		He serves only one master; he uses the powers of omnipotence to ensure his continually being nothing! He uses equally great powers not to budge an inch from the position he has taken, where he will stand—before the eyes of all, in the middle of actuality where he wants to express: My kingdom is not of this world. And finally he uses equally great powers to direct the attention of all upon himself. It seems to be an attempt to force the human race to take leave of its senses—his contemporaries feel the same way about it—he wants, namely, to thrust upon it, or to force into it, the qualification of being “spirit,” something the human race has always considered a superfluity and, if this attempt is taken too far, has considered it necessary to defend itself for dear life against this lunatic, obsessed exaggeration that must come from someone “who has a demon.”³² It amounts to wanting to force the contemporary age out of its mind, because the law governing the relation between “being nothing” and “attention” is as follows. Obscurity, drawing no attention to oneself, obviously corresponds to being nothing. Drawing attention to oneself corresponds to being something. It comes along, looks around, and says: Yes, indeed, there is something here, and so it was quite all right to send for me, attention. Drawing considerable attention to oneself corresponds to being something considerable, and being something utterly extraordinary can, without upsetting the formula, draw the entire attention of an entire age to oneself. But here comes the lunacy: to be nothing—and then have all the attention directed to oneself. Indeed, this is enough to drive a person out of his mind. It is just as lunatic as wanting to set up, in the midst of this world, a kingdom [XII 446] that is not of this world. If someone does not want it to be of this world, then it is indeed pure chicanery or caprice, just as it is sheer lunacy, to choose the place for it right in the middle of this world; after all, one can take the same kingdom and see about finding the other world, or one can at least look for an out-of-the-way place in this world to set up one’s kingdom that is not of this world. But to choose the place for it right in the middle of this world, that is a dangerous game—either he is mad or we all are mad; and it is a life-and-death struggle—either he wins or the rest of us do, but we do not agree any more than do fire and water.

		

		Nevertheless he serves only one master; he does not yield the slightest with regard to wanting to conform to this world or to let himself be forced into any kind of conformity with this world by becoming something in this world; neither does he yield the slightest with regard to letting himself be forced out of the world into an out-of-the-way place. No! Then the whole world, everybody joined together, must eventually turn against this man. How is one to get rid of him?

		

		How is one to get rid of him? Become free from him in this way: declare him insane and then calmly resume one’s position of being the something everyone is? No, that cannot be done; for that he is too powerful, for both the individual and the whole contemporary age; he has wounded them too deeply. That would be just as foolish, it is generally agreed, as for ants to think they could get rid of the anteater’s tongue by declaring it insane. So there is nothing else to do but to defend oneself against him by means of the category of guilt, by denouncing his life as being the most appalling egotism, the most shocking arrogance. But this is not sufficient; he is too strong for the human race. Then there is only one thing left! We human beings, the whole generation, we will circumspectly draw back to the category “God,” and from that location we will aim at him and direct our attack against him with God on our side; it has been found—that he blasphemes God.³³

		

		So that will be the charge! His last hour approaches. He has had disciples; in the decisive moment when he battles, anxious unto death, he finds them without anxiety, sleeping—they could not watch with him for one hour.³⁴ Yet one of them does not sleep—he uses the moment to betray and sell him. Then he is seized—and the disciples awaken from sleep and open their eyes—they flee; the most faithful one of them denies him.³⁵

		

		He stands before his judges, accused, or more accurately, condemned, scourged, clad in every possible insult, mocked, [XII 447] spat upon—then it occurs to him: At some time you must say who you are. Now is the time, now it is omnipotently assured that it cannot be taken in vain—and so, “I am indeed a king.”³⁶ That he says this now is enough to drive one mad, to make one furious with the man. That was what we were all waiting for. He should have said it right away, and he would have become a king—nothing is more certain. He seems only to have been waiting for the moment when it is unconditionally too late, when he himself has made it unconditionally impossible, to say, “I am indeed a king.”

		

		He still could have escaped with his life. On behalf of the accused, the governor of the province has the kindness to appeal to the much-lauded human compassion that might have looked after him—who knows!—if to the end he had not by his arrogant behavior rendered himself unworthy of it, incorrigible to the end, without even remotely suggesting by the least, least sign, that he, won over to life and the world, could still have the urge to live in order to become something in the world. The people have the right to choose, the choice between the release of a robber and of this accused. They choose the robber.

		

		The other one, of course, was really a much more terrible robber. What is assaulting a lone traveler on a highway perhaps a half-dozen times compared with his assault upon the whole human race and upon what it means to be a human being! A thief can steal my money; in so doing we are in disagreement, but in another sense we are completely in agreement, because the thief really shares my opinion that money is a great good. A slanderer can steal my honor and reputation, but the slanderer shares my opinion that honor and reputation are a great good, and that is why he robs me of mine. But in a much more cunning way one can rob us, so to speak, of all our money, honor, reputation, etc., steal from our human lives that in which we human beings have our lives. That is indeed what he, the accused, did. He did not steal the rich man’s money—no, but he took the idea away from the possession of money. “O miserable, despicable mammon,” that is what his life expressed, “miserable mammon, with which a person defiles himself by hoarding, which he accumulates to his own ruination, which he possesses to his own damnation, in order finally to curse himself eternally in hell. If you understood me, you would regard the thief who stole everything from you as your greatest benefactor, who helped you as you [XII 448] needed it, because a camel has a hard time going through the eye of a needle.”³⁷ Neither was he a slanderer who diminished anyone’s honor and reputation—no, but he took the idea away from human honor and reputation. “O miserable fool’s costume,” his life expressed, “miserable fool’s costume; the more it is put on and the more it glitters and sparkles, the more miserable it is. You are unaware of it; you are like that king who by mistake put on the grave shroud instead of the coronation robe.³⁸ To be sure, you do not make a mistake; you are wearing a very proper coronation robe, but be on your guard. This is a grave shroud, the very grave shroud in which you can travel to hell without needing to fear that anyone will want to try to rob you of it, because there it will be your torture garment; expelled, you will have to keep on wearing it as punishment—because you did not wear the wedding garment.”³⁹ But what is the use, then, of my being permitted to keep the money, the purple, the medals and ribbons, what good is it to be hailed everywhere by gun salutes, that all fall on their knees when I appear, what good is it to me if he has his way, for then he has indeed taken the idea away from it, and if he wins, I am instead the butt of ridicule every time there is a gun salute and every time they kneel to me. If it is perhaps too severe to impose capital punishment for thievery and robbery, for the kind of robbery he has committed against us all there is only one punishment—the death penalty.

		

		He was indeed condemned to death as a blasphemer; his guilt was—for the information of imitators—wanting to serve only one master; in human lawmaking this stands unalterably fixed, because public safety demands it.

		

		So he is crucified. He uses the time of the death struggle in conversation with himself and with God. He does not say much; once every half hour he says something. The suffering overwhelms him, and he bows his head; he cries out, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me!”⁴⁰ But this is not the way, with bowed head, that he is to die. “It is finished!” “What is he talking about? Of course, it is finished—at least it cannot be long before it is finished, because death cannot be far off.” “It is finished!” So then it is finished. Now he lifts his dying head heavenward: “Father, into your hands I commend my spirit!”⁴¹

		

		“No one can serve two masters.” These are his words, and [XII 449] he was the Word: he served only one master. Therefore he was not only right in saying it but has the right to say what he said in the Gospel, “No one can serve two masters.”

		

		In order, however, that for us human beings the matter does not become all too earnest, deadly with anxiety, he draws our attention away from himself and directs it toward something else, almost as if it were encouragement, a diversion: “Consider the lilies of the field; look at the birds of the air.”⁴² Consequently, he does not say: “No one can serve two masters . . . . . look at me”; no, he says, “No one can serve two masters . . . . . look at the lilies of the field; consider the birds of the air.” He could with truth, with infinitely greater truth, if you please, have said, “Look at me.” The lilies and the birds really do not express anything, and only he is the truth of what the lily and the bird symbolize. But then the earnestness would have become deadly. For this reason he uses the lily and the bird. Yet the earnestness remains, because the earnestness is that he says it.

		

		In connection with all communication of truth, if it is supposed to be true, it must first be asked whether what is said is true, and next it must be asked who the speaker is, what does his life express. If a frivoler, a wastrel, or a miser in a moment of poetic mood were to voice this true saying, “Look at the lilies of the field; consider the birds of the air,” then it is not earnestness but baubles and emptiness. But when the prototype says it, then it is earnestness, because his life is the truth thereof. But the earnestness is toned down almost to a jest by introducing the lily and the bird. Yet it is not therefore a laughing matter—however odd it is that the sparrow has now become a professor, and of the most serious science or art, and nevertheless (in this at least it is different from other professors) tomorrow it is sold for a halfpenny, roasted and eaten—no, it is no laughing matter, because the teacher’s presence during the lesson means that no one dares to laugh.

		

		He never did laugh; as it says in an old hymn: “Why does he weep who never laughed.”⁴³ One could be tempted, however, to imagine that, smiling, he has said, “Look at the lilies of the field; consider the birds of the air.” It is so gentle, so divinely gentle—when the person saying it is the only one who has ever expressed serving only one master, when the person saying it knows it will cost him his life, and then, to be able, as it were, to forget all this and say, “Let us talk about the lily and the bird—not about me!” Oh, when it costs him his life and agony of soul every single day and every single hour, then to be able to make teaching so enjoyable!

		

		It is different with a man. If he has just a little more than [XII 450] ordinary to think about, to say nothing of its involving effort and sacrifice, he scarcely takes the trouble to look at a sparrow or a lily. In human stupidity, surly conceitedness, he thinks that this is something much too trivial, something for children, women, and loafers. But the Savior of the world says, as if it were a Sunday afternoon or a holiday, when there is nothing else to do, “Look at the lilies of the field; consider the birds of the air.” How childlike! How sound and wholesome! This is indeed quite different from that sickness we sometimes see, someone who has become fed up with having to do with human beings, and almost with himself as a human being, and now in a somewhat disintegrated state hits upon the idea of living with the sparrows,⁴⁴ which, however depressed it is and however wittily this depression at times can express itself, is very far from being earnestness.

		

		Consider the lily and the bird! Give yourself time, plenty of time, and yet in another sense make use of the moment—remember that it is autumn now. Lovely it is, but although it is itself one of the seasons of the year—oh, the most beautiful!—autumn also seems to be a reminder of the seasons that have vanished, or a reminder that it, too, will soon have completely vanished; so make use of the moment. Then comes winter, the long winter. Then you do not look at or listen to the bird and the lily, then they have long ago packed up and gone, these itinerant schoolteachers, who differ from other rural itinerant schoolteachers in that the latter make special use of the wintertime and by contrast do not do much teaching in the summer, presumably in order not to conflict disturbingly with the lily and the bird. Make use of the moment. Be quick to learn—as far as the lily and the bird are concerned, do not worry: they show no signs that soon it is all over. With the same assurance as at any time in the summertime, they teach what they have to teach. Their instruction, just as what they teach—and this is so beneficial to a human being!—is always plain, uniform, reliable, not vacillating in mood, but “the same and about the same and always the same,”⁴⁵ in an incomprehensible way eternally unchanged yet always following the season and pertinent to the moment. What beneficent peace out there! It is just that for which a person has such a great need, especially that it would be within himself—the peace that is out there with you and is in you, you lily of the field, you bird of the air—the peace that so many real or imagined sorrows and anxieties and afflictions want to upset, the peace that is rest or resting in God.

		

		Pay attention, then, to the bird! It sings and chirps, and chirps—oh, please hear!—in between what it is saying—pay attention to it!—to sorrow, what an old hymn says, “Yes, yes, [XII 451] tomorrow.”⁴⁶ And thus the bird is happy “today.” Then sorrow thinks, “Just wait—I will be on the lookout; tomorrow, before dawn and before you have left your nest and before the devil puts on his shoes (for I am up and about even earlier than he; I am one of his servants and heralds who arrive first in order to try to arrange entry for him), then I will come.” And tomorrow—the bird is no longer there. What! It is no longer there? No, it has left; it has gone. “How could it go? After all, its passport was confiscated, and I’m damned sure it has not departed without a passport.” “Well, someone must not have kept watch well enough, because it has gone. It left a greeting for you. The last thing it said was, ‘Say to sorrow: Yes, yes, tomorrow!’” You are indeed clever, you winged traveler, an unrivaled professor in the art of living! And to be able to speak to sorrow in this way: “Yes, yes, tomorrow,” and, having said it, then to be able to be happy today, almost doubly happy because one has the joy of having said it! And in this way to fool sorrow not for a few days—what is the use of that, then just as well sooner than later—but to keep on saying it so long until it is a time of futility when sorrow finally comes in earnest, to let it come running futilely every blessed day only to receive the message: Tomorrow, and when it finally must be in earnest, then to let it come in earnest only to leave in futility.

		

		And the lily! It is pensive; it inclines its head a little, it shakes its head; it is for sorrow: Yes, yes, tomorrow. And tomorrow the lily has a legitimate excuse for absence; it is not at home, it has gone. The emperor has lost his rights, if he had any, and sorrow may just as well tear the demand to pieces at once—it is not valid. And this makes sorrow so furious that it says: That is not allowed! Ah, to be able to say to sorrow: Yes, yes, tomorrow; and then to be able to remain in that place so calm, lovely in its carefree joy, happier, if possible, over having its jest with sorrow: Tomorrow! To fool it not for a few days, a week—no, to keep on saying to sorrow every time it announces itself: It is too early; you are coming too early; to keep on saying it so long that when it does come it is—too late! What mastery in living! One almost shudders at the same time one admires the master, almost shudders, since it is indeed a matter of life and death. Almost shudders—and yet, no, the master’s art is so great that one does not even notice the slightest shudder—what a thankless thing to be the great artist!—but abandons oneself to it as to the most delightful, merriest jest.

		

		[XII 452] So pay attention to the lily and the bird! Surely there is spirit [Aand] in nature⁴⁷—especially when the Gospel inspirits [beaande] it, because then nature is pure symbol and pure instruction for man; it, too, is inspired [indblæst] by God and is “profitable for instruction, for reproof, for correction.”⁴⁸ “Consider the lilies of the field; they do not sew, neither do they spin”—and yet the best-trained seamstress who sews for herself, and a princess who has the best-trained seamstress sew her clothes from the costliest fabrics, and Solomon in all his glory were not arrayed as one of these. So there is someone who spins and sews for the lilies? That there is: God in heaven. But human beings spin and sew. “Yes, necessity teaches them that, all right; necessity teaches naked woman to spin.” “Fie! How can you look down on your task that way—as if being human, as if God, as if existence—as if it all were a penitentiary! No, consider the lilies of the field. Learn from them; learn to understand what you know. You know that it is human beings who spin and sew; learn from the lilies and the birds to understand that when human beings spin and sew it is nevertheless really God who spins and sews. Do you believe that the seamstress, if she understands this, will therefore become less diligent in her work, that she will lay her hands in her lap and think: Well, if it is God who really spins and sews, then it is best that I be excused, excused from this unreal spinning and sewing? If so, then this seamstress is a silly little maid, not to say an impertinent hussy, from whom God can have no joy and who herself can have no joy from the lilies, who deserves nothing better than to be put outside by our Lord, and then she can see what would become of her. But she, our own dear seamstress with the childlike piety, our lovable seamstress, she understands that only when she herself is sewing will God sew for her, and therefore she becomes all the more diligent in her work, so that by continually sewing she may continually understand that—what a gracious jest!—it is God who sews, every stitch, so that by continually sewing she may continually understand—what earnestness!—that it is God who sews, every stitch. And when, instructed by the lily and the bird, she has understood this, then she has grasped the meaning of life, and her life has in the highest sense become meaningful; and when she dies, at her graveside it can be said in truth with the greatest possible emphasis: She has lived; whether or not she was married is not crucial.”

		

		“Look at the birds of the air!” What, you are worried and [XII 453] dejected, your eyes are downcast! What is this? God did not create man this way—this you must know from every children’s book. What distinguishes human beings from animals is the upright walk. So please raise your head! “Oh, just leave me in peace!” No, let us go ahead gently. It perhaps would really be too vigorous a movement for your morbid mind, too abrupt a transition, if you suddenly looked up from earth to heaven. So let us go to the bird for help. It is sitting there on the ground where you are looking. Now it is rising—certainly you can bear to raise your head enough to follow it with your eyes. It is mounting—so lift your head a bit more, and a bit more. Now that is fine: now the bird is high in the sky, and you are in the proper position: look at the bird in the sky. Oh, confess to yourself that God can no more be said to be the one who presses down than the arching sky can be said to press. No, the pressing down comes from the earth or from what in you is of the earth, but just as the arching sky lifts up, so God is the one who wants to lift up.

		

		“Look at the birds of the air; they do not sow, they do not reap, they do not gather into barns.” Yet the birds do not live on air any more than we human beings do. Consequently there must be someone who sows and reaps and gathers into barns for them? That there is—God, the great supplier or provider, or, as we indeed call him: providence. He sows and reaps and gathers into barns, and the whole world is like his great storeroom. Boring people have had the boring idea of turning the whole world into one great barn in order to manage without God. That is a foolish aping. No, when it is God who does it, it is delightful—how delighted is the bird of the air, neither sowing nor reaping nor gathering into barns. But human beings do this—they plow, they sow, they reap, and gather into barns. Then just learn from the bird of the air to understand what you know. You know that it is human beings who sow and reap—learn to understand that when human beings do it it really is God who is doing it. “What talk! When I in the sweat of my brow go out into the field to harvest and the sweat pours down me, I know for sure that I am the one who is doing the harvesting—at least I am the one who is sweating. Or is it perhaps actually God who is sweating; or if it is God who is harvesting, why should I be sweating this way? Your talk is pompous, impractical nonsense.”

		

		“Man, man, callous human understanding, will you never learn from the bird to lose your senses in order to become a [XII 454] human being! Will you never learn in godly uplifting, like the bird, to understand what it means to work? Even this way you will surely come much closer to the truth than you are now by just considering the matter upside down, that in the strictest sense work is not toil and trouble from which one would rather be free, that instead God has allowed human beings to be able to work in order to give them an enjoyment, a feeling of independence, which cannot be bought too dearly with the sweat of one’s brow—because whether or not one sweats is not decisive; indeed, a dancer also sweats, and dancing is not therefore called work, toil, and trouble. This is the only godly understanding of what it means to work—and then one is very far from complaining about the sweat of one’s brow.”

		

		Think of a child and his parents in relation to him. Every day little Ludvig is taken for a ride in his stroller, a delight that usually lasts an hour, and little Ludvig understands very well that it is a delight. Yet the mother has hit upon something new that will definitely delight little Ludvig even more: would he like to try to push the stroller himself? And he can! What! He can? Yes, look, Auntie, little Ludvig can push the stroller himself! Now, let us be down to earth but not upset the child, since we know very well that little Ludvig cannot do it, that it is his mother who is actually pushing the stroller, and that it is really only to delight him that she plays the game that little Ludvig can do it himself. And he, he huffs and puffs. And he is sweating, isn’t he? On my word, he is! The sweat stands on his brow, in the sweat of his brow he is pushing the stroller—but his face is shining with happiness; one could say he is drunk with happiness, and, if possible, he becomes even more so every time Auntie says: Just look at that! Little Ludvig can do it himself. It was a matchless delight. The sweating? No, being able to do it oneself. It is the same with being able to work. Properly understood, understood in a godly way, it is pure delight, something God has thought of to delight human beings, something about which God has said to himself: It will definitely delight them much more than continually being pushed in a stroller. Here as everywhere, it is the idea that is decisive. If it is for your enjoyment, for the sake of your delight, then you do not complain about sweating. Well, then let your work be your enjoyment; understand it as something God has thought of to delight you—ah, do not grieve his love; he thought that it would really make you happy! This is a godly understanding of what it means to work.

		

		But there is an even higher godly understanding that we learn from the bird: that again it is indeed God who works, God who sows and reaps when man sows and reaps. Think of little Ludvig! He has now become an adult and therefore very [XII 455] well understands the true situation—that it was his mother who pushed the stroller. Thus he has another joy from this childhood recollection: remembering his mother’s love that could think of something like that to delight her child. But now he is an adult; now he actually can do it himself. Now he is perhaps even tempted to think that he himself actually is able—until that recollection of childhood reminds him how much he is, in a far higher sense, still in the same situation as the child, that when the adult works it really is someone else—it is God who is working. Do you think that he will therefore become inactive and lazy and say: Well, if it is really God who is working, would it not be best that I be exempted? If so, then this man is a fool, not to say a shameless scoundrel, in whom God can have no joy, and who himself can have no joy in the bird, and who deserves nothing better than to have our Lord show him the gate, and then he can see what will become of him. But the worthy, honest, God-fearing worker, he becomes all the more industrious, so that he will increasingly understand—what a gracious jest [Spøg]!—that God is the co-worker—what earnestness! Created in the image of God as he is, with head erect, he looks toward the heavens at the bird [Fugl]—the jester [Spøgefugl] from whom he learns the earnestness that it is God who sows and harvests and gathers into barns. But he does not sink into inactivity; he immediately sets to his work and tends to it—otherwise he does not really come to see that it is God who sows and reaps and gathers into barns.

		

		You lily of the field, you bird of the air! How much we owe to you! Some of our best and most blessed hours. When the Gospel appointed you as prototype and schoolmaster, the Law was abrogated and jest was assigned its place in the kingdom of heaven; thus we are no longer under the strict disciplinarian⁴⁹ but under the Gospel: “Consider the lilies of the field; look at the birds of the air!”

		

		But then does this whole matter of following [følge efter] Christ, of imitation [Efterfølgelse], does this perhaps become a jest? He himself helped us by not saying “Look at me” but “Consider the lilies; look at the birds!” He pointed away from [himself], and we—well, we cannot be blamed for doing it—we only all too willingly took the hint. Sagacious as we all are when it comes to sparing flesh and blood, we sagaciously understood all too well what had been granted to us in having such prototypes, and we became inexhaustible in dressing it up—and only with a certain secret horror giving thought to the earnestness: the imitation of Christ.

		

		No, we cannot be permitted to have it quite that way; that [XII 456] would make the Gospel so easy that basically it would become poetry—which is just what the imitation of Christ is intended to prevent.

		

		The lily and the bird certainly can with truth be said to serve only one master, but this is still only metaphorical and here a person’s obligation to imitate is a poetic expression, just as the lily and the bird, considered as teachers, are in the strictest sense without authority. Moreover, if a person, with the lily and the bird as prototypes, lived in such a way as presented above, so that he thought the thought of God in everything, this is indeed piety, and a piety, entirely pure, that surely is never seen among men. But in the strictest sense this is still not Christianity; it is really Jewish piety. What is crucial in Christianity is not manifested here at all: to suffer because one adheres to God—or, as it is called, to suffer for the doctrine—the true imitation of Christ.

		

		Alas, yes, what Christianity is seems to have been completely forgotten in Christendom. If someone were to present it even approximately, people would not be far from imagining it to be cruelty, human torture he himself has thought up—to such a degree does suffering for the Word or for the doctrine go hand in hand with Christianity, to such a degree that if someone presents it even approximately truly he will immediately incur human disfavor. As stated, despite the millions of copies of the New Testament in circulation, despite the fact that everyone possesses the New Testament, is baptized, confirmed, and calls himself a Christian, and that a thousand preachers preach every blessed Sunday—people nevertheless will not be far from insisting that it is that person’s own invention when he, quite simply, draws out of the New Testament what is clearly there and in clear words, which, however, from generation to generation we human beings have most cavalierly left out, without therefore admitting that what we have retained under the name of Christianity is anything other than the pure, the sound, unadulterated doctrine.

		

		Imitation, the imitation of Christ, is really the point from which the human race shrinks. The main difficulty lies here; here is where it is really decided whether or not one is willing to accept Christianity. If there is emphasis on this point, the stronger the emphasis the fewer the Christians. If there is a scaling down at this point (so that Christianity becomes, intellectually, a doctrine), more people enter into Christianity. If it is abolished completely (so that Christianity becomes, existentially, [XII 457] as easy as mythology and poetry and imitation an exaggeration, a ludicrous exaggeration), then Christianity spreads to such a degree that Christendom and the world are almost indistinguishable, or all become Christians; Christianity has completely conquered—that is, it is abolished!

		

		Oh, that there had been awareness of this in time; then the situation in Christendom would have been different from what it is now. But since human obstinacy, in its unwillingness to hear anything about imitation, became more and more threatening, since hirelings and human slaves or at least only very weak believers undertook to be proclaimers of the Word, the history of Christendom, from generation to generation, became a story of steadily scaling down the price of what it is to be a Christian. At last it came to be such a ridiculously low price that soon it had the opposite effect that people scarcely wanted to have anything to do with Christianity, because through this false leniency it had become so sickly and cloying that it was disgusting. To be a Christian—well, if only one does not literally steal, does not literally make stealing one’s occupation, since to be a thief in one’s occupation can very well be combined with being an earnest Christian who goes to communion once a year or to church a few times a year, at least on New Year’s Day for sure. To be a Christian—well, if in committing adultery one does not overdo or, forsaking the golden mean, carry it to extremes, since observing—decorum!—that is, secretly with good taste and culture, it can still be combined with being an earnest Christian who listens to a sermon at least once for every fourteen times he reads comedies and novels. And that anything should stand in the way of completely conforming to the nature of the world by using every sagacious way to guarantee the greatest possible earthly advantage, enjoyment, etc., that anything should stand in the way of superbly combining this with being an earnest Christian—that would be a ludicrous exaggeration, an effrontery, if someone dared to propose anything like that to us, the height of folly by anyone who would dare to do that, since there would not be a single person who would reflect upon—what is said in the New Testament, or that it is said there. ⁵⁰This is a wohlfeil [cheap] edition of what it is to be a Christian. Yet this is the actual state of affairs, because preachers’ declaiming about the lofty virtues etc. during a quiet hour on Sunday does not alter the actual state of affairs on Monday, since people account for such a proclamation as being the preacher’s official [XII 458] job and his livelihood, and since many a clergyman’s life certainly is not different from that actual state of affairs—but it is actual existence that preaches—all that with the mouth and the arms is no good.

		

		But there were also those who maintained Christianity higher in price but never higher than the kind of quiet piety that under the leniency of grace thinks quite often about God, expects every good thing from his fatherly hand, and seeks consolation from him in life’s need.

		

		To suffer for the doctrine—the imitation of Christ—this has been completely abolished, long, long ago consigned to oblivion. Since one cannot very well completely avoid speaking about imitation in the sermon discourse (although some have known how to arrange things so it could be done), it is done in such a way that the really crucial part is suppressed and replaced by something else: that one ought to put up with life’s adversities with patience etc.

		

		But imitation has been abolished. Established Christendom, if it could happen to hear above the laughter, would surely be profoundly amazed if it were to hear that this is the teaching of the New Testament and of all true Christians in accordance with the New Testament, that suffering for the doctrine is part of being a true Christian. To suffer for the doctrine—to serve only one master to that degree, to imitate the prototype in such a way that one suffers for being a Christian! To suffer for the doctrine—“No, now I think,” Christendom would undoubtedly say, “now I think that the man has really gone out of his mind; to require that one must suffer for the doctrine, to become addicted to Christianity to such a degree is much worse than to become addicted to gaming, drinking, whoring. Let it be as the preachers proclaim—namely, that Christianity is the gentle comfort, a kind of insurance for eternity. That’s more like it, that we can willingly give our money to—and perhaps the preachers’ salaries are high enough so that thus far we can be said to suffer for the doctrine. But to have to pay to have that proclaimed, that we must suffer for the doctrine—the man is stark mad.” Yet the guilt is not his; the “stark madness” is really that in the proclaiming of Christianity they have left out and suppressed what does not please the secular and earthly mentality and thus have induced all this worldliness to imagine that it is Christian.

		

		If only there had been resistance on this point of imitation! If people, having learned from the errors of the past, had only truly resisted on this point! It did not happen. Therefore it must be done. Imitation, which corresponds to Christ as the [XII 459] prototype, must—if there is to be any meaning in Christendom—must be affirmed again, but in such a way, as we said, that something has been learned from the error of the past.

		

		Without introducing imitation, it is impossible to gain mastery over doubts. Therefore, the state of things in Christendom is such that doubt has replaced faith. And then they want to stop doubt with—reasons; and they still are moving in that direction. They still have not learned that it is wasted effort—indeed, that it feeds doubt, gives it a basis for continuing. They are still not aware that imitation is the only force that, like a police force, can break up the mob of doubts and clear the area and compel one, if one does not want to be an imitator, at least to go home and hold one’s tongue.

		

		Imitation, which corresponds to Christ as prototype, must be advanced, be affirmed, be called to our attention.

		

		Let us examine this matter from the beginning but with all brevity. The Savior of the world, our Lord Jesus Christ, did not come to the world in order to bring a doctrine; he never lectured. Since he did not bring a doctrine, he did not try by way of reasons to prevail upon anyone to accept the doctrine, nor did he try to authenticate it by proofs. His teaching was really his life, his existence. If someone wanted to be his follower, his approach, as seen in the Gospel, was different from lecturing. To such a person he said something like this: Venture a decisive act; then we can begin. What does that mean? It means that one does not become a Christian by hearing something about Christianity, by reading something about it, by thinking about it, or, while Christ was living, by seeing him once in a while or by going and staring at him all day long. No, a setting [Bestedelse] (situation) is required—venture a decisive act; the proof does not precede but follows, is in and with the imitation that follows Christ. That is, when you have ventured the decisive act, you become heterogeneous with the life of this world, cannot have your life in it, come into collision with it. Then you will gradually be brought into such tension that you will be able to become aware of what I am talking about. The tension will also have the effect upon you that you understand that you cannot endure it without having recourse to me—and then we can begin. Could one expect anything else from the truth? Must it not express that it is the pupil who needs the teacher, “the sick who needs the physician,”⁵¹ and not the reverse, as Christianity was later proclaimed, so that it is “the physician who needs the patients,” the teacher who needs the pupils. And therefore it inevitably, [XII 460] just as with any other seller, who does not, after all, demand that an esteemed public buy a pig in a poke, must be at the public’s service with reasons, proofs, letters of recommendation from others who have been helped or instructed, etc. But the divine truth! That it conducts itself differently is not due to what could be called divine exclusiveness. No, no, in that respect as in everything, the Savior of the world was indeed willing to humble himself, but it cannot be otherwise.

		

		We shall not dwell at this time on how Christianity gradually spread in the world; we hasten on to a specific point that is crucial to the situation in contemporary Christendom.

		

		We pause for a moment at the Middle Ages. However great its errors were, its conception of Christianity has a decisive advantage over that of our time. The Middle Ages conceived of Christianity along the lines of action, life, existence-transformation. This is the merit. It is another matter that some of the actions they hit upon were strange, that it could think that in itself fasting was Christianity, that entering the monastery, giving everything to the poor, not to mention what we can scarcely mention without smiling—scourging oneself, crawling on one’s knees, standing on one leg, etc.—that this was supposed to be true imitation. This was an error. And just as when someone has taken a wrong road and pushes ahead on it, he goes further and further away from the truth, deeper and deeper into error, and it becomes worse and worse—so also here. Something worse than the first error did not fail to appear: they came up with the idea of meritoriousness, thought that they earned merit before God through their good works. And it became worse: they thought they had merit to such a degree through their good works that they thought they benefited not only the person himself but one could, like a capitalist and bondsman, let others benefit. And it grew worse; it became an out-and-out business: people who had never once thought of producing some of these so-called good works themselves now had plenty to do with good works, inasmuch as they were put into business as hucksters who sold the good works of others at fixed but cheap prices.

		

		Then Luther appears. This condition, he declares, is spiritlessness, dreadful spiritlessness; otherwise you who think to earn salvation by good works are bound to perceive that this is the sure road either to presumptuousness, consequently to the loss of salvation, or to despair, consequently to the loss of salvation. [XII 461] To want to build upon good works—the more you practice them, the stricter you are with yourself, the more you merely develop the anxiety in you, and new anxiety. On this road, if a person is not completely devoid of spirit, on this road he comes only to the very opposite of peace and rest for his soul, to discord and unrest. No, a person is justified solely by faith. Therefore, in God’s name, to hell with the pope and all his helpers’ helpers, and away with the monastery, together with all your fasting, scourging, and all the monkey antics that came into use under the name of imitation.

		

		But let us not forget, Luther did not therefore abolish imitation, nor did he do away with the voluntary, as pampered sentimentality would like to have us think about Luther. He affirmed imitation in the direction of witnessing to the truth and voluntarily exposed himself there to dangers enough (yet without deluding himself that this was meritorious). Indeed, it was not the pope who attacked Luther, but it was Luther who attacked the pope; and although Luther was not put to death, his life was nevertheless, humanly speaking, a sacrificed life, a life sacrificed to witnessing to the truth.

		

		Present-day Christendom, at least that which I am talking about, adheres to Luther; it is another matter whether Luther could acknowledge it, whether the turn that Luther made cannot all too easily become a wrong road as soon as there is no Luther whose life makes the true turn the truth. In any case, if someone wants to see whether there are some dubious aspects in the contemporary situation, it is certainly best to look back to Luther and the turn he made.

		

		The error from which Luther turned was an exaggeration with regard to works. And he was entirely right; he did not make a mistake—a person is justified solely and only by faith. That is the way he talked and taught—and believed. And that this was not taking grace in vain—to that his life witnessed. Splendid!

		

		But already the next generation slackened; it did not turn with horror away from exaggeration with regard to works (in which exaggeration Luther lived) toward faith. No, it made the Lutheran position into doctrine, and in this way faith also diminished in vital power. Then it diminished from generation to generation. Works—well, God knows there was no longer any question about that; it would be a shame to accuse this later age of exaggeration with regard to works, and neither were people so silly that they presumed to want to have merit for what they exempted themselves from doing. But, now, faith—I wonder if it is to be found on earth?⁵²

		

		[XII 462] What Christ required as a condition for coming into the situation [Bestedelse] in which there can be any question of becoming a Christian, a decisive action—that is not needed anymore. A person’s life is essentially homogeneous with the secular mentality and this world. So one perhaps hears a little about something that perhaps is Christianity; one reads a little, thinks a little about Christianity, experiences a mood once in a while—and then one is a believer and a Christian. Indeed, one is already that in advance; one is born a Christian, oddly enough, and what makes it even more odd, one is born a Lutheran. It is undeniably a very dubious way to become a believer and Christian. Indeed, it has very little resemblance to Luther’s way—from the horror, through having tortured himself in a monastery for a number of years without finding rest for his soul or rest from this horror, finally to find faith’s blessed way out, so that it was no wonder that this much-tried man witnessed so powerfully against building one’s salvation upon works, not against works—it was only the sly world that heard wrong.

		

		But since they had abolished becoming a Christian through a decisive action that can bring about the setting (situation) in which it is decided whether one is willing to be Christian or not, they substituted thinking about Christianity, in order to be doing at least something, and they thought to become Christian along this road in order thereby to go even further than faith. They did not stop with faith—no wonder, since they did not do as Luther did, come to faith from an exaggeration with regard to works, but started out immediately with faith, which “naturally” everyone has. If the Christianity of the Middle Ages is called monastic-ascetic Christianity, then the Christianity of today could be called professorial-scholarly Christianity. Not everyone could become a professor, of course, but everyone took on a tinge of a professor of sorts and of the scholarly. Just as in the beginning not all became martyrs, but all stood in relation to the martyr, and just as in the Middle Ages not all entered the monastery, but all stood in relation to the monastery and saw the true Christian in one who entered it, so in our day all stand in relation to the professor—the professor is the true Christian. And with the professor came scientific scholarship, and with scholarship came doubts, and with scholarship and doubts came the scholarly public, and then came reasons pro and contra, and pro und contra were Germanized, “denn [because] pro und contra allow sich [themselves] to say very much in the matter.”

		

		The professor! ⁵³This man is not mentioned in the New Testament, from which one sees in the first place that Christianity came into the world without professors. Anyone with [XII 463] any eye for Christianity will certainly see that no one is as qualified to smuggle Christianity out of the world as “the professor” is, because the professor shifts the whole viewpoint of Christianity.

		

		This is why imitation must be affirmed. ⁵⁴To the professor corresponds Christianity as objective teaching, doctrine.* This conception of Christianity, with the help of doubt or with the help of reasons, plays the victory into the hands of doubt and changes decision, which Christianity most decisively stresses as crucial, into postponement from day to week to month to year to a lifetime. When the “professor” stands at his highest level and Christianity perceives itself in the professor as it once perceived itself in the monastery, the condition in Christendom will be—Christianity does not really exist, adhuc sub judice lis est [the case is still before the court];⁵⁵ the conclusion with regard to what Christianity is, or what is Christianity, is awaited. Faith does not exist; at most it is a mood that vacillates between recalling Christianity as a vanished something and waiting for it as a future something. Imitation is an impossibility, because inasmuch as everything is put in abeyance, one cannot possibly begin anything decisive, but one’s existence drifts with the current and one utilizes natural self-love to make life as cozy as possible for oneself. The [XII 464] “professor” cannot fasten down anything; what he can do is to put everything in abeyance. At times the professor seems to propound something utterly trustworthy. This, however, is an illusion and is due more to his demeanor and assurances; looked at more closely, his firmest point is still in the realm of scientific-scholarly doubt and consequently in abeyance. Only imitation can tie the knot at the end.⁵⁶ But just as the king blanched when an invisible hand wrote upon the wall, “You have been weighed and found wanting,”⁵⁷ so the professor blanches before imitation—it, too, expresses: you, with the weight of all your objective scholarship, your folios and systems, have been weighed and found wanting. No wonder, since Christianly it is precisely the objective scholarship that weighs least on the scales. —When the “monastery” is the deviation, faith must be affirmed; when the “professor” is the deviation, imitation must be affirmed.

		

		Imitation must be called to our attention—yet, as noted earlier, in such a way that we have learned something from the errors of the past.

		

		The most lenient way it can be affirmed is as possibility or, as it is called, dialectically, in such a way that it just exerts pressure to reduce doubt to silence and to keep a little order in our lives. Quite simply, in the following manner, as I have suggested in a previous book:⁵⁸ the only person who could have leave to come forward with a doubt would be someone whose life bears the marks of imitation or someone who by a decisive action has at least attempted to go so far out that there could be a question of becoming a Christian. Everyone else must hold his tongue; he has no right whatever to put in a word about Christianity, least of all contra.

		

		This is the most lenient way imitation can be affirmed. It is only the “professor” who is shaken off, the importance of scientific scholarliness that is rejected; otherwise everyone who will relate himself appropriately to Christianity is treated gently. If he is ever so far behind, ever so far from being able to be called an imitator of Christ, he is treated gently, and no one is alarmed into venturing perhaps beyond his strength (this ought to be learned from the error of a vanished age)—under grace one breathes freely and with bold confidence. More I do not propose. If someone wants to become an imitator in a stricter sense—if it is in truth, I will certainly both make room for him and venerate him. But as the situation in [XII 465] Christendom is now and as I am, who am no better than others, I think that my proposal will already have gained an advantage. As for myself, I have an anxiety about this high requirement: in a stricter sense to suffer for the doctrine, to be an imitator. I do not, however, conceal that this is Christianity’s requirement.

		

		But I have an anxiety, because meritoriousness can so easily return with it, and that is what I fear most of all. It is easy to stay clear of meritoriousness when one makes one’s life as cozy and enjoyable as possible and never in the remotest way thinks of sacrificing anything or renouncing anything one can obtain. But if in earnest a person does indeed sacrifice something, very much, and then in the daily suffering that is his reward must swallow what, humanly speaking, is the bread of bitterness of being rewarded in this way—ah, then in a weak and self-forgetful moment it can very easily happen to a person that he thinks he has merit before God, that he, like a subject in a self-forgetful moment in the presence of the king (to speak metaphorically, even though the metaphor only faintly expresses what I mean) forgets himself and puts his hand on his sword. Ah, in a human way, it is all too easy to understand. Frightful! I completely agree with Luther (whether or not he said it this way) that a person who countless times, if that were possible, countless times every day for a lifetime, had committed all the most horrible crimes—but still has the one comfort of saying to God: God, be merciful to me a sinner—that he may count himself indescribably happy compared with the person who, making every sacrifice for the truth in greatest possible self-denial for an entire lifetime, for one single moment made the mistake of thinking he had merit before God. What a horrible curse a person can bring upon himself—to venture to sacrifice, to suffer everything, and then to have it turn into the most terrible torment for him by being presumptuous toward God.

		

		This is my view. There are times when I feel Luther cannot be acquitted of a kind of depression, but nevertheless I completely agree with him. Therefore I do not dare to assert imitation any further than an onerous possibility that can press doubt into silence and press in the direction of humility. This is, I admit, a leniency; I have no intention of behaving in such a manner that I secretly tone down Christianity. No, I assert as solemnly as possible that this is the way I am doing it. Even according to my lenient concepts, Christianity has been inadmissibly [XII 466] toned down. This I do not criticize, but it has been done as secretly as possible; people have said to themselves: Just don’t let anyone notice it. To my mind this is outrageous. Of whom, then, should I be afraid? People? I do not and must not fear them! God? Of what use is that; however secretly I do it, he nevertheless sees it; and what he perhaps will not forgive me is precisely that I want to keep it secret.

		

		Imitation must be affirmed to press toward humility. This, quite simply, is how it is done. Everyone must be measured by the prototype, by the ideal. All this rubbish about its having been said only to the apostles and that it was intended only for the disciples, intended only for the first Christians, etc. etc. must go. Christ wants admirers no more now than he did then, to say nothing of drivelers; he wants only disciples. The disciple is the criterion; imitation and Christ as the prototype must be affirmed. That I fail or turn out to be the dunce of the class—I humbly resign myself to that. But I and everyone else must be measured by the ideal; according to the ideal it will be determined where I am. It must not be that we human beings are permitted to abolish the ideal requirements, saying that it is not something for us, and then to find a certain mediocrity and to begin there and make that the criterion, and then perhaps even to become distinguished—precisely because the yardstick has been converted to our size. It must not be, and God be praised that it must not be, because it is a tragic, a miserable shortsightedness to want to sell one’s high dignity—to relate oneself as a dunce to the ideal in order to gain mediocrity’s fancied peace of mind by comparison with others—a shortsightedness like Esau’s when he sold his birthright for a bowl of lentils.⁵⁹

		

		Let me illustrate what I mean. Imagine a school, let it have—after all, we can imagine it—a class of one hundred pupils, all of the same age, who are supposed to learn the same thing and have the same criterion. To be number seventy and below is to be far down in the class. Now, what if the other thirty pupils from number seventy had the idea that they might be allowed to form a class by themselves. If so, then number seventy would become number one in the class. That would be an advancement, yes, well, it might be put that way, but according to my conception that would be sinking even lower, sinking into a contemptible false self-satisfaction, because it is still much higher to put up willingly with being number seventy according to a genuine criterion. So it is in [XII 467] the actuality of life. What is bourgeois-philistinism [Spidsborgerlighed]? What is spiritlessness? It is to have changed the criterion by leaving out the ideals, to have changed the criterion in accord with how we human beings who now live here in this place happen to be. Europe as a whole may be bourgeois-philistine, and a little out-of-the-way market town may not be that. Everything depends on whether the true criterion is used. But sensate well-being is no friend of the criterion of the ideals.

		

		See, the reason that there has been retrogression in Christendom is that imitation has been abolished and is never affirmed in order to press—in the opposite direction of the Babel mutiny against heaven⁶⁰, the opposite direction, because the Babel mutiny (with all its repudiation nevertheless much, much to be preferred) was an attempt to storm heaven by an uprising; the other is a smug, conceited attempt to divorce oneself from heaven and ideals by a falling away.

		

		Let us imagine a Christian city. Christianly speaking, the criterion is the disciple, the imitator. But in that place there is, to be sure, no one who can stand up under the criterion. There is, however, Pastor Jensen, for example. He is a gifted, a sagacious man, and there is much good to be said of him. So let us make him number one and adapt ourselves accordingly; it is the sensible thing to do, for then one can still become something in the world. “Yes, but according to the criterion of the ideal, Mr. Jensen (not to forget the illustration) is only number seventy in the class.” Blast the ideals! If we have to take them along, no one can feel like living. And what does Mr. Jensen think? He thinks—and by this we realize that he is not even number seventy—he thinks that he can appropriately provide the criterion and model [Mynster⁶¹], that these exaggerated requirements are fantasies. And so the game of Christianity is played in that city: Pastor Jensen, a gregarious man about town, almost as if created for this social game, becomes the true Christian in the game, even an apostle, is lauded as an apostle in the newspapers. In the character of an apostle—superb!—he is overwhelmed with all of life’s amenities, which he—in the character of an apostle?—also knows how to appreciate.

		

		See, it is bourgeois-philistinism to accommodate oneself to presumed Christianity in such a way that one is really abolishing Christianity. What Christianity’s requirement is does not remain firm but depends upon the people among whom one lives. Instead of imitation there is actually: being like everybody else, and being a little bit better is greatness. But when becoming Christian becomes so cheap, then comes aimlessness, and then comes doubt, and then the real truth comes out, that one cannot comprehend what the purpose of Christianity is. And that is entirely true, for if the requirement is [XII 468] not greater, then a savior, a reconciler, grace, etc. become a fantastic luxury and insofar as one does not discard the essentially Christian but continues to move in its idiom, one becomes just as ludicrous as a child wearing his father’s clothes. What Christianity presupposes: the anguish of a contrite conscience, the need for grace, the deeply felt need, all these terrible inner struggles and sufferings; what Christianity presupposes in order to be able to affirm itself and to bring grace, salvation, hope of eternal blessedness, peace for the conscience—this is not to be found, or only in a farcically diminished form. But talk nevertheless continues about grace, salvation, reconciliation—basically sheer superfluity, which at most is imagined to be needed. Finally people become bored with Christianity, since the pressure of imitation was lacking, the ideal, Christ as the prototype.

		

		To suffer for the doctrine, to will to suffer for it—not accidentally to happen to suffer for it—well, that kind of Christianity has become obsolete. The next kind of Christianity, in which there is in any case no question of this decisive suffering for the doctrine, is perhaps scarcely to be found: a Christianity in which the psychical conditions that Christianity presupposes are, as one says of a disease, identifiable, characteristically identifiable, the struggle of an anguished conscience, fear and trembling, furthermore, the deep and perilous collision of the essentially Christian, that the essentially Christian is an offense to the Jews and a foolishness to the Greeks—certainly this kind of Christianity is scarcely or at least only rarely to be found in our day, and in any case there is here no question of suffering for the doctrine. It is scarcely to be found, and how could it be in our day when our entire way of life is calculated to prevent the mind from gaining the interiority that would enable such psychical conditions to become characteristic.

		

		In our day—this is the truth and it is indicative of the Christianity of our day—in our day the physician is the spiritual advisor. People even have a perhaps groundless anxiety about calling the pastor, who quite possibly in our day would talk somewhat like a physician anyway—so one calls the physician. He also knows a way out. “You must go to a health resort; you ought to keep a riding horse, because you can ride away from morbid fancies; and then diversion, diversion, much diversion! See to it that you have a lively game of L’hombre⁶² every night, but don’t eat much in the evening just before going to bed, and finally see to it that you have fresh air in your bedroom—that should help all right.” “For an anguished conscience?” “Oh, stop that silly talk! An anguished conscience—such a thing doesn’t exist anymore, is a reminiscence of the childhood of the race. No enlightened or cultured [XII 469] clergyman, either, thinks of anything like that—that is, outside the Sunday worship service, which is another matter. No, let’s never get started on this business of an anguished conscience; then we’ll soon have the whole house turned into a loony bin. My idea is that if I had an otherwise excellent domestic servant, whom I would be very loath to part with and would miss very much, if I noticed that he or she was occupied with an anguished conscience—unconditional dismissal—that would be the last thing I would tolerate in my house. And even if it were my own child, he would have to move out.” “But, Doctor, then there would be a horrible anxiety about ‘an anguished conscience’ (something you say does not exist); one would almost think that wanting to abolish the anguished conscience is taking its revenge—this anxiety is indeed like a revenge!”

		

		The next kind of Christianity, in which there is in any case no question of suffering for the doctrine, is perhaps found rarely enough: a more quiet enjoyment of life, observing civic virtues, also occasionally thinking about God so that the thought of him is also included somewhat but never so deeply as to have the jolt of the collision with the essentially Christian, without really noticing that the essentially Christian is an offense to the Jew in me and a foolishness to the Greek in me, and in any case there is no question of suffering for the doctrine.—The ordinary kind of Christianity is: a secularized life, avoiding major crimes more out of sagacity than for the sake of conscience, ingeniously seeking the pleasures of life—and then once in a while a so-called pious mood. This is Christianity—in the same sense as a touch of nausea and a little stomachache are cholera. “But one could call it cholera.” Yes, one may do that and, for the sake of being specific, call it Danish cholera or even more specifically Copenhagen cholera, or still more specifically Christianshavn⁶³ cholera—and in this way one could also call it Christianity. In other words, we here on the hill agree,⁶⁴ or maybe one single street agrees, that this is Christianity—and so it is Christianity. What wonder, then, that people have lost both respect and taste for Christianity.

		

		Christianity can falsely be made so severe that human nature must revolt against it in order to cast it or thrust it away. But Christianity can also be made so lenient or flavored with sweetness that all the attempts to perk up the appetite and give people a taste for it with demonstrations and reasons are futile and end up making people disgusted with it. No, there must be salt in the food. And the New Testament really takes care of that. The good news of the Gospel is not to be foisted on people by means of demonstrations and reasons, demeaningly, [XII 470] as when a mother must sit and beg her child to eat the good wholesome food, but he turns up his nose at it and does not really care to eat. No, the appetite has to be aroused in a different way—and then the glad news of the Gospel will certainly be found to be appetizing.

		

		To suffer for the doctrine. It is this that infinitely changes everything in becoming and being a Christian; it is this that infinitely lays on the weight. If Christ had proclaimed the kind of Christianity that clergymen proclaim these days, how can one account for the concern he had for and about the disciples, those honest, resolute men who were truly willing to leave everything in order to take hold and persevere? But here it was in the strictest sense a matter of imitation. Christ himself knew that he had to make these men as unhappy and miserable, humanly speaking, as human beings could be, “the most wretched of all”⁶⁵—if they were to belong to him. And not only this, but that he must require of them that they nevertheless maintain that this was the chosen condition that was to their benefit, that it was sheer joy to suffer in this way, God’s overwhelming special grace and love shown to them. Horrible! That this, which is supposed to be the good news, comfort, and joy—that it is this that, humanly speaking, makes me the most wretched of all, thus something I can escape by not having anything to do with it! Furthermore, that the requirement is not only that I am to bear this patiently but that I am to find joy and blessedness in this—which is like asking someone who must endure physical torture not only to force himself not to scream but to be so victorious over himself and the pain that when others looked at him it would appear as if it were a pleasure and that this was not an artful deception but that it actually was so terrible⁶⁶ to him! That is why in Christ’s conversations with his disciples there is again and again: “Be not offended at me; do not let this offend you; blessed is the one who is not offended at me; I tell you this beforehand so that when it happens you will not be offended; watch and pray, remember what I told you so that when the time comes you will not be offended! Oh, it is such a hard and narrow way, and I cannot help you directly! Oh, offense is close by at every moment; the possibility of it accompanies every step! You may reach the point where patience is exhausted, also faith, so that you revolt against me—blessed is the one who is [XII 471] not offended! And even if you patiently endure suffering all things—if your patience is only silent submission, then basically you are offended at me—blessed is the one who is not offended at me!”

		

		Imagine a human situation. Have a lover say to his beloved: My dear girl, I give you your freedom; we must separate. To belong to me would mean—I can with absolute certainty tell you this beforehand—that you, humanly speaking, would become as unhappy as possible. Let us imagine her reply: I will endure everything, because I would become most unhappy only if I were separated from you. Let us go further; let us suppose that he answered: Well, but I must require one thing more if you are to remain with me—that you maintain that to become unhappy with me this way is nevertheless the greatest happiness. What then? Would not this girl be perfectly justified in saying: This is madness—? Indeed so, and if she does not, I will say for her: If anything like this happens in any relationship between two human beings, it is madness. And I could have only one wish—permission to knock this madness or this foolishness out of the guilty party, for just as there are obsessions that can be driven out only by prayer and much fasting, so there is also madness that can be incurred only by one’s own guilt. But in the relationship between the God-man and a human being the relationship cannot be otherwise—blessed is the one who is not offended!

		

		To suffer for the doctrine. “But that is out of the question in these times when Christianity has been completely victorious and all are Christians.” I could be tempted to say: Woe unto you, you hypocrite! But I shall not. Instead I shall say: My good man, you yourself do not believe what you are saying; you know very well that it is an untruth, and what is the point of such talk, why do you want to be like the man who stands in public with a white stick in his mouth and thinks he is invisible. No, at this moment the requirement to suffer for the doctrine is just as valid and applicable as it was in the beginning. The matter is quite simple. Every person who initiates an act of true self-denial will come to suffer for it. If this were not so, true self-denial would be impossible, since the self-denial that is profitable in an external way is indeed not true self-denial. This is why Governance kindly sees to it that if there is a more than ordinarily honest person who wants to deny himself, his self-denial can then become true self-denial. On the other hand, false self-denial is marked by this, that it looks like self-denial at first but turns out to be profitable in some other external way, so that basically it is sagacious calculation.

		

		Let us take an instance of true self-denial. Luther, for example. [XII 472] He was strictly disciplined to be able to express the kind of piety that in the Middle Ages was honored and glorified under the name of self-denial—which therefore was not true self-denial. And Luther denounced precisely that kind of piety. Suppose he had chosen to become a very distinguished ecclesiastic in order thereby to be rewarded for his self-denial in witnessing against the false kind of self-denial. In that case, it would again not have been true self-denial. But honest Luther saw properly. He witnessed against what the age regarded as true self-denial; he cut himself off from the opportunity of scoring a success thereby; perhaps Governance also helped him in this respect—and here is true self-denial.

		

		In order to see just what happens, suppose that such an action occurs before us. There is a more than ordinarily honest person who feels impelled to witness in one way or another for the truth against the untruth that prevails precisely because it is regarded as the truth. He is well aware that there is danger, but he is willing to expose himself to it. And yet he perhaps has not quite understood himself. He is, however, entirely convinced of the truth of what he wants to point out; he is convinced to such a degree that he is involuntarily—ah, human heart!—constrained to believe that if only it is heard it must triumph, win people to its side. So, then, he speaks out—but strangely enough he encounters opposition everywhere; he reaps ingratitude in every form, not only from those from whom he had expected it, but also from those for whose sake he had thought he ought to witness to the truth—just as, for example, Moses had his grief not only with the Egyptians but also with the Hebrews, for whose sake he had exposed himself to all the troubles and dangers. Now this person becomes uneasy; he is oppressed. So he has recourse, as usual, there where he is accustomed to seek help—to Governance. He lays out his distress—what will Governance reply? Kind and gentle as always, Governance replies: But, my little friend, it was just what you wanted. Is it not true that you wanted to practice self-denial; can you deny that it worked out that way; right now the opportunity to practice it is indeed before you. Let us suppose, then, that he answers: Yes, that I understand; now I understand it. But, to be honest, I did not understand it quite that way when I decided to act and began. I feel as if the sea is getting too rough for me. What will Governance probably reply? Kind and gentle as always, never cruel, Governance says: Yes, yes, my little friend, when you have humbled yourself under this and learned humility from this little lesson, then we shall help you out of this again. [XII 473]

		

		But something else could also happen. As Governance is explaining to the struggling one how it all hangs together, that precisely this is part of true self-denial, a transformation takes place in him. Like a child’s surprise when it suddenly understands, like the blissful surprise of a girl in love when she suddenly understands that what she had interpreted as testifying against her being loved actually testifies to it—so also is his surprise. He says, what I suffered or that which pained me was really that in this adversity I saw a proof that everything had gone wrong for me. But now when you, kind Governance, explain it to me and explain yourself to me, I now wish only to remain out there in an understanding with you.

		

		Here, then, is an example of true self-denial, which always includes suffering for the good that one does. And just as it was true eighteen hundred years ago, so it is true this year and eighteen hundred years hence that the person who initiates a work of true self-denial in this world will come to suffer for it. But the Christian who does not do this has in one way or another spared himself, sagaciously evaded something, etc. Then he must confess it. This I do. But I will neither prattle nor dissemble in a pulpit; if I have not come to suffer for the doctrine, if I do not come to that, I confess that it is due to me and to my worldly sagacity. Moreover, just as suspicious characters must register with the police, I must report to Governance with regard to this dubiousness of my being a Christian. Governance, being sheer love and grace and compassion, will surely not refuse to have anything to do with me but requires that I be honest in the relationship.

		

		Christ is the prototype, to which corresponds imitation. There is really only one true way to be a Christian—to be a disciple. The disciple has among other marks also this: to suffer for the doctrine. Anyone who has not suffered for the doctrine has in one way or another incurred the guilt of using his sagacity to spare himself in a secular way. That he therefore should not dare to call himself Christian or that he will not be eternally saved is far from my idea—God forbid that I should dare to say something that would end up recoiling upon myself most of all. But he must make an admission. And if he happens to be one of those who have undertaken to proclaim Christianity, he must bear in mind that by sparing himself in this way he has weakened the impression of Christianity, which has become less recognizable to others, and has contributed [XII 474] to confusing the point of view for Christianity. Christianity did not enter the world so as to be worldly sagacity and human whimpering that thought to win many by scaling down—that is progress in numbers and retrogression in truth. No, the unconditioned (everyone can certainly see that) cannot enter with the aid of a scaling down, because if it scales down it is not the unconditioned. On the contrary, through a scaling down the unconditioned goes out of the world or, which amounts to the same thing, broadens out in such a way that it merges with the conditioned.

		

		To suffer for the doctrine—this is abolished. Therefore one can no longer truthfully defend the situation in “Christendom” by saying, “Naturally there is much imperfection. There are many weak ones among us, many whose Christianity is only an approximation, even a slight approximation of Christianity, many weeds among the wheat”⁶⁷—since then I must ask the speaker: Are you, then, wheat? And I dare say this without seeing the speaker; such a speaker is not true Christianity any more than I am. Perhaps someone will say: He is less. That I will not say—what is the point of such petty human squabbling? But I will say that he is not more, and I will hold firmly to that. But then it is confusing to speak in that way and say that there are many among us whose Christianity is only an approximation—as if the Christianity of such a speaker and of “Christendom” as a whole were true Christianity. This I deny, yet not as if I thought myself the true Christian in contrast to the others—no, as I said in the book just before this one: “I belong with the average among us.”⁶⁸ Therefore I also say—and this I have suggested in an earlier book⁶⁹—that my own Christianity is not true Christianity; it is an approximation. Perhaps there are many who are in the position that their Christianity is also an approximation. One ought, however, always to watch this category “approximation” a little so that it is not made so broad as to include those whose—Christianity!—is a distancing from Christianity. When on the way to town one meets someone, it is very easy to make a mistake momentarily and not notice whether he is going to or coming from town.

		

		Through the conceiving of Christianity as doctrine, the situation in Christendom has become utter confusion, and the definition of what it is to be a Christian has become almost indistinguishable. Therefore Christ as the prototype must be advanced, but not in order to alarm—yet it is perhaps an altogether superfluous concern that anyone could be alarmed by Christianity nowadays—but in any case not in order to alarm; we ought to learn that from the experience of earlier times. [XII 475] No, the prototype must be advanced in order at least to procure some respect for Christianity, to make somewhat distinguishable what it means to be a Christian, to get Christianity moved out of the realm of scientific scholarship and doubt and nonsense (objective) and into the realm of the subjective, where it belongs just as surely as the Savior of the world, our Lord Jesus Christ, did not bring any doctrine into the world and never delivered lectures, but as the prototype required imitation, yet by his reconciliation expels, if possible, all anxiety from a person’s soul.

		

		

		

		If it is to be used.

		
			⁷⁰ [XII 478]
		

		

		The Moral

		

		

		

		As high as suggested here (suggested, because I continually pitch the tone down to the humble confession), so high the tone must be if, Christianly, there is to be any earnestness and meaning and character and truth in protesting against the established order or wanting to reform it.

		

		If anyone among us dares to undertake to walk ethically in the character of what is suggested here, also appealing as a single individual to an immediate relationship with God, then I shall at once—I understand myself in this way at this moment, but I cannot even know whether at the next moment even the conditions for my being able to do so might be denied me, at the next moment, perhaps even before I have this published—I shall at once be on duty to undertake what I understand before God as my task. My task will be: to escort him, the reformer, step by step, never leaving his side, in order to see if he step by step is in the character, is the extraordinary. If he should turn out to be that, then my escorting will be all bows and deference to him, the extraordinary—and, indeed, I venture to say of myself that among his contemporaries he will not find anyone, not a single one, who knows how to bow lower before the extraordinary. This I did not learn at any royal court—no, I learned it higher up through association with the ideals, where one learns to bow infinitely [XII 479] low, as well as any master of ceremonies. But, but, if he strays out of the character, at that instant I will fall upon him. And this I venture to say of myself: in this generation there is no one who strikes a more unerring blow than I, when it is my task or when someone fraudulently passes himself off as the extraordinary—this unerring blow that I learned through association with the ideals, in which one learns, deeply humbled, to hate oneself, but, because one nevertheless had the courage that dares to become involved with them, one receives as a gift of grace the power to strike this blow.

		

		If, however, there is no one in this generation who ventures in character to undertake the task of “reformer,” then—unless the established order, instead of making confession of the truth that Christianly it is only a toned-down approximation of Christianity, claims to be in the strict sense true Christianity according to the New Testament and thereby judges and destroys itself⁷¹—then the established order should stand, be maintained. Dabblers in reforming are more corrupting than the most corrupt established order, because reforming is the highest and therefore dabbling in it is the most corrupting of all. Let the established order have faults, many of them, say what you wish—if you are not willing to walk in the character of being a reformer, then hold your tongue about reforming. Oh, the most horrible of all lack of character—fraudulently to want through subterfuge to look like a reformer, or to want to be a reformer through a little party alliance, through balloting, etc. etc.

		

		No, if there is no such man among us, then let us hold to the established order; let us see the error of our ways, let each one individually confess before God how far behind we are in Christianity, but you, my God, you will surely keep me from making things even worse by fraudulently wanting to reform.

		

		So let it be said as loudly as possible, and would that it might be heard, if possible, everywhere, and God grant that wherever it is heard it may be earnestly considered: The evil in our time is not the established order with its many faults. No, the evil in our time is precisely: this evil penchant for reforming, this flirting [XII 480] with wanting to reform, this sham of wanting to reform without being willing to suffer and to make sacrifices, this frivolous conceitedness of wanting to be able to reform without even having a conception, to say nothing of a lofty conception, of how uncommonly elevated is the idea of “to reform,” this hypocrisy of avoiding the consciousness of one’s own incompetence by being busy with the diversion of wanting to reform the Church, which our age is least of all competent to do. When the Church needed a reformation, no one reported for duty, there was no crowd to join up; all fled away. Only one solitary man, the reformer, was disciplined in all secrecy by fear and trembling and much spiritual trial for venturing the extraordinary in God’s name. Now that all want to reform, there is an uproar as if it were in a public dance hall. This cannot be God’s idea but is a foppish human device, which is why, instead of fear and trembling and much spiritual trial, there is: hurrah, bravo, applause, balloting, bumbling, hubbub, noise—and false alarm.

		

		

		

		
			⁷² MARCH 1855 [XII 481]
		

		

		This book is from the time when the old bishop⁷³ was still living. Therefore it has been kept at a distance both because at the time I understood my relation to the established order that way and because out of respect for the old bishop I also very much wanted to understand my relation that way.

		

		Now I speak much more decisively, unreservedly, truly, without, however, thereby implying that what I said earlier was untrue.

		

		

		

		*Note. (Perhaps this note should be inserted.) In better times there certainly was also some Christian scholarliness up to a point; but the individual (the exception) who occupied himself with such scholarliness had the Christian honesty (expressive of the fact that for him it was decided that he himself would be a Christian and that for him the decisive thing was to be a Christian) to live himself as an ascetic, by his life to express far more strongly the contrast that Christianity is indeed something essentially and completely different from a science like mathematics etc., which is indifferent to the personal, and that Christianity is least of all brought to its highest when, homogeneous with the world, it is lectured upon by secularly successful assistant professors as an objective science or when, ever more and more scholarly, the decision to become a Christian, or to become a Christian in a way not marked merely by “assurances” is put off, because one is continually expecting—a conclusion from scientific scholarship.

		

	
		

		SUPPLEMENT

		

		

		

		
			Key to References
		

		

		
			Original Title Page of
		

		
			For Self-Examination
		

		

		
			Selected Entries from Kierkegaard’s
		

		
			Journals and Papers Pertaining to
		

		
			For Self-Examination
		

		

		
			Original Title Page of
		

		
			Judge for Yourself!
		

		

		
			Selected Entries from Kierkegaard’s
		

		
			Journals and Papers Pertaining to
		

		
			Judge for Yourself!
		

		

	
		

		KEY TO REFERENCES

		

		

		

		References in brackets interposed in the text are to volume and page [XII 300] in Søren Kierkegaards samlede Værker, I-XIV, edited by A. B. Drachmann, J. L. Heiberg, and H. O. Lange (1 ed., Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1901–06). The same marginal references are used in Sören Kierkegaard, Gesammelte Werke, Abt. 1–36 (Düsseldorf, Cologne: Diederichs, 1952–69).

		

		References to Kierkegaard’s works in English are to this edition, Kierkegaard’s Writings [KW], I-XXVI (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978–). Specific references to the Writings are given by English title and the standard Danish pagination referred to above [Either/Or, I, KW III (SV I 100)].

		

		References to the Papirer [Pap. I A 100; note the differentiating letter A, B, or C, used only in references to the Papirer] are to Søren Kierkegaards Papirer, I-XI³ edited by P. A. Heiberg, V. Kuhr, and E. Torsting (1 ed., Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1909–48), and 2 ed., photo-offset with two supplemental volumes, XII-XIII, edited by Niels Thulstrup (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1968–70), and with index, XIV-XVI (1975–78), edited by N. J. Cappelørn. References to the Papirer in English [JP II 1500], occasionally amended, are to the volume and serial entry number in Søren Kierkegaard’s Journals and Papers, I-VI, edited and translated by Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong, assisted by Gregor Malantschuk, and with index, VII, edited by Nathaniel J. Hong and Charles Barker (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1967–78).

		

		References to correspondence are to the serial numbers in Breve og Aktstykker vedrørende Søren Kierkegaard, I-II, edited by Niels Thulstrup (Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1953–54), and to the corresponding serial numbers in Kierkegaard: Letters and Documents, translated by Henrik Rosenmeier, Kierkegaard’s Writings, XXV [Letters, Letter 100, KW XXV].

		

		References to books in Kierkegaard’s own library [ASKB 100] are based on the serial numbering system of Auktionsprotokol over Søren Kierkegaards Bogsamling (Auction-catalog of Søren Kierkegaard’s Book-collection), edited by H. P. Rohde (Copenhagen: Royal Library, 1967).

		

		In the Supplement, references to page and lines in the text are given as: 100:1–10.

		

		In the notes, internal references to the present work are given as: p. 100.

		

		Three periods indicate an omission by the editors; five periods indicate a hiatus or fragmentariness in the text.

		

	
		

		
			[image: Images]
		

		

		FOR SELF-EXAMINATION

		

		Recommended to the Present Age.

		

		
			[image: Images]
		

		

		By

		

		S. Kierkegaard.

		

		
			[image: Images]
		

		

		Copenhagen.

		

		Published by University Bookseller C. A. Reitzel.

		Printed by Royal Printer Bianco Luno.

		1851.

		

	
		

		SELECTED ENTRIES FROM

		KIERKEGAARD’S JOURNALS AND PAPERS

		PERTAINING TO

		FOR SELF-EXAMINATION

		

		From draft; see 1:1–3:

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age

		Draft.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 1 n.d., 1851

		

		From final draft; see 1:5:

		

		S. K.

		

		                       Copenhagen 1851.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 4:1 n.d., 1851

		

		See 2:1–14:

		

		“We endeavor to win men”

		but before God we stand revealed.

		is this allowed

		

		—JP V 5965 (Pap. VII¹ A 227) n.d, 1847
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		And therefore “Give us a hearing; we have wronged no one, beguiled no one, taken advantage of no one” (II Cor. 7:2). Give us a hearing.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 5:2 n.d., 1851
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		Preface.

		

		What I have understood as the task of the authorship has been done.

		

		It is one idea, this continuity from Either/Or to Anti-Climacus, the idea of religiousness in reflection.

		

		The task has occupied me totally, for it has occupied me religiously; I have understood the completion of this authorship as my duty, as a responsibility resting upon me. Whether anyone has wanted to buy or to read has concerned me very little.

		

		At times I have considered laying down my pen and, if anything should be done, to use my voice.

		

		Meanwhile I came by way of further reflection to the realization that it perhaps is more appropriate for me to make at least an attempt once again to use my pen but in a different way, as I would use my voice, consequently in direct address to my contemporaries, winning people, if possible.

		

		The first condition for winning people is that the communication reaches them. Therefore I must naturally want this little book to come to the knowledge of as many as possible.

		

		If anyone out of interest for the cause—I repeat, out of interest for the cause—wants to work for its dissemination, this is fine with me. It would be still better if he would contribute to its well-comprehended dissemination.*

		

		A request, an urgent request to the reader: I beg you to read aloud, if possible; I will thank everyone who does so; and I will thank again and again everyone who in addition to doing it himself influences others to do it.

		

		Just one thing more. *I hardly need say that by wanting to win people it is not my intention to form a party, to create secular, sensate togetherness; no, my wish is only to win people, if possible all people (each individual), for Christianity.

		

		June 1851 S. K.

		—JP VI 6770 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:3) June 1851
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		. . . . . Aug. [changed from: September] . . . . .
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		. . . . . August . . . . .

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 6:2 n.d., 1851
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		Socrates

		

		would not use the speech that was offered him. He found it inappropriate, beneath his dignity, to use this artfully contrived, elegant presentation—he wanted to speak ex tempore. And the person in whom a point of view is a life, an existentiality, a presence, will also have enough well-considered remarks to give at any time if he merely, so to speak, turns on the faucet; he will also be suspicious of the elaborately prepared speech that both distracts him personally and leads the listener’s thoughts to something other than what is important.

		

		From a religious point of view, speaking ought essentially to be ex tempore also for this reason. This way a person is unable to have at his disposal all those cunning and cautious turns and shadings of speech with which one protects oneself, but it is just right for one to come out with it.

		

		Furthermore, it is beneficially humbling for a man to talk ex tempore. It can very easily be pure pleasure to sit and compose, and it is again a pleasure to be conscious that one is not saying a single word that is not painstakingly, artistically chosen.

		

		Finally, if a person actually is able to work out a speech in detail, it becomes a wasted labor, for not one in a thousand in the audience is advanced enough to be able to listen at that level. The listener will forget one point after the other and miss most of it. And the speaker also wastes far too much: first the time used in composing the speech and then all the time spent memorizing it.—JP IV 4283 (Pap. X⁴ A 314) n.d., 1851

		

		From draft; see 13:18–51:7:

		

		[X⁶ B 2 5] Psalm 144:3. What is a man that you are mindful of him? a child of man that you are concerned for him?

		

		Prayer

		

		Father in heaven! [essentially the same as 13:18–14:9].

		

		My listener. Please do not allow what I am going to say to disturb you, please listen sympathetically; I say this precisely in order that nothing may happen to disturb the devotion—this is a word about myself.

		

		As an author I am spoiled by the elaborate, the almost excessive working out of details. If on a rare occasion I have delivered a discourse, it is my custom to work it out first and according to that standard, and then to memorize it. I have come to realize that this, religiously, is dubious; for it is likely to lead my attention away from the main issue, and perhaps also to lead the listener’s attention to what should not be the main issue.

		

		Moreover, there is a saying by that simple wise man that comes to my mind. When he was accused, an orator brought him a completed defense speech. Socrates read it and then gave it back to him, saying: It is a very beautiful and well-composed speech (hence it was not because the speech was carelessly done), but I have now reached the age of seventy [X⁶ B 2 6] years and do not feel it is worth using an orator’s art. He meant: (1) my life is too earnest to be able to resort to eloquence; (2) my thoughts are my life, are always present to me.

		

		It is the same with preaching. Just as it says: You shall not swear, but let what you say be yes or no, and anything more than this comes from evil,¹ so is there also an eloquence that from a Christian point of view comes from evil. Therefore I have decided to speak ex tempore (yet it is well considered—indeed, practically for several years).

		

		For me this is painful, because the other was an enjoyment for me.

		

		And you, my listener, if I have changed somewhat in this respect, and if there is anyone who came here today more out of curiosity—and you will, will you not, admit this to yourself and thus change yourself, then you will really be able to say today that you have been to church. Thank you for that!

		

		To you, O God, I pray for myself in the words of the psalmist: Set a guard over my mouth, O Lord, keep watch over the door of my lips (Psalm 141:3) . . . . . words he said not in the sense of wanting to keep silent but in the sense that God would watch over him and what he said.

		

		Introduction

		

		Times are different and have different requirements. There was a time when the Gospel was made into Law again; everything was made rather tortured. Everything was works, God was petty, and for the most part works were hypocrisy, the conceitedness of merit, idleness. The error was precisely there. Let us not go too far and take away works; only take this away from works and let them continue in honesty, in humility, in beneficial activity, just as God is still a friend of poverty etc.

		

		So everything was works. Then came Luther and established faith in its rights; how great the danger was you can best decide from the fact that he even thought he had to shove James out of Holy Scripture.

		

		So Luther established faith. But what happened then? The secular mentality rose up and took this in vain, happy to be [X⁶ B 2 7] free from works.

		

		And where are we now? I am without authority, judge no one. Thus I shall use myself and for a moment test my life according to one Lutheran qualification of faith: Faith is a restless thing. [In margin: see the attached (missing).] Suppose that Luther had lived among us for several years and observed us, me as well as others, and now asked me: Do you have faith? I could refer to my having as author specifically said that I do not have faith; however, I shall not do that. After all, I must be called a believer in the same sense as others. So, do you have faith? But one does not notice anything on you (to be developed). Thus I am close to flunking the test—because, says Luther, faith is a restless thing. At this point a description of the restlessness in a hero of faith such as Luther (a solitary person—spiritual trial—terror).

		

		Am I, then, preaching unrest, tumult, the overthrow of everything, disorder? No, and I refer to my life, which witnesses to exactly the opposite (to be developed a bit).

		

		But from the Christian point of view there are two kinds of disorder: the one is tumult and externality; the other is the stillness of death, a dying out, perhaps the more dangerous.

		

		It is against the latter that I have worked, worked to arouse restlessness oriented toward inward deepening [essentially the [X⁶ B 2 8] same as 20:38–21:37]. I am an unauthorized poet who influences by means of these images. Now, for instance, you call yourself a Christian. At some time you, like everyone else, will die and you expect, of course, to become eternally blessed, just as eternally blessed as those who have had to purchase being Christian according to a totally different criterion. Someone who has authority, which I do not have, would perhaps speak to you in a different way, to your horror would tell you that you were deluded, that your eternal blessedness was an extremely dubious matter. Ah, I am weak and do not dare to speak this way. But I say: Compare your life with the life of such a believer (all your joy—all their suffering—to be developed) and then think that nevertheless both of you will become equally blessed; you will experience that it will disturb you, and you will say: Then I will at least recollect these glorious ones again and again and humble my life under them—and you will immediately have a movement that is restlessness oriented toward inward deepening.

		

		And this restlessness in the direction of inward deepening, this at least is what surely is needed.

		

		Remember my experience with Luther. Suppose, now, that others would have the same experience with Luther.

		

		Suppose that Luther is aware of the conditions. What will he say? He will say: Works must then be accentuated again; James, too, has a point, not against faith (nor did James mean that either) but for faith.

		

		And James says: Be not only hearers of the Word but doers of it.

		

		But in order to become a doer of the Word, one must first [X⁶ B 2 9] of all be a hearer or reader of it, which James does indeed say.

		

		And now we have come to our text.

		

		So we shall speak about how one looks at oneself with true blessing in the mirror of the Word.

		

		(1) You must not look at the mirror, observe the mirror (its frame, border, etc.), but must see yourself in the mirror (a quotation from Savonarola—a martyr).

		

		But is this not what we are doing. Introductory scholarship and everything pertaining to it.

		

		How is one to read God’s Word? At least as the lover reads a letter from the beloved. [In margin: My listener, how highly do you value God’s Word? Now, do not say that you value it so highly that you have no expression that can describe it. One can also speak so loftily that one says nothing. Let us stick to the letter from the beloved.]—Yet you say: Holy Scripture is written in a foreign language. But this really applies only to scholars. But do you want to read it in the original language? Fine, then let the beloved’s letter be written in a foreign language. In that case, he would first read it with a dictionary, and then he would say: Now I shall start to read it. And if in the letter there were a wish that he should do something—he would do it immediately. Suppose through a misunderstanding he did too much; do you think he would regret it, or do you think his beloved would think less of him? Or suppose a pupil studied more than was assigned—do you think the teacher would think less of him?

		

		But how is God’s Word read today; how rarely does anyone dare to be alone with God’s Word now, although it nevertheless is in everyone’s hands, and no one warns against it, as one does with regard to a contemporary who is just a bit eccentric.

		

		That one can defend oneself against God’s Word by completely putting it aside—but also by reading it only learnedly.

		

		[X⁶ B 2 10] Consequently one must see to it that attention is not diverted to the mirror but that you begin to see yourself in the mirror.

		

		(2) Thus you must incessantly say to yourself: It is I about whom it is speaking.

		

		Do not let yourself be deceived if someone slyly tells you that this is vanity.

		

		No, precisely this is earnestness. Darius with the slave, who reminded him about taking revenge. —David, who had the prophet Nathan, who said: It is you; that the matter became something entirely different after Nathan said: It is you. [In margin: David, of course, is himself a poet and connoisseur; Nathan could address himself to no better person than David, who very likely would have listened to the story, admired it, perhaps pointed out an esthetic defect with respect to a particular expression, that it was not artistically correct etc.—in short, would have been objective—until Nathan said: Thou art the man. And yet David, after all, did know how abominable such a deed is, he himself could have superbly described it, and he of course knew that he himself had been guilty of it, but yet he has been able to associate with himself in this instance without saying you to himself.]

		

		Examples. You read about the man who set out from Jericho to Jerusalem . . . . . and along the same road came a priest, who passed by; then you shall say: It is I (you are not to take advantage of the fact that you are not a priest and say: That was a priest; priests are like that); a Levite: It is I. A Samaritan, here you can say: It was not I. Go and do likewise: It was I. You are not to say: I can assure you that I have never been in the situation of walking along a road where someone lay who had been attacked by robbers; such things are unheard of with us. Have you then never seen someone on your road whom slander had attacked—and a priest came along the same road and spread it further, and a Levite, and you.

		

		Nicodemus. Incidentally, how strange to come at night to him who is the light, what good is it. (Psalm 139:11: And if I [X⁶ B 2 11] would say, “Surely the darkness will cover me, then night around me will become light; the darkness itself is not dark to you and the night is light like the day”); yet we understand why he did it. When you read about it, you are not to judge Nicodemus, nor say: Well, that was one of the elite; that is the way they are, cowardly and perfidious—no, you shall say: It is I, and it is I who in addition want to seek escapes, thus once again hide myself in the darkness of night by giving the matter the turn that makes it seem as if it is speaking only about the elite.

		

		(3) Then you must not promptly forget, and by preventing yourself from promptly forgetting see to it that you never forget. [In margin: or you must immediately see to it that you do not forget, and that is the best, because promptly to say “I will never forget” is not nearly as good as seeing to it that you do not promptly forget it.]

		

		Now, when you go away from here, do not criticize the sermon; that also is being forgetful, although in a way it is remembering the sermon. Remember above all the text; read it again when you come home. And you, woman, you indeed have the prototype of how one shall listen: hide it in your heart as did Mary. A woman is not supposed to preach² (Peter’s letter), not at home either. No, essentially be silent. Silence is an enormous power (Abel’s blood cries to heaven. William of Orange). A eulogy on feminine silence. A woman who, staying entirely at home, at her task, nevertheless also expresses that she is silent, expresses that there is also something else she is thinking about but does not say it, at most says to her husband: Shall we go to church next Sunday. [In margin: She does not say anything about it, speaks about something else—and yet just as you are sitting there and looking at her you say: She is silent. She is totally present to her domestic task, full of joy and jest and jollity, the joy of the house almost more than the children, and yet just as you are sitting and looking at her you say: She is silent.]—Pap. X⁶ B 2 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 13:28:

		

		Changed from: gift (how rarely a human being gives away his writings in this manner), but that . . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 6:3 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 16:14:

		

		Changed from: out of the New Testament . . . . .

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 6:4 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 19:24–25:

		

		Changed from: because in “politics and drinking,” in street lighting, in public transportation, also in garbage collection, reforms . . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 6:6 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 20:32:

		

		Changed from: bear the marks of having denounced what was tumult and moral confusion . . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 6:8 n.d., 1851

		

		From draft of “Regarding My Relation to Bishop M.[ynster]”; see 21:3:

		

		[X⁶ B 215 341] . . . As to Bishop Mynster’s preaching. See, I am touching on something I said about my relation to Bishop Mynster in one of my latest books (For Self-Examination³). “What he, his preaching, has wanted, the same is what I want, only in a higher register.” It does not say that he has wanted the same thing I want. No, how could it cross my mind; what he has wanted on Monday (of that I actually did not dare say out and out: That is what I want perhaps [changed from: I do not want that at all]). Therefore it says what he—and then, playing it safe, or even more than safe, his preaching—has wanted, the same is what I want. And it is true. But a higher register—why that? Quite simple. In the first place, I want to draw out the [X⁶ B 215 342] very issues in Christianity that receded into the background in Mynster’s preaching. Next—and this is of particular concern to me—I want especially to strive to make us conscious of how this all hangs together, how we understand ourselves in this matter, with what right we call ourselves Christians when actuality, Monday, is so misrelated to the solemnity of Sunday; whether it is Sunday’s artificial solemnities that justify our calling ourselves Christians, or whether it actually is not Monday that must decide this, and whether, if our Christianity is as Monday (actuality) is with us, all of us together, along with our Sunday solemnity, are not compelled to make a confession to Christianity, admitting that this, the established Christianity, actually is not Christianity but a toned-down approximation of it—unless, alas, it is in the opposite direction, an increasing falling away from Christianity. And this confession that it is—please note this—a toned-down approximation of Christianity, I for my part have made loudly and clearly with respect to myself . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 215 n.d., 1851

		

		See 21:38:

		

		. . . Imitation must be introduced. But without authority—this [X⁴ A 560 381] is and remains my category.

		

		Indeed, this has also happened, since in On My Work as an Author and in the preface to Two Discourses at Communion and later in For Self-Examination I declare myself to be a poet.⁴ In [X⁴ A 560 382] other words, grace is decisive, but imitation must be introduced, yet neither I nor others are to be made anxious beyond our strength; therefore I am only a poet, yet for a long time already my life has expressed more than being a poet, and expresses more when I remain in heterogeneity . . . . —Pap. X⁴ A 560 June 19, 1852

		

		From first page proofs; see 24:12–25:2:

		

		Changed on attached sheet from: More attention must be paid to works. I have done James an injustice; he is indeed really right, namely, not against faith (and that certainly was not his meaning) but for or with faith.—Pap. X⁶ B 6:10 n.d., 1851

		

		From second page proofs; see 24:21–25:

		

		Changed from: First, he forgot—once again, honest soul!—he forgot what an honest soul he himself was; second, he overlooked, he forgot, he did not know—you honest soul!—he did not know how the rest of us are.—Pap. X⁶ B 7:1 n.d., 1851

		

		See 25:9–46:3:

		

		[X⁴ A 412 253] [In margin: What is required in order to look at oneself with true blessing in the mirror of the Word. New.]

		

		What Is Required in Order to Look

		

		at Oneself with True Blessing in

		

		the Mirror of the Word

		

		(1) One must to a certain extent know oneself beforehand. He who does not know himself cannot recognize himself, either; one is continually able to recognize oneself only to the extent that one knows oneself.

		

		A certain kind of preparation, therefore, is required. It is also physically true that a person who accidentally sees himself in the mirror, or if someone without his knowing places a mirror where the image he sees is a reflected image and this image is himself—he cannot recognize himself.

		

		Paganism required: Know yourself. Christianity declares: No, that is provisional—know yourself—and then look at yourself in the mirror of the Word in order to know yourself properly. No true self-knowledge without God-knowledge or [without standing] before God. To stand before the mirror means to stand before God.

		

		(2) You must not be afraid to see yourself. It is well known that people are afraid to see themselves physically, that superstition thought that to see oneself was an omen of death.

		

		And so it is spiritually: to see oneself is to die, to die to all illusions and hypocrisy—it takes great courage to dare look at oneself—something that can take place only in the mirror of the Word, for otherwise it very likely will become a fraud and one’s self-knowledge like the whacks Sancho⁵ gave himself.

		

		One must want only the truth, neither vainly wish to be flattered nor self-tormentingly want to be made a pure devil.

		

		[X⁴ A 412 254] (3) One must conceive an implacable hatred for the self that the mirror shows as being that to which one should die, the old man.—JP IV 3902 (Pap. X⁴ A 412) n.d., 1851

		

		From final draft; see 38:16–24:

		

		It is a charming little story:

		

		just the parable from Hersleb, p. 88⁶

		

		“There lived two men in a certain city . . . . . he slaughtered it and prepared it for the stranger who had come to him.”—Pap. X⁶ B 4:7 n.d., 1851

		

		From second page proofs; see 39:2:

		

		Changed from: man’s wife . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 7:2 n.d., 1851

		

		From second page proofs; see 39:5:

		

		Changed from: all according to the desire of an honored public) . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 7:3 n.d., 1851

		

		See 41:24:

		

		The merciful Samaritan could be characterized by comparing him with two English lords who, when they saw a poor wretch coming down the highway on a runaway horse in full gallop, about to be thrown off at any moment and shouting for help, calmly looked on. One lord said to the other, “I’ll wager 100 pounds he falls off,” and the other answered, “I’ll take you up on that.” Thereupon they spurred their racers, hurried ahead to have the gates along the way opened and pay the tollgate keepers so that nothing should stop the unfortunate rider. The Levite and the priest, however, only passed by—but to make a bet instead of helping!—JP III 2859 (Pap. VI A 111) n.d., 1845

		

		From final draft; see 46:33:

		

		So you, too, be silent, you woman; but this silence would mean something, not that you found religion superfluous, no, just the opposite, that you found it so needful that you only found it superfluous to talk about it.—Pap. X⁶ B 4:10 n.d., 1851

		

		From draft; see 57:1–70:32:

		

		[X⁶ B 3 12] Christ Is the Way

		

		He himself said it, so it certainly must be the truth.

		

		But he is that in a double sense: the way here on earth and then in the Ascension.

		

		Both should be discussed, but we tend to want to hear only about the Ascension, but then we are taking him in vain.

		

		Christ Is the Way

		

		A.

		

		The Narrow Way

		

		This narrow way is (1) narrow in the beginning (He is born in a stable, lives in poverty and lowliness, does not have a place to lay his head); then all the temptations related to taking his life, his calling, in vain (to become king, something great), so his whole life is a temptation story (the story of temptation); the fact that he knew his fate in advance, it almost weighs most heavily upon him in the beginning, the fact that all his work was a conscious working against himself.

		

		This narrow way thus becomes (2) narrower and narrower until the end, unto death; a way that becomes easier little by little, that is not the sense in which Christ is the way; such a way is the way of common sense, which sagaciously endures a bit of suffering, counting on having advantage from it later.

		

		No, Christ’s way becomes narrower. “I have come to kindle a fire, and would that it were kindled.” “How long am I to endure this generation.” “What you are going to do, do quickly.” “Father, if it is possible, take this cup from me.” “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me.”

		

		[X⁶ B 3 13] B.

		

		The Ascension, in this way Christ is also the way.

		

		But the narrow way remains narrow to the end; death comes between—and then the Ascension. A way that is narrow at first and then even in this life becomes easier does not soar as high as an Ascension, no, only then an Ascension, when the way is narrow to the end.

		

		C.

		

		And you, my listener, along which way are you walking? Remember something that I say to myself: It is not true of every narrow way that Christ is that way or that it ends with the Ascension.

		

		A pious man has said that the way one travels to hell is almost a narrower way (to be developed). Nor are the common human sufferings the narrow way where Christ in the strictest sense is that way.

		

		Yet people have doubted the Ascension. I wonder, have any of those doubted whose lives were marked by imitation? No, but in aimlessness one doubts. Just begin imitation on a small scale, and you will find out that the assurance that he actually has ascended to heaven will indeed come.

		

		[Deleted from margin: It was not doubt about the Ascension that evoked the “reasons for,” but the reasons for that created the doubt, and it became the stronger.

		

		An imitator has something else to think about; therefore he does not doubt the Ascension, and he needs it; therefore he believes it (out of the eater came something to eat⁷)].

		

		If you begin to doubt the Ascension, then do as I do, say to yourself: My life is indeed not sufficiently strenuous in imitation. Ah, but above all do not become self-important by doubting (the oddity that in former times one became self-important by giving everything to the poor—nowadays by doubting). No, make the confession, and you will see: either [X⁶ B 3 14] you will be moved to venture further out in the direction of imitation, and then certitude about the Ascension will surely come, or you will humble yourself so that then you at least will not permit yourself to doubt, so that you will humbly say: If God wants to be that merciful and treat me like a child who is almost entirely exempted from imitation, then I will at least not be a naughty child who on top of that doubts the Ascension. Oh, when you live admired, flattered, you are easily tempted to say many things that you should not have said but which you nevertheless have to account for—moreover, you will see the thought of the Ascension slipping out of mind; perhaps you may even doubt and say: An Ascension, indeed, that goes against all the laws of nature. But if you live forsaken, persecuted, ridiculed (and for a good cause, for otherwise it is futile)—you will find that you do not doubt; the faith within you and the distress of the sufferings burst everything—because you need the Ascension. And if you humble yourself because of your not venturing in the direction of imitation, then you will not doubt either.—Pap. X⁶ B 3 n.d., 1851

		

		See 64:19–35:

		

		My God, my God, why

		have you forsaken me.

		

		Perhaps it is not so (as it stands in For Self-Examination, where I all too hastily made it into a theory) that every martyr will experience in a minimal way something similar.

		

		The point here is that there is this difference between the God-man and the witness to the truth: the God-man unconditionally voluntarily undertook to suffer—hence this last, most horrible suffering.

		

		The witness to the truth is a whole quality lower; even though he is willing, God must still constrain him in many ways—thus he is perhaps spared also this suffering.—JP IV 4980 (Pap. XI¹ A 115) n.d., 1854

		

		Addition in first page proofs; see 66:36:

		

		. . . . . unconditionally . . . . .

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 6:16 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 68:8:

		

		Changed from: with assured advancement . . . . .

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 6:18 n.d., 1851

		

		Deleted from first page proofs; see 73:1:

		

		It Is the Spirit Who Gives Life

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 6:22 n.d., 1851

		

		Deleted from first page proofs; see 73:25:

		

		But they were all afraid, and doubted, and said to one another: What might this be?—Pap. X⁶ B 6:23 n.d., 1851

		

		See 76:3:

		

		Mynster’s Preaching

		

		Who would ever think on reading Mynster’s sermons⁸ that becoming a Christian is a life-and-death battle, a protracted life-and-death struggle, full of the most dreadful episodes (which dying to the world, corresponding to dying, naturally must be).—JP VI 6682 (Pap. X³ A 472) n.d., 1850

		

		Deleted from final draft; see 77:5:

		

		These are Christ’s own words. But when did he say them—in what circumstances? It was in Gethsemane. Indeed, was he more a dying person on the cross than he was in Gethsemane! If the suffering on the cross was a death struggle, then this struggle in prayer was also a death struggle; nor was it lacking the outpouring of blood, for his sweat fell like drops of blood to the ground. The apostles who were with him could not hold out, sleep vanquished them, and it is then that he says to them: It is the Spirit who gives life. Yes, it gives life—through death.—Pap. X⁶ B 4:13 n.d., 1851

		

		Deleted from margin in final draft; see 82:35:

		

		Yet this explanation is inadequate, especially as applied to the apostles, for it must have been a very strong wine to have kept them intoxicated the next day and even twenty years later, and intoxicated even in the hour of their death.—Pap. X⁶ B 4:14 n.d., 1851

		

		Addition, deleted later, in final draft; see 87:22:

		

		[X⁶ B 4:15 17] . . . . . —especially in comparison with our life, the life we in actuality live, because Sunday declamations, with or without manuscript, with or without tears, are only an indictment of us, a mockery of us, when our actual, our personal life expresses that this way of living is of all ridiculous exaggerations the most ridiculous, or rather, that this whole matter of Christianity’s coming into the world is fiction and fable, to say nothing of lies and rubbish, that no devil can comprehend how Christianity came into the world, whereas any calm, collected, and earnest sensible consideration readily understands why Christianity [deleted: now when the time of sacrifices [X⁶ B 4:15 18] (Offringer) is long past and the only problem is the offering (Offer) and perquisites] is in the world, namely, to provide a living for a bunch of people, the greatest possible contrast to the original—to live [changed from: now one lives] on Christianity; originally one let oneself be put to death for Christianity.—Pap. X⁶ B 4:15 n.d., 1851

		

		From first page proofs; see 87:35:

		

		Changed from: again show what a person is capable of when he is well driven!—Pap. X⁶ B 6:26 n.d., 1851

		

		[X⁶ B 145 202] Occasioned by and concerning a recently published little book.⁹

		

		. . . As is well known, my authorship has two parts: one pseudonymous and the other signed. The pseudonymous writers are poetized personalities, poetically maintained so that everything they say is in character with their poetized individualities; sometimes I have carefully explained in a signed preface my own interpretation of what the pseudonym said. Anyone with just a fragment of common sense will perceive that it would be ludicrously confusing to attribute to me everything the poetized personalities say. Nevertheless, to be on the safe side, I have expressly urged once and for all that anyone who wants to quote something from the pseudonyms will not attribute the quotation to me (see my postscript to Concluding Postscript¹⁰). It is easy to see that anyone wanting to have a literary lark merely needs to take some quotations higgledy-piggledy from “The Seducer,” then from Johannes Climacus, then from me, etc., print them together as if they were all my words, show how they contradict each other, and create a very chaotic impression, as if the author were a kind of [X⁶ B 145 203] lunatic. Hurrah! That can be done. In my opinion anyone who exploits the poetic in me by quoting the writings in a confusing way is more or less either a charlatan or a literary toper.

		

		The little book On My Work as an Author declares: “It must end with direct communication,”¹¹ that is, I began with pseudonymous writers representing the indirect communication I have not used over my signature. And somewhat earlier (in my preface to Practice in Christianity, whose author, the last pseudonymous writer, Anti-Climacus, again discourses on indirect communication) there is the statement: I understand the whole (whole book) as addressed to me so that I may learn to resort to grace.¹² Consequently, it ends with direct communication.—JP VI 6786 (Pap. X⁶ B 145) n.d., 1851
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		SELECTED ENTRIES FROM

		KIERKEGAARD’S JOURNALS AND PAPERS

		PERTAINING TO

		JUDGE FOR YOURSELF!

		

		From draft; see 89:1–5:

		

		The two sections, “Becoming Sober” and “Christ as the Prototype,” which were planned to be titled: For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age No. 2, could perhaps have the title:

		

		Judge for Yourself!

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 19 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From folder with notations; see 89:1–5, 141:38, 145:1–2, 147:1:

		

		[Deleted: “Becoming Sober”] Final Copy

		

		[Deleted: The main title will perhaps be:]

		

		Judge for Yourself!

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age

		

		No. I

		

		No. II

		

		[Deleted: Judge for Yourself

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age

		

		2nd series]

		

		No. I Becoming sober

		

		No. II is Christ as the prototype or no one can serve two masters.

		

		Penciled: N.B. Deleted: A note on a page in quarto, which is appended, probably in No. II [p. 195]; it is the only note in the whole piece, is not to be used.

		

		In red crayon: N.B. Deleted: Page 70 [p. 141], approximately in the middle there is a sentence: Incidentally, things went strangely for me etc. (regarding my fate as author), perhaps best deleted.—Pap. X⁶ B 23:1–6 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 23; see 89:1–5:

		

		The book will be titled:

		

		Judge for Yourself!

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age.

		

		By

		S. K.

		

		Contents

		

		I. Becoming sober.

		

		II. Christ as the prototype or no one can serve two masters.

		

		Over [Pap. X⁶ B 25]

		—Pap. X⁶ B 24 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 23; see 89:1–5, 145:1, 147:1:

		

		Judge for Yourself.

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age. [Deleted: the Present Age] For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age

		

		2nd series

		No. II

		

		Christ as the prototype or no one can serve two masters.

		

		Final copy.

		

		No. I is: Becoming sober.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 27 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 27; see 89:1–5:

		

		The main title will perhaps be:

		

		Judge for Yourself!

		

		For Self-Examination Recommended to the Present Age.

		

		No. I

		No. II

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 28 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 23; see 89:6:

		

		By

		S. Kierkegaard

		1851.52.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 29:1–2 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 24; see 93:2–3:

		

		From the text on becoming sober is to be printed only: Therefore become sober. The Epistle for the sixth Sunday after Easter is to be placed below in brackets, and consequently the form the service book uses, “The Epistle is written” etc., is not to be used, but only the passage in Peter, I Peter 4:7, is to be cited.—Pap. X⁶ B 25 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Addition to Pap. X⁶ B 24; see 110:37–111:8:

		

		For Becoming Sober.

		

		The passage about the graduate who is seeking, “that he is seeking from both the Minister [of Ecclesiastical Affairs] and the doorman,” is to be changed to “from both the Minister and the Secretary.” —Same place: “he has almost worn off his legs or at least a good part of them” is to be changed to “he has almost worn himself out.”

		

		Toward the end of the piece there is a little passage with a sentence about myself: “On the whole, it happened in an amazing way that I became aware of that about spirit” etc. The entire sentence is to be omitted.—Pap. X⁶ B 26 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from draft; see 111:5–8:

		

		. . . . . had the same fate as that hunting dog which by running finally wore its legs down [in margin: off, or certainly a good part of them,] and has almost become a short-legged badger . . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 12:2 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from margin of final copy; see 117:10:

		

		“It is so moving,” one says, “to hear this one or that one movingly expound, for example, on poverty”—but let him beware that he is not himself impoverished by this discourse. No, if by means of this moving discourse about poverty he could even succeed in becoming a rich man, possessing, if possible, all earthly goods: Sir, you have made a hit; you have hit the taste of the newspapers, of the public, of humanity. “With him one is so safe, the enjoyment of feelings so assuring; we understand each other”—that it is riches that matter!—Pap. X⁶ B 29:3 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From draft; see 123:15:

		

		“Becoming Sober”

		

		At the beginning of the last section, which is a little entity by itself, it is stated a couple of times:

		

		The situation is an impenetrable ambiguity and official hypocrisy.

		

		In each passage the words “and official hypocrisy” are to be deleted.—Pap. X⁶ B 20 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 123:15:

		

		. . . . . , official hypocrisy . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 29:4 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 128:22:

		

		. . . . . or official hypocrisy . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 29:5 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From draft; see 141:38:

		

		Right at the end is a sentence about a little treachery perpetrated against me as author; perhaps it is best to delete this sentence.—Pap. X⁶ B 21 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 141:38:

		

		Incidentally it has gone strangely with me; as a matter of fact it is a little treachery perpetrated against me as author by my contemporaries (as history no doubt will bring to light) that forced me to have to get or to have to bring out the deeper impact of Christianity, thus it is the present age that has brought me up, taught me to become attentive to this treachery so that I in turn can teach, yet in this infinitely mild form, which, to repeat, is implicit in my having neither authority nor spirit.—Pap. X⁶ B 29:6 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From draft; see 166:4–167:24:

		

		In Judge for Yourself

		

		No. 2: Christ as the prototype

		

		in the passage about becoming nothing, and that I have become nothing

		

		to be changed: I must shamefully admit that I, all the worse, have become that, yet it is all the better; all the worse and all the better to be deleted.

		

		Also to be deleted, the sentence: I have a university degree, up to the words: and I am quietly looking forward to the Reverend Pastors’ attempts etc., which then will belong to the previous sentence.

		

		In the sentence: No, this is the way I see it. If I am to be involved with God—oh, and it is my joy etc.—this parenthetical clause is to be changed to this: oh, for a human being, that ought to be his joy and bliss so that he gives no heed to all Europe, etc.—this is to be changed throughout and the part about becoming a minister is to be deleted.

		

		The sentence: In truth, it crushes me etc. is to be totally deleted.

		

		And the next sentence begins: It is really

		

		In one of the next sentences, instead of—to become a trifle—to become something.

		

		a bit earlier: yet admitting my weakness, to be changed to—while admitting to the true state of affairs

		

		The whole page and more from “If I could see you, O God, talk with you” etc. to be deleted up to the passage: how terrible if a person, because etc. Instead of all that is deleted it will simply read: Then let the annihilation, the inner annihilation before God, have its terror, its pain—the inspiring certainly ought to be the more blessed to a person, how terrible etc.

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 22 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 166:13:

		

		I have a university degree—it is not much, it is not for that reason that I speak of it—but I merely state that it is not by first seeking the kingdom of God that I became an M.A.—Pap. X⁶ B 29:7 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From final copy; see 166:27–28:

		

		Changed from: is my joy and bliss so that I give heed . . . . .

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 29:8 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From final copy; see 166:29:

		

		. . . . . he [changed from: I] . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 29:10 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 166:32:

		

		. . . . . to me as . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 29:11 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 166:38:

		

		True, it continually crushes me or it rejects me; frequently it exhausts me unto despair; it makes me less than the most wretched tatterdemalion—oh, but I still have with you to do, O God!—Pap. X⁶ B 29:12 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from margin of final copy; see 167:17:

		

		If I could see you, O God, speak with you as I speak with a [X⁶ B 29:13 33] human being face-to-face—if you would then deign to speak with me and say to me: Now, when I am such, according to my nature, that as soon as I fix my eye upon you or upon any human striving, even the most honest, at that very moment it is nothing, wretchedness, abomination—can you, then, if it were left to you yourself to choose whether or not you will, can you then wish to have anything to do with me, to love me with your whole heart. Oh, do not speak to me; to hear your voice would be just as annihilating as your glance, and yet, if you were different, were not the infinite, how would a human being be able to love you with his whole heart, even though you are the one who helps him to love you, as I, too, have been helped to do, helped to what was not naturally my inclination, what I, if it had been ever so much my [deleted: inclination] desire, would otherwise never have dared to venture, helped by my having been taught that a human being shall love you! True enough, there is something dreadful in this annihilation; true enough, there is pain in it, not to be able to do without you, and at the same moment to see your glance directed upon me, that all my life’s striving, the most honest half hour I have lived, is nothing, wretchedness, abomination—true enough, there is pain in it! But since I nevertheless cannot do without you, cannot do without existing before you, cannot do without your love and grace, which is my life, even though it annihilates everything that is mine, so that only [X⁶ B 29 13 34] what is yours remains, which is my life, since the opposite would be for me the unconditionally unbearable pain or would be death—then my choice is made, even if it was not necessitated; I choose the pain, the annihilation, O my God, that is, I choose to exist for you, infinite love—and at last I shall learn or I nevertheless shall learn that I should learn to love even this annihilation when I think solely of what it means, that I have with you to do and with your love; I shall learn or I nevertheless shall learn that I should learn to strive more zealously in order still to have something, as it were, that can be annihilated, in order that the blessedness of the annihilation can be even greater when I perceive that before you it is nothing, wretchedness, abomination. Blessed inspiring . . . . .—Pap. X⁶ B 29:13 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from draft; see 189:18–27:

		

		This is a wohlfeil [cheap] edition; none of those who hawk cheap editions in the newspapers have offered such low prices as are offered at God’s expense by the proclaimers of Christianity—only to get people to be willing to go on being Christians; otherwise the proclaimers’ livings and positions would go by the board.—Pap. X⁶ B 15:2 n.d., 1851–52

		

		From draft; see 195:16–18:

		

		A note for the passage in “Judge for Yourself,” No. II, “Christ as the prototype,” the passage where it reads: The professor, this man does not appear in the N.T. But this note is not to be used.—Pap. X⁶ B 16 n.d., 1851–52.

		

		From draft; see 195:23–24, 26–39:

		

		For “Christ as the prototype.” Perhaps this note should be inserted.

		

		The passage that reads: To the professor* corresponds Christianity as objective teaching, doctrine

		

		[Deleted: The passage: The professor! Nothing is mentioned about this character in the N.T.—comes to read as follows:

		

		The professor, the assistant professor, in relation to taking over Christianity simply as a science, like mathematics, astronomy, geography, etc.] *Note. In better times there certainly was also some Christian scholarliness up to a point; but the individual (the exception) who occupied himself with such scholarliness (perhaps because he himself felt the difficulty of relating Christianity to the scholarly and scientific, how close the bypaths lie, how necessary to prepare the greatest possible counterbalance)—had the Christian honesty (expressive of the fact that for him it was decided that he himself would be a Christian and that for him the decisive thing was to be a Christian) to live himself as an ascetic, by his life to express far more strongly the contrast that Christianity is indeed something essentially and completely different from a science like mathematics, etc., which is indifferent to the personal, and that Christianity is least of all brought to its highest when, homogeneous with the world, it is lectured upon by secularly successful assistant professors as an objective science. But the professor! Nothing is mentioned about that character in the N.T.—or when, ever more and more scholarly, the decision to become a Christian or the decision to become a Christian in a way not marked merely by “assurances” is put off, because one is continually expecting—a conclusion from scientific scholarship.—JP III 3576 (Pap. X⁶ B 17) n.d., 1851–52

		

		From final copy; see 211:1:

		

		If it is to be used.

		

		To be placed after the last page in the book with

		a blank page before it.

		

		For “Judge for Yourself.”

		

		—Pap. X⁶ B 30:1 n.d., 1851–52

		

		Deleted from final copy; see 212:14:

		

		. . . . . makes the true defense for it into a judgment upon itself, and makes a much more insignificant figure into one who is justified over against such an untruth . . . . . —Pap. X⁶ B 30:2 n.d., 1851–52

		

		See 215:1–10:

		

		For “Judge for Yourself,” Preface

		

		Either the preface is to be dropped altogether or only the following is to be used or is to be added as a postscript.

		

		March 1855

		

		This book is from the time when the old bishop was still living. Therefore, it has been kept in that kind of mitigation and at a distance both [same as 215:4–10].—Pap. XI³ B 7 March 1855

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		What Bishop Mynster has sown I am harvesting. For Bishop Mynster has proclaimed true Christianity but—in an un-Christian way—has derived great advantage from it, has enjoyed all the good things of life because of it, has gained enormous prestige, and also has ingratiated himself by making Christianity into “the gentle comfort” etc.

		

		As a result he in many ways has distilled Christianity out of the country. Then when the one who is supposed to move forward with the task and the specific orders to observe the way, that is: to reflect doubly, then it becomes outright martyrdom. And Bishop Mynster is responsible for this. Such a person would always have opposition, but it would not have needed to become a martyrdom if Mynster had not gone in advance.

		

		This being the case, I have worked against myself by strengthening Bishop Mynster, but Governance certainly is aware of why I did it and will also know how to show me why it was good. If I had not done it, I perhaps would have gotten away with a good bargain.—JP VI 6171 (Pap. IX A 81) n.d., 1848

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		Bishop Mynster’s service to Christianity is essentially that, through his outstanding personality, his culture, his superiority in distinguished and most distinguished circles, he has created the fashion or more solemn way of regarding Christianity as something no deep and earnest person (how flattering to the persons concerned!) could do without.

		

		However, this service, eternally and Christianly understood, is dubious, for Christianity is something much too distinguished to need patronage.

		

		And yet in his earnestness there is something of a mélange—so touched, so profoundly moved by the thought of those glorious ones—and so sensitive when it comes to the part where this should be made earnest by minimizing oneself just a little bit.—JP VI 6172 (Pap. IX A 83) n.d., 1848

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		And yet I love Bishop Mynster; it is my only wish to do everything to reinforce the esteem for him, for I have admired him and, humanly speaking, do admire him; and every time I am able to do anything for his benefit, I think of my father, whom it pleases, I believe.—JP VI 6173 (Pap. IX A 85) n.d., 1848

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		What I Want

		

		My position is that the whole prevailing official proclamation of Christianity is a conspiracy against the Bible—we suppress what does not suit us.

		

		I will not be a party to that. I will include the requirement and then make an admission.—JP VI 6688 (Pap. X³ A 550) n.d., 1850

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		Mynster’s Significance for My Writing

		

		My task has been to apply a corrective to the established order, not to introduce something new that might nullify or supplant it.

		

		Now if I had envisioned this completely from the beginning and there had been no Mynster, then first of all I would have had to create someone to represent the established order and firmly bolster him up.

		

		But since I did not understand my task that clearly in the beginning, I very well could have failed to notice this and the whole thing would have turned out differently, perhaps gone wrong.

		

		But, as it was, Mynster stood there as a representative of the established order; this came as a free gift, and it was inevitable that I venerated Mynster and did everything to express it.

		

		That is how I found my proper position. Here again my good fortune is apparent. Purely personally my veneration for Mynster was indispensable to me—and not until later did I see that this was very important for my task and for enabling me to get positioned properly.—JP VI 6693 (Pap. X³ A 565) n.d., 1850

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		Middle Ages—Mynster

		

		The Middle Ages thought Christianity meant renunciation, dying to the world, asceticism.

		

		Mynster thinks Christianity is almost the same as culture and education (the modern view, generally).

		

		Taken without qualification, this concept “culture” is highly dubious and, if it means pleasure, refinement, merely human culture, is perhaps directly counter to Christianity.

		

		If Christianity is supposed to be culture, it must be the culture of character, or education and culture aimed at becoming persons of character.

		

		This, in part, is the way I understand it. Here there will also be a place for self-denial, renunciation, dying to the world, only not in the extravagant sense of those who flagellated themselves into the monastery. The person who is to remain standing in the world to witness to the truth will bring appropriate asceticism into his life.

		

		The Middle Ages has been accused of acosmism—but in no case is cosmism Christianity. And yet the kind of culture and education supposedly identifiable with Christianity is almost the kind of culture that quite ingeniously is characterized by the phrase—to possess the world.—JP III 2712 (Pap. X³ A 588) n.d., 1850

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		The Established—and I

		

		If I clash with the established, it will be possible simply and solely through a blunder on Mynster’s part. Everything I do is for the defense of the established; it is the only thing that can be done with truth. Everything has been done to make things as easy as possible for Mynster. But if in the end he solidifies his idea that his whole dubious proclamation of Christianity, which has made Christianity into a theatrical performance, is wisdom, is Christianity, well, then he is the one who makes my cause into something else.

		

		But in that case he will not be able to see it through. His time will come, and whatever happens to me, Mynster will have an auditing in his lifetime, if not by me then by others, which will be very costly to him.

		

		Mynster’s whole secular-prudent traffic is transformed to something even worse when he insists that precisely this is Christianity and that a description of Christianity such as mine is fanaticism.—JP VI 6754 (Pap. X⁴ A 228) n.d., 1851

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		Mynster—and I

		

		Think of a knot. There are some who want it untied. This of all things Mynster does not want. Then I come along and say: Let me tie the knot just a little tighter. No, he is afraid of that, too, for no one must touch it, and that despite the fact that it is so loose that it cannot hold without being tied more securely.—JP VI 6760 (Pap. X⁴ A 285) n.d., 1851

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		The Established—and I

		

		It is as far as possible from being true that I am attacking the established—I am defending it against the party of agitation, against the age’s evil lust to reform.

		

		But I do think that Bishop Mynster, for example, who is also defending the established, is not defending it properly. [*] Admissions have to be made to Christianity; we must confess that we actually are only an approximation of what it is to be Christian. This is the result of affirming the ideals, and if the ideals are not affirmed, the agitation cannot be guided.

		

		But I am scarcely ever understood, for I lack the finite and illusions. People simply cannot understand that a private citizen could ever think of defending the established—and the fact that public officials do it they explain by saying it is their livelihood, their career.

		

		So it is everywhere—the whole thing is shabby and paltry, utterly devoid of ideality.—JP VI 6774 (Pap. X⁴ A 358) n.d., 1851

		

		[*]In margin of Pap. X⁴ A 358:

		

		The trouble with Mynster is that in the back of his head he thinks something like this: Most likely it will last the few years I have to live.—JP VI 6775 (Pap. X⁴ A 359) n.d., 1851

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		The Mynsterian Approach—Mine

		

		On the whole Mynster must still agree with me that in the more rigorous sense this whole established order is not Christian. He perhaps has made his own personal admission to God regarding this but believes such things must above all be suppressed in order to get men to accept Christianity. This is shrewdness and extremely dubious, especially when continued from generation to generation, for then it becomes utterly corrupting. And I wonder if Mynster has not partially forgotten what he once understood and now, pluming himself on the fruits of his prudence, that he got some to accept Christianity, really believes that this is Christianity and that the more rigorous Christianity is fanaticism.

		

		My proposal is: let us rather be honest and admit that, strictly speaking, all this is not Christianity. This is at least being truthful and is the condition for going further.—JP VI 6776 (Pap. X⁴ A 367) n.d., 1851

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		The Possible Collision with Mynster

		

		From the very beginning what Mynster has fought for in opposition to me—often in rather ordinary ways—has been to maintain this view: My proclamation, the Mynsterian approach, is earnestness and wisdom; the Kierkegaardian an odd, perhaps remarkable, but an odd exaggeration.

		

		My position is: I represent a more authentic conception of Christianity than does Mynster.

		

		But I desire nothing less than to attack Mynster, to weaken [X⁴ 511 331] him. No, just the opposite. A little admission from his side, and everything will be as advantageous as possible for him, no one will see how it all hangs together, something I always have concealed by bowing so deeply to him.

		

		From the very beginning I actually have been an alien figure to Mynster (in fact, I myself said to him the first day: We are completely at variance, something he no doubt instinctively perceived even better than I). I have a kind of passion for the truth and ideas that is utterly foreign to him. In this way I am opposed to him. —Things were still all right with Concluding Unscientific Postscript, partly because in the conclusion I personally emphasized him so strongly, partly because Johannes Climacus is a humorist, and thus it was easier for Mynster to maintain that this was only poetic exaggeration, humor, but that his own approach was authentic earnestness and wisdom.

		

		The first part of Upbuilding Discourses in Various Spirits irritated him more; but perhaps in appreciation of the postscript to Concluding Postscript he let the judgment be: This is an excellent book—especially the last two parts. Works of Love offended him.—Christian Discourses even more.—And so it mounts. Practice in Christianity distressed him very painfully.

		

		Am I out to get Mynster? No, no, I am attached to him with a hypochondriacal passion, the extent of which he has never suspected. [*]But here there is something else that puts pressure on me. I can no longer afford to maintain the battle for the idea that I have represented. Therefore I must make haste. If my future were economically secure so that I knew I was completely able to give myself to the idea, I certainly would bide my time and let Mynster live out his life—oh, it pains me so deeply to have to draw my sword on him. But the economic situation forces me to hurry. Only when I accept an official position can Mynster more easily make his interpretation prevail. He knows that I have financial worries, has known it for several years; I myself told him. Now he is waiting and watching for this to force me to cut back, perhaps even to throw myself into his arms so that he can exploit me and have further proof that his way is the way of wisdom and earnestness . . . .—JP VI 6795 (Pap. X⁴ A 511) n.d., 1852

		

		[*]In margin of Pap. X⁴ A 511:

		

		Moreover, I remember that the following observations also pressed in on me. (1) If I were completely free of economic concerns, I would have confidence in myself, would know for sure that it was not to spare myself that I kept on avoiding a collision with Mynster. But when I have finite concerns—and in this respect Mynster could in fact be helpful to me—then I would have to suspect myself of possibly sparing myself in order to avoid conflict. (2) I shrink from having Mynster actually help me in a finite way, for in my opinion he has far too much of the secular mentality that finds it completely all right to secure earthly advantages. (3) If I were to let things go on and did not publish while Mynster is still living what I have written most recently, there would hardly be a person later who would be capable of forming any opposition to me—but then would I not avoid making possible the inspection that could be made if I published it while Mynster is still living.—JP VI 6796 (Pap. X⁴ A 512) n.d., 1852

		

		See 215:2–10:

		

		The Established Christendom

		

		Given Mynster’s and Paulli’s¹³ kind of preaching, preaching could continue by the same and to the same for 170,000 years, if possible, and they would not come one single step further in the Christian life; on the contrary, it would retrogress for them.

		

		It is one thing to shut a door; it is something quite different to jam the lock. But this kind of preaching jams the lock on imitation.

		

		An established Christendom is a toning down; therefore it must be officially admitted that it actually is not Christianity. When the relation of the established to true Christianity is depicted in proper perspective, there is possibility. But if “established Christendom” is supposed to be true Christianity, then the lock has been jammed on Christianity. Throughout the 170,000 years it remains exactly the same: a little lyric poetry in a quiet hour once a week—but there must be no breakthrough, it must not come to the point of actuality (in action, in self-renunciation). But in the course of time this lyric poetry once a week will have a weaker and weaker influence compared to the corresponding weeks and weeks of the secular mentality.—JP VI 6802 (Pap. X⁴ A 554) n.d., 1852
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					427
					491
					178
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					443
					511
					195
			

			
					444
					512
					196
			

			
					445
					514
					197
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					457
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					458
					529
					210
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					460
					532
					212
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					467
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					219
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					470
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		NOTES

		

		

		

		FOR SELF-EXAMINATION

		

		TITLE PAGE AND OVERLEAF

		

		TITLE PAGE, FOR SELF . . . AGE. See Supplement, p. 223 (Pap. X⁶ B 1).

		

		Kierkegaard. See Supplement, p. 223 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:1).

		

		OVERLEAF. “Since . . . men.” See Supplement, p. 223 (Pap. VII¹ A 227).

		

		I. See Supplement, p. 223 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:1).

		

		do. See Supplement, p. 223 (Pap. X⁶ B 5:2).

		

		PREFACE

		

		1. With reference to the preface, see Supplement, p. 224 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:3).

		

		2. On reading aloud, see, for example, “An Occasional Discourse,” Upbuilding Discourses in Various Spirits, KW XV (SV VIII 117); JP VI 6627, 6768 (Pap. X³ A 128; X⁴ A 322).

		

		3. See, for example, the prefaces to the discourses in Eighteen Upbuilding Discourses, KW V (SV III 5, 271; IV 7, 73, 121; V 79); Book on Adler, KW XXIV (Pap. VII² B 235, p. 144); On My Work, in Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 501); JP VI 6587, 6665, 6936 (Pap. X² A 475; X³ A 389; XI² A 250).

		

		4. See Supplement, p. 225 (Pap. X⁶ B 5:3, 6:2).

		

		I

		

		1. With reference to the following four pages, see Supplement, pp. 225–26 (Pap. X⁴ A 314; X⁶ B 2); Cicero, De oratore, I, 54, 231; M. Tullii Ciceronis opera omnia, I-IV and index, ed. Johann August Ernesti (Halle: 1756–57; ASKB 1224–29), I, p. 400; Cicero De Oratore, I-II, tr. H. Rackham (Loeb, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982), I, pp. 165–67 (Antonius speaking):

		

		“Thus did a Roman of consular rank follow the example of great Socrates of old who, as he was the wisest of all men, and had lived the most blameless of lives, defended himself in person, when indicted on a capital charge, in such fashion as to seem no submissive prisoner, but the teacher or domestic superior of his judges. Indeed on Lysias, a most accomplished orator, bringing him a written speech, to be committed to memory, if he thought proper, for use in his defense at his trial, he read it not unwillingly, and said it was aptly phrased: ‘But,’ quoth he, ‘just as, if you had brought me a pair of Sicyonian half-boots, were they never so easy and well-fitting, I should reject them as womanish, even so I think your speech is skillful oratory but not the utterance of a brave man.’ ”

		

		See also Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, II, 40–41; Diogenis Laertii de vitis philosophorum, I-II (Leipzig: 1833; ASKB 1109), I, pp. 79–80; Diogen Laërtses filosofiske Historie, I-II, tr. Børge Riisbrigh (Copenhagen: 1812; ASKB 1110–11), I, p. 74; Diogenes Laertius, I-II, tr. R. D. Hicks (Loeb, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979–80), I, p. 171:

		

		The affidavit in the case, which is still preserved, says Favorinus, in the Metroön, ran as follows: “This indictment and affidavit is sworn by Meletus, the son of Meletus of Pitthos, against Socrates, the son of Sophroniscus of Alopece: Socrates is guilty of refusing to recognize the gods recognized by the state, and of introducing other new divinities. He is also guilty of corrupting the youth. The penalty demanded is death.” The philosopher then, after Lysias had written a defence for him, read it through and said: “A fine speech, Lysias; it is not, however, suitable to me.” For it was plainly more forensic than philosophical. Lysias said, “If it is a fine speech, how can it fail to suit you?” “Well,” he replied, “would not fine raiment and fine shoes be just as unsuitable to me?”

		

		2. Because of the Socratic-Platonic context here, the Danish Guden, with the article ending, is used rather than Gud. See Fragments, p. 10, KW VII (SV IV 181), and note 13.

		

		3. See Plato, Apology, 18 c-d; Platonis quae exstant opera, I-XI, ed. Friedrich Ast (Leipzig: 1819–32; ASKB 1144–54), I, pp. 100–01; The Collected Dialogues of Plato, ed. Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963), p. 5 (Socrates speaking):

		

		And even the most fantastic thing of all is that it is impossible for me even to know and tell you their names, unless one of them happens to be a playwright [Aristophanes]. All these people, who have tried to set you against me out of envy and love of slander—and some too merely passing on what they have been told by others—all these are very difficult to deal with. It is impossible to bring them here for cross-examination; one simply has to conduct one’s defense and argue one’s case against an invisible opponent, because there is no one to answer.

		

		4. See Plato, Symposium, 220 c-d; Opera, III, pp. 540–41; Udvalgte Dialoger af Platon, I-VIII, tr. Carl Johan Heise (Copenhagen: 1830–59; ASKB 1164–67, 1169 [I-VII]), II, pp. 97–98; Dialogues, p. 571 (Alcibiades speaking):

		

		And now I must tell you about another thing ‘our valiant hero dared and did’ in the course of the same campaign. He started wrestling with some problem or other about sunrise one morning, and stood there lost in thought, and when the answer wouldn’t come he still stood there thinking and refused to give it up. Time went on, and by about midday the troops noticed what was happening, and naturally they were rather surprised and began telling each other how Socrates had been standing there thinking ever since daybreak. And at last, toward nightfall, some of the Ionians brought out their bedding after supper—this was in the summer, of course—partly because it was cooler in the open air, and partly to see whether he was going to stay there all night. Well, there he stood till morning, and then at sunrise he said his prayers to the sun and went away.

		

		5. See Plato, Gorgias, 490 e; Opera, I, pp. 372–73; Heise, III, p. 111; Dialogues, p. 273: “CALLICLES: How you keep saying the same things, Socrates! SOCRATES: Not only that, Callicles, but about the same matters.”

		

		6. See Matthew 5:34, 37.

		

		7. Cf. I Corinthians 14:34.

		

		8. Cf. James 1:19.

		

		9. The text for the fifth Sunday after Easter, on May 25 in 1851.

		

		10. With reference to the following thirty-nine pages, see Supplement, pp. 226–31 (Pap. X⁶ B 2).

		

		11. See Psalm 8:4; Hebrews 2:6.

		

		12. See Acts 14:17.

		

		13. See Supplement, p. 231 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:3).

		

		14. See Luke 2:10, 14.

		

		15. Cf. Mark 10:21.

		

		16. See Luke 23:43.

		

		17. See Supplement, p. 232 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:4). In a preface to his translation of the New Testament (1522), Luther calls the Epistle of James a “strohern Epistel [straw epistle]” in comparison with the Gospel of John and the Epistles of Paul, Peter, and John, because it lacks the central Gospel. See Dr. Martin Luther’s sämmtliche Werke, I-LXVII (Erlangen, Frankfurt am Main: 1826–63), LXIII, pp. 156–58; Works of Martin Luther, I-VI, ed. Paul Zeller Strodach (Philadelphia: Holman, 1932), VI, p. 444; see also Postscript, KW XII (SV VII 16).

		

		18. Commonly and incorrectly attributed to Luther. The slogan first appeared in Matthias Claudius’s Wandsbecker Bothen, 75 (1774), in a piece presumably by the German poet-translator Johann Heinrich Voss (1751–1842); the piece is omitted in later editions, including the edition Kierkegaard owned, ASMUS omnia sua SECUM portans, oder Sämmtliche Werke des Wandsbecker Bothen, I-IV (1–8) (Hamburg: 1838; ASKB 1631–32). Voss was passed over as teacher in the Johanneum in Hamburg because of the offense given by this and other pieces. Voss’s lines quite likely go back to an Italian rhyme: Chi non ama il vino, la donna, e il canto / Un pazzo egli sarà e non santo [He who does not love wine, woman, and song / Is a fool and not a saint]. Oscar Arlaud, Bevingede Ord (Copenhagen: 1906), pp. 323–24.

		

		19. Cf. Galatians 6:7.

		

		20. Cf. Martin Luther, sermon on Luke 17:11–19, Fourteenth Sunday after Trinity, En christelig Postille . . . , I-II, tr. Jørgen Thisted (Copenhagen: 1828; ASKB 283), I, p. 501 (ed. tr.): “Here you see what a living, powerful thing faith is”; Geist aus Luther’s Schriften oder Concordanz . . . , I-IV, ed. Friedrich W. Lomler et al. (Darmstadt: 1828–31; ASKB 317–20), II, pp. 355, 356, 357, 359, 360.

		

		21. With reference to this statement in the context of the highest Christian ideality, see, for example, the two Anti-Climacus works Sickness unto Death and Practice, KW XIX, XX (SV XI, XII), and in particular the preface to Practice (SV XII xvii).

		

		22. See Luther, sermon on Acts 6:8–14, Second Christmas Day (St. Stephen’s Day), Postille, II, p. 66; Dr. Martin Luther’s Church-Postil (New Market, Va.: New Market Evangelical Lutheran Publishing Co., 1869), p. 102.

		

		23. See, for example, Fear and Trembling, p. 31, KW VI (SV III 31), and note 14.

		

		24. With reference to the following clause, see Supplement, p. 232 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:6).

		

		25. See Fear and Trembling, p. 9, KW VI (SV III 61), and note 2.

		

		26. Cf. Galatians 3:24.

		

		27. With reference to the remainder of the sentence, see Supplement, p. 232 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:8).

		

		28. Jakob Peter Mynster (1775–1854), bishop of Sjælland (1834–54). See Supplement, pp. 232–33 (X⁶ B 215).

		

		29. See, for example, Armed Neutrality and “An Open Letter,” in Point of View, KW XXII (Pap. X⁵ B 107; SV XIII 436–44).

		

		30. See Supplement, p. 233 (X⁴ A 560). See also, for example, JP VI 6945, 6947 (Pap. XI³ B 55, 57); Pap. XI³ B 38.

		

		31. Cf. Mark 12:30.

		

		32. The quotation has not been located in Luther’s works listed in ASKB. See Martin Luther, Tischreden, 3007, Dr. Martin Luther’s sämmtliche Werke, LXII, p. 470; Table Talk, ed. and tr. Theodore G. Tappert, Luther’s Works, I-LV, ed. Jaroslav Pelikan and Helmut T. Lehmann (Philadelphia: Fortress; St. Louis: Concordia, 1958–75), LIV, p. 111.

		

		33. With reference to the remainder of the paragraph, see Supplement, p. 233 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:10).

		

		34. With reference to the following sentence, see Supplement, pp. 233–34 (Pap. X⁶ B 7:1).

		

		35. With reference to the following twenty-two pages, see Supplement, p. 234 (Pap. X⁴ A 412).

		

		36. Possibly an allusion to Lobegott Friedrich Konstantin Tischendorf (1815–1874), Leipzig professor of theology and New Testament textual critic who discovered the Codex Sinaiticus and between 1841 and 1869 published eight editions of the Greek New Testament with a full apparatus of variant readings.

		

		37. See Luke 19:46.

		

		38. See Matthew 19:21, 5:39,40; I Thessalonians 5:16; James 1:2.

		

		39. See, for example, Prefaces, KW IX (SV V 36–37); Practice, KW XX (SV XII 61).

		

		40. The Persian king Darius. See Herodotus, History, V, 105; Die Geschichten des Herodotus, I-II, tr. Friedrich Lange (Berlin: 1811–12; ASKB 1116–17), II, p. 59; Herodotos, I-IV, tr. A. D. Godley (Loeb, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982), III, p. 127:

		

		Onesilaus, then, besieged Amathus. But when it was told to Darius that Sardis had been taken and burnt by the Athenians and Ionians, and that Aristagoras the Milesian had been leader of the conspiracy for the weaving of this plan, at his first hearing of it (it is said) he took no account of the Ionians,—being well assured that they of all men would not go scatheless for their rebellion,—but asked who were the Athenians; and being told, he called for his bow, which he took, and laid an arrow on it and shot it into the sky, praying as he sent it aloft, “O Zeus, grant me vengeance on the Athenians,” and therewithal he charged one of his servants to say to him thrice whenever dinner was set before him, “Master, remember the Athenians.”

		

		41. See II Samuel 11:2–12:15.

		

		42. With reference to the following paragraph, see Supplement, p. 235 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:7).

		

		43. The text has an old form, Du est [Thou art], although the Danish Bible of the time has Du er [You are].

		

		44. See Supplement, p. 235 (Pap. X⁶ B 7:2).

		

		45. For continuation of the sentence, see Supplement, p. 235 (Pap. X⁶ B 7:3).

		

		46. See Luke 10:30–37.

		

		47. See Supplement, p. 235 (Pap. VI A 111).

		

		48. Nicodemus. See John 3:1–15.

		

		49. See Revelation 3:15.

		

		50. James 1:24.

		

		51. Cf. Luke 2:19, 10:39.

		

		52. See I Corinthians 14:34.

		

		53. See Genesis 4:8–10.

		

		54. William I, Prince of Orange (1533–1584), the leader of the Dutch against domination by Spain and the founder of the Dutch Republic. He was called “The Silent” because of his ability to conceal his feelings while serving the Spanish king.

		

		55. For continuation of the paragraph, see Supplement, p. 235 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:10).

		

		II

		

		1. In 1851, the Ascension text was for May 29.

		

		2. Acts 1:12, although included in the heading reference, is omitted in the Danish text.

		

		3. With reference to the following fourteen pages, see Supplement, pp. 236–38 (Pap. X⁶ B 3).

		

		4. See John 14:6.

		

		5. See Matthew 7:14.

		

		6. The Te Deum of Ambrose, translated by Herluf Trolle, the famed naval hero (1516–1565), from Luther’s German version. See Den danske Psalmebog / met mange Christelige Psalmer / Ordentlig tilsammenset formeret og forbedret, ed. Hans Thomissøn (Copenhagen: 1569), 304; Evangelisk-kristelig Psalmebog til Brug ved Kirke- og Huus-Andagt (Copenhagen: 1823; ASKB 196), 5, p. 12.

		

		7. See Luke 9:58.

		

		8. Cf. Practice, KW XX (SV XII 157–59).

		

		9. See, for example, Matthew 4:1–11; John 6:15, 12:12–13.

		

		10. Cf. “Against Cowardliness,” Eighteen Discourses, KW V (SV V 143–48).

		

		11. See Mark 15:13–14.

		

		12. See John 11:46–53.

		

		13. Cf. Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 565–66).

		

		14. See Luke 12:49.

		

		15. See Luke 12:53.

		

		16. See Matthew 17:17.

		

		17. See Luke 22:15.

		

		18. See John 13:27.

		

		19. See Luke 22:44.

		

		20. See Matthew 27:24.

		

		21. See Matthew 27:46; Mark 15:34.

		

		22. With reference to the remainder of the paragraph, see Supplement, p. 238 (Pap. XI¹ A 115).

		

		23. See John 1:14, 10:30.

		

		24. See Matthew 26:64.

		

		25. Cf. Supplement, p. 237 (Pap. X⁶ B 3).

		

		26. Cf. Matthew 7:13; Point of View, KW XXII (SV XIII 567).

		

		27. See Supplement, p. 238 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:16).

		

		28. See Matthew 19:27.

		

		29. See, for example, Johannes Climacus, or De omnibus dubitandum est, p. 131, KW VII (Pap. IV B 1, p. 114).

		

		30. For continuation of the sentence, see Supplement, p. 238 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:18).

		

		31. See Luther, Sermons on the Gospel of St. John, 6:41–43; Dr. Martin Luthers Sämmtliche Schriften, I-XXIV, ed. Johann Georg Walch (Halle: 1739–53), VII, p. 2022; Luther’s Works, I-LV, ed. Jaroslav Pelikan and Helmut T. Lehmann (Philadelphia: Fortress; St. Louis: Concordia, 1958–75), XXIII, p. 84.

		

		32. See Judges 14:14.

		

		33. An allusion to a work by the Danish physicist Hans Christian Ørsted, Aanden i Naturen, I-II (Copenhagen: 1850; ASKB 945 [I]); The Soul in Nature, tr. Leonora Horner and Joanna B. Horner (London: 1852).

		

		III

		

		1. In 1851, Pentecost was on June 8. See Supplement, p. 239 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:22).

		

		2. See Supplement, p. 239 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:23). Although included in the heading reference, Acts 1:12 is omitted in the Danish text.

		

		3. On spirit, see Sickness unto Death, p. 13, KW XIX (SV XI 127–28).

		

		4. See James 1:8.

		

		5. John 6:63.

		

		6. See pp. 24, 114.

		

		7. Cf. I Corinthians 2:9.

		

		8. See, for example, Romans 6:10–11. See also Supplement, p. 239 (Pap. X³ A 472).

		

		9. Cf. Matthew 11:28–30.

		

		10. See Supplement, p. 239 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:13).

		

		11. The last verse of the first stanza of “Med Sorgen og Klagen hold Maade,” a Danish translation by Peder Jensen Hegelund (1542–1614) of the hymn “Jam maesta quiesce querela”, attributed to Aurelius Clemens Prudentius (348–c. 410). Den Danske Psalmedigtning, I-II, ed. Carl J. Brandt and Ludvig Helweg (Copenhagen: 1846–47; ASKB 191–92), 228, I, p. 170.

		

		12. See II Timothy 2:11.

		

		13. See John 16:7.

		

		14. See I John 5:4.

		

		15. Cf. Romans 4:18, 5:4–5.

		

		16. See Acts 2:13.

		

		17. See Supplement, p. 239 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:14).

		

		18. See, for example, Works of Love, KW XVI (SV IX 54–60); Sickness unto Death, p. 45, KW XIX (SV XI 157).

		

		19. See I John 2:15.

		

		20. See II Corinthians 12:14.

		

		21. For continuation of the paragraph, see Supplement, p. 240 (Pap. X⁶ B 4:15).

		

		22. With reference to the end of the sentence, see Supplement, p. 240 (Pap. X⁶ B 6:26).

		

		

		

		JUDGE FOR YOURSELF!

		

		TITLE PAGE AND PREFACE

		

		TITLE PAGE. See Luke 12:57; Supplement, pp. 245–47 (Pap. X⁶ B 19, 23:1–6, 24, 27, 28, 29:1–2).

		

		PREFACE. See p. 3.

		

		I

		

		1. See Supplement, p. 247 (Pap. X⁶ B 25). See also I Peter 1:13.

		

		2. Cf. John 4:24; Galatians 4:6.

		

		3. See Mark 10:21–28; Luke 9:59–60, 14:28.

		

		4. See I Corinthians 6:9–10.

		

		5. Cf., for example, Revelation 3:15–16.

		

		6. A compounding, from Greek mythology, of Cerberus, the three-headed dog that guarded the entrance to Hades, and Hydra, the monstrous serpent with nine heads. See Paul Friedrich A. Nitsch, neues mythologisches Wörterbuch, I-II, rev. Friedrich Gotthilf Klopfer (Leipzig, Sorau: 1821; ASKB 1944–45), I, pp. 486, 889.

		

		7. See, for example, I Corinthians 6:9–10, 15:50; Galatians 5:21; Revelation 3:16.

		

		8. See Revelation 21:5.

		

		9. See, for example, “To Need God Is a Human Being’s Highest Perfection,” Eighteen Discourses, KW V (SV V 95–99).

		

		10. Cf. pp. 85–87.

		

		11. See p. 12.

		

		12. Cf. “First the Kingdom of God,” The Moment, 7, Moment, KW VII (SV XIV 248–51).

		

		13. With reference to the remainder of the paragraph, see Supplement, pp. 247–48 (Pap. X⁶ B 26).

		

		14. With reference to the remainder of the sentence, see Supplement, p. 248 (Pap. X⁶ B 12:2).

		

		15. See Matthew 10:28.

		

		16. See Mark 10:28.

		

		17. See Matthew 5:34.

		

		18. See Genesis 3:8.

		

		19. Cf. JP IV 4340 (Pap. X³ A 736).

		

		20. See Supplement, p. 248 (Pap. X⁶ B 29:3).

		

		21. See Blaise Pascal, Gedanken Paskals, ed. J.F.K. (Johann Friedrich Kleuker) (Bremen: 1777; ASKB 711), p. 307; Pascal’s Pensées, tr. Martin Turnell (New York: Harper, 1962), p. 173.

		

		22. See Johannes Climacus, p. 132, KW VII (Pap. IV B 1, p. 116), and note 13.

		

		23. A design produced in sand on a vibrating plate, named after Ernst Florens Friedrich Chladni (1756–1827), German physicist. See, for example, JP IV 4966; V 5393, 5923 (Pap. X² A 557; II A 482; VII¹ A 53).

		

		24. See Supplement, p. 248 (Pap. X⁶ B 20, 29:4).

		

		25. See Ludvig Holberg, Den Stundesløse, I, 4; Den Danske Skue-Plads, I-VII (Copenhagen: 1788; ASKB 1566–67), V, no pagination; The Fussy Man, Four Plays by Holberg, tr. Henry Alexander (Princeton: Princeton University Press for the American-Scandinavian Foundation, 1946), p. 7.

		

		26. See Supplement, pp. 248, 249 (Pap. X⁶ B 20, 29:5).

		

		27. See, for example, Luke 17:22–37, 18:8.

		

		28. See Supplement, pp. 246, 249 (Pap. X⁶ B 21 23:6, 21, 29:6).
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