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E  K Intending to Speak: Crıtique of Ronald Hall’s
Word and Spirit

TLntention de parler: erıtique de l’ouvrage
de Ronald Hall, PDPar Ia Parole eft Dar LI/’Esprıt
In der Absıchlt, V reden: Kıne
Auseinandersetzung mıt Ronald Word
and Spirıt’
Myron Penner, Ediınburgh

Word and Spırıl. Kıerekegaardıan Derrıiıda. Ce, QUEC Kıerkegaard
RonaldL.Hall
Crıitique of the Modern Age attrıbue l’acte de parole UunNne efficacıte

ontologıque DOUFr Ia realısatıon de SOL
Bloomington, In Universıty of ndıana d’une anıere hıstorıguement concrete
Press, 1993, X111 218 9 dans le du mM L/’entreprıse de
ISBN 253 Hall est DvOLUECE Q- l’echec qu ıl

concentre OULre INesure sSur les enNONCES
RESUME La erıtıque conftre Derrıida

porte DasS et Ia pensee de Kıerkegaard
Dans So  S OUUTragse ıntıtule Par la Parole comprend ıen MLECUX Q- partır des
et l’Esprit, un  D crıt1que notıons d’ıntentionnalıte et de
kiıerkegaardıenne de l’äge moderne, proposıtıons consıderees des
Ronald Hall de Ontrer QUE la Aacies ılloceutionnaıres. projet de Hall
conceptıon de l’usage du langage chez montre QUE ’acte parole est

facteur ımportant (une condıtıonKıerkegaard annoncaıt Ia t+heorıe la
parole cte et qu’elle peut servır formelle necessaıre) Ia constıtution de
de tremplın UNe crıtıique, la fOLS de la subjectıvıte humaıne, meme S  7
l’epistemologıe modernıste et la constıtue DasS Lrn condıtıon suffisante
theorıe postmoderne de Jacques DOUTF le pleın developpement de SOL.

USAMMENFASSUNG Jjedoch seıner Betonung des
lokutionären Aspekts vO Sprache.

Ronald Hall stellt ın Word an Derrıda ıst Halls Krıtik LMMUN,
Spiırıt Kıerkegaardıan Crıitique of the Kıerkegaard versteht INa besser L1MN

Sınne eiıner Intentionalıtät, undModern Age dıe These auf, daß
Kıerkegaards Sprachverständnıs der Proposıtionen sollten als ıllokutionare
Sprechakttheorıie vorgreıfe und som1t als Akte aufgefafßt werden. Halls Werk
Krıtik sowochl der modernen hebt den Sprechakt / eınen
Epıistemologıe als uch der bedeutenden Aspekt (eine notwendıge
postmodernen Theorıe Jacques Derrıiıdas formale Kondıtı:on) für dıe
fungıere, ındem SLe den Akt des Konstıtution der menschlıchen
Sprechens mıt der ontologıschen Subjektivıtät hervor, obwohl dıeser
Fähigkeıt versıehlt, eın konkretes nıcht ımstande ıSt, sowochl eıne
hıstorısches menschlıches Selbst notwendıge als uch zugleıch
ınmıtten des Flusses der eıt ausreichende Bediıngung für eın
realısıeren. Halls Projekt scheıtert entwickeltes Selbst darzustellen.
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Introduection! cal work. One of Kıerkegaard’s central
preoccupatıons 15 human subjectivıty an

In thıs seek LO address the 1INnoO- the teleologıcal development of the self
vatıve attempt to wed certaın features through ıts expressıon of three cdistinet
of Soren Kierkegaard’s thought to the exıstence-spheres: the aesthetic, ethıcal
speech-act theory of Austin an John and relıg10us spheres.“ Hall performs

Searle Dy Ronald Hall 1n hıs book, startlıng permutatıon ın Kıerkegaard
Word and Spırıt Kıerkegaardıan Urt- studies Dy ınterpreting Kıerkegaard’s a -
t1que of the Modern Age It 1S conten- count ofuman subjectivity 1ın lıght of the
tıon that Hall over-extends hıs thesıs and recent innovatıons 1ın the phılosophy of
that, despite deep agreement wıth hıs language by 'speech aCL theory Hall
proJect, and despite hıs r1gorous analysıs, proprlates the speech act theory approach
there ATe SOINeEe SEer10Us problems ıth hıs LO language, hıch attempts LO explaın
argument T’hese problems notwıthstand- exactly hat happens when humans
1ng, find that there 1S5 much value ın speak to each other by focusıng de-
Hall’s study an hıs work 1S invaluable scrıptive analysıs of speakıng distinet
1TESOUTCE for Kıerkegaardıan scholarshıp, aCT performed by humans wıth intended
especlally 1ın relationshıp LO postmod- goals, of explaınıng how
ernısm an the phılosophy of Jacques Kıerkegaard understands the human self
Derrida Although one-siıded, Hall’s prın- to emerge and become establiıished
cıpal thesıs 15 ımportant step owards hıstorıcally concrete entity through the
constructive dialogue ıth Derridean de- stages of ex1istence. 'Thıs second emphasıs
construction. What 15 needed 1S5 SOTNE SOTrLt- of Hall’s places hım ın the debt of such
ing exhaustive treatment of Hall’s "ordınary language’ phılosophers
project 1S not possıble 1ın thıs S1ZEe Ludwiıg Wıttgenstein, Austin, an
an hat 15 INOTC, INanYy of Hall’s points ‚John Searle.
ATre difhecult anı obscure. 111 not COINMN- T’he prıncıpal thesis“ hereafter P]1) of
Ce myself here wıth SOINE of the INOTEe Word and Spırıt 1s the claım that there 1sS
abstruse an TeNuUuOuUS poınts In hıs argu- essentiı]al connection between speakıng
ment but wiıll focus attention hat an personal unıty such that ır 1S only 1n

eem the gravamen of Hall’s thesıs. the fehlicıtous speech-act, defined the aCT
Dy hıch OWN OUTrT words an OW LO

Word and spiırıt: Hall’s princıpal OU'  — words’ (Word and Spiırıt, OL). that the
thesıs human selfachjeves the NECESSATYV hıstor1-

cal continulty ıt needs LO emMerge through
the filux of temporal exiıstence an achleveWord and Spırıt 1S Ronald Hall’s VeIY*-

ambıtious attempt LO provıde COIMNPTE- ex1ıstent1jal conecretjon. Hall claıms that,
hensive analysıs of the hıstory of philoso- °‘Our task humans 1s LO thematize thıs
phy, ancıent LO present, ell incıpıently present celf LO self-under-
phenomenological analysıs of the human standıng that wiıll enable LO actualıze
perceptual phenomena of sıght and sound, ıts incıpıent actualıty (Word and Spirıl,

epıstemiıc theory, philosophical E 10) 'T’hıs 1S5 able LO happen only when
thropology, an theory of lıngustics. grant the human speech-act charac-
However, Hall’s chıef purpose 15 tOo artıcu- terısed first-person speakıng) ıts rıghts
late ontology of human PDPETSONS 1n ontologıcally efficacıous human aCT
which human personhood CMETSECS from hıch ‘bonds 1ın responsıbilıty to the

linguistic modes ofbeing 1ın the world gıven actualıty of the world an others’
all relıes prımarıly upDonNn LWO SOUTCES (Word an Spiırıt, 88) Hall repeatedly

for inspıration. First, the general theo- claıms to be artıculatıng Kıerkegaard’s OW:
retical context of hıs argument 1S, posıtıon and argues, by delving ınto the Ssub-
the tıtle of hıs book connotes, the nıne- sequent pseudonymous hıterature, that thıs
teenth century Danısh thinker Soren 1s Kierkegaard’s understanding the
Kıerkegaard’s phılosophical and theologi- matter (Word and Spirıt, 10)

80 EuroJTh



®  ® Intending 1O Speak: A Critique aı Ronald Hall’s Worg elale Spıirıt ®

Let begın OUTrT discussıon by brıiefly and responsıble Once agaın Hall finds
lookıng al the basıc argument ın whiıich hımself LO be continuıng 1n Kıerkegaard’s
Hall develops Typically speech-act volce Dy purporting LO elaborate
theory understands speakıng LO be 1N- claıms 1ın Eıther / Or that Chrıistianıty 1N-
dıspensable iınstrument hıch 15 used by troduced EeEINSUOUST1I1eES ınto the world by
humans to perform specıfıc actıons (Word bringıng spırıt iınto the WOT (Word and
and Spiırıt, 48).° The premiıse from hıch Spiırıt, When Chrıistianıty W as 1N-
it begıns 1s that humans regularly use augurated world-picture, ıt. broke the
language LO communıcate wıth each other (Classıcal Greek) pıcture of the
and that generally these attempts at COIN- self/world relatıon statıc, Platonic,
munıcatıon successful to relatıvely synthesıs where the self W as viewed
hıgh degree T’he aspect of speech-act fundamentally bonded LO the world

T’he dıfference between these LWOanalysıs that Hall SE1ZEeS uponNn 1s the
inherently iıntentional StEructure of lan- world-pictures revolves around how they
guagsge entaıled by thıs view— although, model the world and consequently the

111 SPCE later, Hall 0€eSs nNnOot adequately self/world relatıon. T’he Greeks (so an
aCcount for iıntentionalıty 1n hıs OW: the- Hall tell us) WerTe ‘psychical’ an TE-

One wh: performs og1ven speech-act sented the world ın terms ofvısual ımages
ıntends to accomplısh SOINE partıcular and metaphors (Word and Spiırıl,
en Hall extends thıs ıimplıcıt intentional 'The psychıca world-picture SEES the self
Structure to nclude the speaker’s OW locked 1ın closed, statıc relatiıonshıp wıth
actualıty, emphasısıng that 'every pre-determined COSINOS whose SOUTCE of
speech-act 1sS form of 91VINg ne’s word order 1S5 eternal, ıimpersonal logos prın-
to SOINE er (Word and Spirıt, 10), and cıple. Chrıstianıty the other hand, 1S
that thıs abılıty to speak 1n the fiırst-per- 'pneumatıc an has Hebraıc focus
So  - entaıls treatıng ourselves °con- the spoken word (dabhar) of Yahweh at,
crete “I„ However, Hall SEeCes ıt, thıs lI’ the VE center of realıty", hıch 15 eES-

present ın 0108  — speech-acts 1S only 1NC1p1- sarıly dynamıc and personal (Word and
ently present’ ‘merely human possı- Spirıit, 29) 'Thıs world pıcture 1S5 ‘dabhar-
bılıty" that awaıts DrFroOPDeCr thematiısatıon centriec’ an ıstens for the N ın
an approprlation to become fully QaCTLU- creatıon, ‘breath of speech)’, the spırıt of
alısed actualıty (Word an Spırıl, 10) God an other PCTISONS. However, Hall

'Thıs last poıint Hall claıms LO be getting finds that the Hebrews WerTrTe exıistentaally
dırectly from Kıerkegaard. When the challenged ıth respect to genulne ‘I_
pseudonym (known tOo only the CONSCIOUSNeEeSS’ because of the Hebraıc
aesthete) declares 1n KEıther / Or that ‘“lan- preoccupatıon of iıtself the people of
guage 1S absolutely qualıified by spırıt and Gr0d; that 1S, 66  We aTrTe  2 caused them not
therefore the medium for expressing the to attend fully tO the development of
ıdea, namely, Ithe human person’s|] Ee11- CONSCIOUSNESS of themselves 1ndı1ı-
tıal ıdea’, Hall that thıs g1ves eV1- viduals who speak before (10d G0d hım-
dence that Kıerkegaard belhıeved that ‘The self speaks, that 1S, 1ın the fiırst-person’
self that 1S o]ven ın relatıon, 15 gıven (Word and Spırıt, 30) 'Thıs possıbılıty for

full ex1ıstent1al conecretion had LO waıt forwıthın the first- speech-act’ (Word
and Spirıt, 10) 'To be successful 1ın the the advent of Chrıstianıty.
everyday aCT of usıng language to do All hıs TLO ather for Hall ın the
somethıng (for example, promısıng) ON fehcıtous speech-ac7 the genulıne posıt-
must not only enter the relatıon estab- ıng of spırıt spirıt 1ın the mediıum
lıshed by the aCct, but O! must Iso relate speech. Hall finds the speech-act LO be ‘the
that relatıon back tOo themselves. paradıgmatiıc express1on of radıcal hıs-

In turn, Hall continues, thıs Cannot torıcal novelty an openness’ (Word and
happen unless have adequate world- Spiırıl, 47) Hıstorical novelty (the envıron
pıcture 1n hıch have conce1ved of the for exıistentıial concretion) OCCUTS only
world hıstorıical an of myself free ın sıgnıfıcantly free human actıon. Hall
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observes that the speech-act, because of Il The great divorce
ıts confess10nal nature, MUST always be
couched 1ın partıcular tense an thıs integral part of Hall’s crıt1ique of
forces LO be present 1ın words. It 1S Derrida and postmodernısm revolves
ıIn performıng the intentjional speech-act, around hıs understandıng of how the aCct
where 0)81  q» lıves to ne’s  2 words an of self-relatıon becomes demonıic. Let
WTI1S one’s words, that the telos of the first. address how Hall handles the dıffer-
human PerSonNn 1S fully realızed; that 1S, 1NICcCceEe between the LWO agesthetice-ceommun1i-
that OTle becomes hıstorıcally concert1ized catıve medıa of language and musıc. The
In exıstentıial ıimmediacy (Word and key LO understandıng how these ATre
Spırıt, SS Imagıng the world 1ın dıfferent hıes 1n graspıng how the DPeCT-
terms of the fiırst-person address of God formance ofach ofthese LWwO medıa facılı-
allows for the self LO Tea from ıts atLes the Tadıcal hıstorıical novelty an
orJ1entatıion to the “SensuoOus’ embodıment openness’—1n short, freedom-— of human
1n the world T’he self 1s then free (‘sun- actıon (Word mn Spiırıt, 47) It 1S5 CasS Y
dered’ irom the world) to take responsıbıil- LO QUESS that for Hall, whiıichever OT of
1ty for ıts words by bındıng ıtself to ıtself. these LWwO be demonstrated LO POSSCSS
Hall that 1ın the end, Word actual- the greatest potentıal tO CINDOWECI the hu-
1Zes Spirıt hıstorıcally incarnate. INa  - ındıyıdual ıth thıs freedom 111 be

Wıth the posıtıng of posıtıve spırıt (ın the super10r aTrTT, form Radıcal freedom
the form of human personhood) by hrıs- engenders radıcal responsıbılıty; an thıs
tianıty Caine the possıbılıty of negatıve radıcal responsı1bıilıty 1n turn provıdes the
spırıt, hıch Hall (and Kıerkegaard) refer envıronment for ex1istentıjal concretion,
LO ‘demonıic’. In Hall’s words, the PeT- hıch 15 the goal of humans GUC potentıal
{0)  = of c  spirıt' has achıeved ‘sundered/ selves.
bonded’ relatıon LO her/hıimself an! the In Eiuther / Or Kıerkegaard (through
world hıch 1S5 expressed fundamen- deseribes MUSIC and language 11SU-
tal 1TrONYy (Word and Spırıt, 121—123) Hall OUS media; that 1S, they involve the
understands Kıerkegaard’s concept of of hearıng an rece1ving SON1C sense-data.
1TrONY LO ‘desıgnate relatıon speaker They Iso have ın ‘spirıtualıtyears to hısl/her| OW words’ when OTIe stemmiıng TOM theır movement 1ın tıme,
has achl1eved Warenes spırıt’s d1ıs- hıch 1S kınd of negatıon of the MISU-
rticulatıon irom the physıcal, phenome- OU! Hall elaborates further: ‘When the
nal, WOT. an ıts subsequent, radıcal 1s qualıified by temporalıtyfreedom. Thıs 1TONY Ca be posıtıve then ıt perpetually slıps AWAaVY, A
negatıve— a healthıness sıckness. ıtself for the sake of the 1ıdea’ (Word and
Irony 1S healthıness 1ın far ıt PTFO- Spırıt, 42) Musıc an speech ATe COIN-
vıdes the communıcatıve 1n whıich stantly c  outrunnıng hemselves’ they
subjectıvıty Ca. AaPPCAar Dy, Hall CXPDTESS ı1ıdeas through actual MOvement
SUCS, makıng ıt 'i1mpossıble LO understan 1ın time. oth mMusıc lJanguage ınvolve
the full 1TONY of speech-act wıthout negatıon of the 11SUOUS— 9a SsSunder-
meetıing the subject wh 15 behind ıt. ing—of the ıdea spiırıt) from the SOUNd
the ground of ıts meanıng (Word and (Word and Spırıl, 42) In thıs theySpırıt, 122) 'Thıs posıtıve form of 1TONY 15 ATr’e both spıirıtually qualıified and PNECU-hat Hall deser1ibes ‘mastered 1TONYy’ matıcally qualıified.
(Word and Spırıt, 204-206) Demonic But for A, Janguage and musıc ATre Iso
1TrONY, hıch Hall nds lays at the vVe fundamentally dıfferent. Where they dıf-
center of the modern sens1bılıty", 1s fer 1s how relate LO spırıt and the sensual.
‘deadly siıckness’ that takes the lıberatıng Hall finds S, dıfference 1n the fact that

ofthe speech-act an uses them when musıc negates the ıt 1s
°to CXPDTESS spırıt ın complete dısengage- merely ‘aesthetic nullıficatıion’ (Word
ment irom the hıstorıical continulty of the and Spiırıt, 43) 'T'hıs 1S performed dırectlyg1ven actualıty (Word an Spiırıt, 120) by relatıvızıng everythıng, includıng the
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self/spırıt—the performer the audıence antıcıpate where he LO have prob-
the an theır collective rela- lems accepting Derriıda thesıs
L10NS LO the med1ıum—by havıng ere Are LWO problems Hall
wıthın ıtself 1ts OW:' tiıme necessarıly de- has wıth Derriıda deconstructive thesıs
tached from ex1ıstentıjal concretjion It that wrıtıng the fundamental CXPIES-
only wıthın the Liıme-Space of the S1011 of language First mediıum WTI1t-
that anythıng immediıate and thıs ın essentıally vıisual an sStTatıc
s1ical contınuum pPre determıned COS- Thıs 0es not SQUaTE ell wıth Hall’s PSY-
111055 determıned by the notes the Page chıcal/pneumatıc and sensual/spiıirıtual
(Word and Spırıt 44—47) In the en thıs dıstınetions Derrıida’s deconstruction

merely abstraction from spırı based fundamental rejectıon of West-
‘demoniıc sensualıty" not posıting of IT er logocentrı1ısm Whıle thıs ould SEEIN
NEW kınd of bondage, not radıcal TEeE- LO endear hım LO Hall 1T quickly pointed
dom It “dıscarnrate spirıt’ and there- Out that Derrıda INOTeEe antı-photocen-
fore demonıc PEI VEIS1011 of the posıtıve trısm than genumnely antı-logocentrısm

of spırı hıstorıcally incarnate (Word and Spırıt 140—72) What INOTeEe
(Word an Spırıt 43) Hall proceeds to u that Derrıda

Musıc sımply aCcC the 1TESOUTCES avaıl- hıle defiance of the estern phılo-
able LO the speech act deser1bed the sophıcal tradıtıon merely IN from
PTEVIOUS sectıon For all the speech aCT Platonic photocentric pıcture of the
embodies the self an makes spırı where Logos readıng, LO wrıtıng
hıstorıcally concrete eNt1ILYy Dy the es- world-picture hıch maıntaıns
Sar fırst. Person self-representatıon It certaın affınıty wıth modernısm (Word
creates the VaCUuuUuUIn for sundered/ and Spırıt 173) The shıft from readıng
bonded self-world relatıon LO fill whereas (1 hat Derriıda ca the logocentric

essentaally performs only the first tradıtıon an iIts ıncumbent metaphysıcs
half of the dısj)unet. 'The MOST that of of Plato an hıs progeny LO
INaYy accomplısh wıth the Hall wrıting Dy Derriıda trıck
has attrıbuted LO ıt ı grea divorce”® of Hall contends that Derrida TEeEINAUUINS
the spiırıt-as--self from worldly embodıment herently bound modernıst logos
—— q perpetual abstraction irom self. 'T’hıs aB1Nng of the world SOINE apposıte
INaYy perhaps poınt  O a the WaY tLO the ex1ısten- 'The postmodern shıft effected Dy
t1ıal coneretion but ıf thıs world--pıcture ı Derrida)’ deconstructive INOVE LO wrıting
stayed, ıt inescapably demonıic. Hall SCHNUINE shıft, but ı not complete
understands the demonıc LO be present break ıth logocentrism. “ Books an
when the aCct of self-relatıon 1TEeTINAalıNnls other wrıtten works visual an
abstracted from dıscontıinuous ıth ahıstorıical ıth kınd of eternal lLogos
hıstorıcal conecretion that ıf the self- behind them (Word and Spırıt 1(2=13)
relatıon understood fractured that Hall finds happenıng Derrida
multıplıcıty wıth temporally unıfiıed reconfigurıng of logocentrısm
CXDTESS10N. pneumatıc dynamıc terms VerSuUus the

tradıtional psychıcal StTatıc terms
The demonıcal Derrida 'To add to hıs W 065 errı reduction

of Janguage LO wrıting fares EVEeN
The above discussion precısely the when examıned under the spirıtual cate-

SgOTME€S of (ior lack of better terms Hall)poın aT hıch Hall es wiıt. the
hıspostmodern deconstructive phılosophy of posıtıve spırıt/demonıical spırıt

Jacques Derrida Hall submıts Derriıda second problem reveals errıda’s true
contentıon that language reducıble tO demoniıcal self Hall makes explıcıt the
wrıting LO ‘'Kıerkegaardıan analysıs musıcal affınıtıes wrıting already

Iuded to above (Word and Spirıt 143fIirom wıthın the framework of hıs preced-
171 analysıs of speech-acts an As Wrıting has movement through tıme
Hall mself admıts, 1t faırly CasS V LO and reQULTES ontext of possıbılıty an!
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contingency, but ıt has of tıme INaYy be broken: an Yy of the DPErSoNS 1N-
ıts own-— lıke pıece of musıc. volved IMaYy wıthdraw. Irony 1S sayıng the

In Derrida  s conception of wrıting ıt opposıte ofhat INean and mı1ıs-present-entaıls endless ınter-play of sıgnıfica- Ing myself1ın words; that 1S, the words
tıon, hat err refers LO °dıf- present LO the other LO be OW:
ferance.’ The tellıng LNOVEe 1S Derrida  S hıs negatıve expressıion of spırıtualshıft irom iıntentionalıty LO ıterabıilıty. As c  1S essentıal for the posıtıve deter-
Hall understands errı thıs poıint, mınatıon of spırıt' (Word an Spiırıt, 203)
ıterabiılıty refers to the break between ıthout ıt. the bonds of relatıonshıp rısk
1ıdea and mediıum; that 1S, sunderıing of turnıng ınto bondage 1ın deontologicalspırıt an world Derrida insısts Oppress1ıon of ‘moral heavıness. As Hall
that he 1sS not doıng AWAY wıth intention- notes, the 1TrONY ın all of thıs 1s5 that the
alıty but 15 undermiıinıng ıts authorıtarıan telos of thıs wıthdrawal from the er
strangle-hold the ‘“entire an SYS- an the ethıcal demands inherent 1ın the
tem of utterance.’ Wrıting 1sS NO mus!ı- speech-act 18 ultımately ıtself ethıcal
cal because ıt. 1S adrıft ın demonıcal COMNCEeEeTN 'Thıs 1sS healthy form of 1TrONY,ofplay, abstracted irom hıstorically mastered 1ITONY, when dıs-owning of
concrete exıstent1al ımmediacy. errıda’s words SEerves the sıgn of radıcal
Concept of ıterabilıty performs the first freedom (and responsıbilıty) to OW: them;alf of the dıs)unct of Hall’s sundered/ that 1, wıthdrawal firom ethıcal
bonded schemata. The S11gn 1S radıcally duty ‘bears wıtness tO hıgher, posıtıvedivorced from both the sıgnıfıer an the determınatıion of subjectivıty, namely,human subject ıteratıng the sıgnıfier. subjectivıty spırıt, self’ (Word and
Hall beheves thıs leaves the human sub- Spırıl, 204) Mastered 1TrONY remiınds of
ject demonically abstracted from the an PTESECTVES Our transcendence and
9 constantly shıftıng, perpetu- ireedom, thereby facılıtatıng the actualız-
ally 1ın motion wıth place of rest. ıng of actual selves.

Ultimately Hall’s argument 1S5 Pra$sg-
matıc ONM Hıs conclusıon 1s that Derriıda Hall’s Kierkegaardian theory of
an lıke-minded postmodern theorısts speech-aectsleave wıth WaY of genulnely copıing
wıth the ve real flux of tıme an real- Hall has provıded wıth vVer y complexıty  12 It 1S possıble (and he ould argue, analysıs of both Kıerkegaard’s Eııther Or,necessary) to fınd stabılıty In the mıddle anı the phılosophy of language. Hıs
of flux (Word and Spırıt, 196) Hall SEES bringing of Kıerkegaard ınto discussion

other WaYy through the horns of the
dılemma of nıhılısm ONM! hand

ıth speech-act theory 1S especlally iıllu-
miıinatıng for OU: understandıng of both

glıb fide1ism the other, ıf accept of INQUITrY. Admiratıon for hıs-Derrida’s construal of the WOT. (Word ment 15 tempered however, by SOTINE
and Spırıt, 198) What 15 abeled post- reservatıon. NO want to explore SOINE
modernısm) 1S for Hall, sımply 'modernity questions have about the Kıerkegaard-brought LO ıts final demonıiıc conclusıon’ 1an ontext and the substance of hıs
(Word and Spirıt, 198) princıpal thesis. } My LWwoO maın eritic1sms

'T’he WaY forward 1s5 through Juxtapo- of Are that the ONeEe hand ıt 1s NnOotsıtıon of felıcıtous speech-acts an Kıerkegaardian (strictly speakıng)Kıerkegaard’s mastered 1TONY (Word and Hall thınks, an the other and ıtsSpirıt, 203—04) Hall defines 1TONY the aCCount of speech-act theory involves
negatıve ofwıthdrawal’” (Word and limıted conception of communıcation.Spiırıt, 203) In the freedom of the rela-
tıonshıp (the posıtıve spırıtual power) of Hall and Kıerkegaardindıvıdual DPeETSONS Opposed 1ın the playıng My first eritic1sm of 15 that ıt, 1s nOotfield of speech-acts, the bond hıch holds obvıously Kıerkegaard’s OW VIEW. all’sthem together, the felıcıty condıtıions, claım to be Kıerkegaardian depends
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strong V1eW of the lınk between and all the other pseudonyms (puzzle-pıeces)
Kierkegaard—that Ca be faırly an theır respectıve roles 1n the grander
assured that A’s theory of gesthetics scheme of the authorship?”® These ATre
15 Kierkegaard’s. certaınly essentı]al questions that must be asked
‘Kierkegaardıan) 1ın that ıt shares SOINeE (includıng others lıke them) ın completing
of Kierkegaard’s central an 15 the task Hall has get, out for hımself and
oriented LO the phılosophical 1issue In ıt 155 precısely at thıs poınt that Hall faıls
WaY that he ould hımself approach I: accept Carte blanche faıl to
indeed, 15 taken rıght from the g1ve Justice LO the central focus of
of Kierkegaard’s hıterature. However, Kıerkegaard’s authorshiıp, hıs AaNSWeTrT LO
find strong lınk between an the question of how OT MaYy become
Kierkegaard’s OW: personal posıtıon Chrıstian wıthın Christendom.*  7 Hall
LeEeNUuUOUS 9a1 best toO thı Kıerkegaard’s aD SWerTr 1sS

ere 1S always problem exegeting through fehcıtous speech by the mastery
Kierkegaard because of hıs extensıve of the 1ıronıc. ese, however, T1NEeTre
uUusSe of pseudonyms. 'Thıs has partıcular epıphenomena of hat Kıerkegaard PTO-

vides the ANSWEeET. But thıs 1s gettingpertinence for 1n that Hall almost
exclusıvely draws Kıerkegaard’s PSCU- ahead of myself. Let first look alt the
donymous KEıther / Or, other pseudony- pseudonymous
INOUS works 1ın the formulatıon of hıs authorshıp 15 ON of the least
thesıs. Hall 1sS of the danger ın straıghtforward of al] Kıerkegaard’s
dealıng wıth pseudonyms and acknow- authorshıiıp. Kıerkegaard 1s doubly
ledgıng that Kıerkegaard speaks 1ndı1- moved from hıs words: not only 1s
rectly through pseudonyms states, ‘Whıle Kıerkegaard not usıng hıs OW: Vo1Cce LO

agree that mMUust always be careful not DpCH A’s words but he Iso employs
LO ıdentıfy Kierkegaard ıth hıs pseudo- ıntermediıate pseudonym, Vıctor Ere-

ıt. 1S Just much of miıstake to miıta, wh: 1s the °“edıtor’ of Eıther / Or,
thı that Kierkegaard hımself 1S COIN- thus 15 the ON  D wh': takes eredıt for
pletely absent from hıs pseudonymous presenting ıth words collected
works’ (Word and Spirıl, 4—5) So far together ın book-form Unlıke SOINE of the
1ın full agreement. other pseudonymous LEeXTS, Kierkegaard

Havıng realızed thıs, Hall’s task NO 0es not aDPCAar aT all, 1ın eıther preface
1s admıttedly LO Lry to terret out postscr1pt, LO discuss the te  A It 1s
Kıerkegaard’s OW: vo1lce’ ıth respect LO always Eremita speakıng an provıdıng
the 1Ssues at, hand—namely (Word exegetical advıce. 'T’hıs 1sS not LO TEeINOVE a ll
an Spırıt, 'Thıs task 1s viırtually 1M- possıble ACCESS LO Kıerkegaard’'s volce ın

the Text, It 1sS rather to demonstrate thatpossıble LO perform Kierkegaard wıth-
Out takıng ınto account hıs entıire CAannoOot approach an hıs authorshiıp
authorshıp. The prımary 1Te6e4asS0Oon for thıs ın sımple, prosaıc MaAanNnnNner, Aanı:! naıvely
1s that each ofKierkegaard’s pseudonyms quote from Kierkegaard’s other pseudo-
Adre lıke pleces ın the puzzle of (or EVEeN from non-pseudonymous
Kıerkegaard’s global authorship. In order works) where they spea. the Same
LO STasp the volce of Kierkegaard In the 1ssues tO SUPpOort the claım that A’s
pseudonymous fragment, OIle must have OPIN10NS represent Kıerkegaard’s PeI-
SOTNE sıgnıfıcant conception of hat it 1S sonal understandıng. Prıma facıe INaYy
that Kıerkegaard 1S5 doıng (perhaps ‘per- not, for example, attrıbute the edıtor
forming’ 15 better word) ın an through remıta of Eiuther / Or'’'s homily LO hear-
the body of hıs lıterary corpus. ” Why 15 ıt, ıng hıs “most prec10us sense’ er
thıs partıcular pseudonym that he uses? Or, 4-—5) dırectly LO Kierkegaard. We INaYy
What aspect of the overall puzzle 1s thıs legıtımately note that Kıerkegaard fiınds
pseudonym highlıghting/representing? ıt worthwhiıle LO have hıs pseudonym
And, how o0€es E pseudonym fıt 1ın wiıth, challenge the estern tradıtiıon of PT1VI-

contrıbute greater understandıng of, leging sıght the super10r S€Il$619 wıth
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INOTre Judaiıc priviıleging of hearing.“ On already poınted out ıth respect to the
inspection INaYy find that Kıerkegaard relıabıliıty of assertions.
had several rTreasons for introducıng thıs The 1Ssue here (ın Eıther / Or) 1S radı-
Concept. cal disjunct between lıyvıng one’s lıfe artThere are Lwo factors that mıiılıtate does, an lıyvıing lıfe ethıically,agaınst the thesıs that aesthetic Judge 1ıll1ıam recommends. We mMusttheory of communıcatıon ın Kıther / Or 1s choose how arbıtrate the cho1ices that
completely Kıerkegaard’s OW: 'T’he first present themselves LO us—eıther 1n er1t-1S5 that 1S5 hıimself expressıon of the erionless pluralısm, hıch 1S de factodemonic, delıghting 1n flux, wıth fixed embracıng of all values, ın choosingself”, an hıs entire chapter, ”The Imme-
dıate Stages of the Erotiec The Musıcal-

to make good an evıl the cate Orles bywhich define 0108 ex1ıstence. 'Thıs 1S5Erotic’ 1s best Seen parody of Hegel’s nNnOot matter for purely ratiıonal invest1-agesthetics.““ Kıerkegaard MAaYy ell hold gatıon into the MOST reasonable form of
to SOINE of opınıons, but most lıkely lıfe; ıt 15 exıstenti]al ınvestigation. The15 foıl LO vılıfy Hegel an elucıdate
the agesthetic V1CW of lıfe 'To be true tOo

mMmovement irom onNne stage LO the Nnext 1S
not annıhijlation of the prev1ous stage.the aesthetic, Kıerkegaard must have 'T’he stages themselves Aare less assertions

accomplısh thıs pıcture Dy embodyıng the of proposıtional fact about the WOT.
aesthetic, not. proposıtionally COMMUNN- they ATre lıfe-forms, WaYys of being-in-catıng ıts foundational princıples (like, for the-world.* ıt. 1S5 especlally true ofthe
example, in the stages of the aesthetic and ethıical 1ın Eıther/Or thaterotic)—for that would destroy the AeS- the INOVE firom OonNne LO the other 1s not madethetic qualıity of A’s wrıting an make Dy Treason but by choosing, wiıllıng tothe communıcation iınto ıts opposıte. accept WaY of being-in-the-world. 'To do
cCannot spea for the other pseudonyms,

Kıerkegaard hımself.
otherwise 15 LO have already made the
INOVEe from ONM  D LO the other; LO thı thatThe second reason for scepticısm there 1S better WaYy of being 1S5about Hall’s strong notıon of the A to already be 1n the ethıcal, LO thınk thatKıerkegaard lınk 1S that thıs readıng there 1S5 dıfference 1S tOo already be

to requıre naıvete ıth respect to aesthete an therefore all attempts DyKıerkegaard’s theory of the stages better ethıcıst LO impıinge nNne’s  7 moral sens1-rendered ex1ıstence-spheres’) anhat bılıties 1S futiıle and al best makes lıfethe other pseudonyms represent 1ın theır INOTeEe interesting—that 1S, INOTe agestheti-
OW: rıght members of the completeauthorship. Hall ould have belıeve

cally pleasıng. The shıft from OTIle WaYy of
being-in-the-world tO another involvesthat Kıerkegaard’s stages are modalıties Aufhebung—that 18, recontextualızed ıntoof sayıng) an not merely exıstential wıder frame of reference—of the formermodalıties (Word and Spirıt, (4) 'Thıs 1S such that ıt 1S caught-up’ 1n the latter 'Thısproblematic when apply thıs tO sh1ı 1sS prımarıly matter of faıthKierkegaard’s personal V1IECW The QuUueES- In hıs later pseudonymous works,tıon that ımmediately LO mM1n 1S, Kıerkegaard works OUT hıs inıtıal theory'Why dıd he not Just SaYy Sa It 1s not 1ın much INOTre thorough an complexenough LO sımply assert that Kıerkegaard WAaY, partıcularly through hıs pseudonymalready Sa V thıs vıa Even ıf “Johannes Clımacus.? Climacus an! .Jo-

grant thıs tenuous poıint, Hall must still hannes de Sılentio 1ın Fear and Trembling“‘account for the fact that almost CVETV- work Out respectıively Kierkegaard’s 1N-thıng that 1S 1ın Eıther / Or ıth respect LO tellectual ex1istential notions of faıththe stages 1s amplıfıed 1ın the later works. Neıther of these authors mentıon thatıt 1S5 truly that the Case that the stages °the mark test of thıs lıfe of faıth 1sS
Aare modalıties of sayıng, Kıerkegaard’s faıthful speech reflexive ıntegrity’ (Wordsubsequent sılence thıs poınt 1s od and Spirılt, (6) What 1s INOoTre, ven arFurthermore, there AarTrTe the problems grant Hall that thıs 1s ın fact the Case,

EuroJTh



Intending 1O Speak: A Critique 3i Ronale Hall’s Word cnd Spirıif
that for these pseudonyms and for sem1ınal workAustin outlınes three dıffer-
Kıerkegaard ıt. really 1S the Case that the ent aspects LO each instance of OU speak-
mark of the h3ıfe of faıth 15 reflexıve integ- ıng that comprise the total force of OU.  —

rıty 1ın OU speech, ıt st1il] 0es nOot follow attempt al communıcatıon: (1 the locu-
that thıs hlıfe of faıth LS the speech-act for tıonary aCT the physıcal aspect LO OU:  d

Kierkegaard.“® The aCT, of faıth for (3 communıcatıon, typıcally the aCT of PCTI -
1S condıtıoned by ınwardness, formıng utterance of SOINE words 1ın

rooted 1ın interest, and enacted by ec1- SOTINE language (e.g., sayıng ‘Go LO the
S10N. hat thıs faıth entails, SOTT store’); (2) the ıllocutionary aCT the aspect
of ep1ıphenomenon, ınhabıtıng of OU. communıcatıon hıch pertaıns LO
speech-acts, reflex1ıvely integral the actıon Are usıng the lınguwstic ut-
speech, 15 perfectly consıstent wıth Chimacus terance LO perform (e.g., commandıng,
—— OIle miıght EVEeN Sa y that faıthful speech promiısıng, askıng, etc.); (3) the perlocu-

realızıng the ultımate telos of speech- tıonary aCT the aspect of OU.  — cCOMMUNICA-
cts 1s NECESSATY for the lıfe of faıth But tıon hıch pertaıns tO the effect the OU.  i
Hall wants INOTC, he that faıthful lınguistic aCT has audıence. These
speech 1s both and suffıicıent for three aspects ATe definıtive of speech aCT
Kierkegaardıan faıth T'O SaVy that thıs 15 theory’s approac to language an ıt 1S5
the ESSEIICcCE of faıth for Kıerkegaard 1S tO the notıon of ıllocution that 15 partıcularly
put the Cart before the horse. far I1NOTeEe ımportant. As Kevıin Vanhoozer notes,
suntable substitute substrate for the “T’he notiıon of the ıllocutionary aCt allows
lıfe of faıth LO be passıonate belıef

‘ıfe-view.’
Austıin to dıstınguısh the ontent ofhat

SaVYy (e.g., the and reference of our
Hall trıes LO immunıze hımself LO thıs sentence) an ıts force (1.e., what ATe

Sort of objection by arguıng that usıng the ontent of sentence LO do)7 32
‘Kıerkegaard’s analysıs of faıth, self, and My maın CONMNCEeTTN ıth Hall’s versıon of
spırıt relıes, ın WaYyS not always clear EVEeN speech-acts 15 that he leaves ıth
LO Kıerkegaard LO hımself, the bıblıcal eruc1al ambıgulty regardıng hat counts
model of faıthfulness’ (defined FI), speech-act. In hıs clearest statement
‘Yahweh the paradıgmatıc self, the OT the matter, Hall ollows Austıiın ın
wh speaks ıth words’ (Word and Spiırıt, akıng the ‘paradıgmatıc speech-act to be
101) Hall sSees hımself makıng explıcıt enacted ın the first-person sıngular actıve
Kıerkegaard’s operatıve bıblıcal basıs. VvOo1ce, indıcatıve mMO00d/’, whıich amounts LO
There ATr at least three thıngs that need takıng the speech aCcT °to be Some ng lıke
LO be tru: for Hall’s defense tOo work. Fırst, “I promıse” (Word and Spiırıt, 10) 'T ‘hıs
Yahweh has to be SEENMN 1ın Scripture LO be 1s vırtually the of Hall’s discussıon
the paradıgmatıc self-as-speaker. all the nature of speech-acts an 15 not
has argument from here, thıs 1S VerYvY iınformatiıve. He spends lot of time
abundantly clear. Second, Hall’s analysıs tellıng hat speech-acts do and how
must fit ın the ole of Kıerkegaard’s they do 1t, but ver y hıttle tellıng hat
authorship. have argued that ıt does, but they Ar  D
must be reconce1ıved an! nuanced dıffer- In another ımportant section he elabo-
ently Lastly, Hall’s cConcept of speech-act rates ‘the speech-act normatıve
must be robust enough LO accomplısh all iıntent.ıonal phenomenon’ (Word and
he vests ıt ıth thı that all’s COI- Spırıl, Here W ! catch glımpses of
cept of the speech-act 1S the poın al whiıich Hall’s grander v1lsıon of the speech-act
hıs theory 1S5 weakest. he emphasızes (correctly 1ın v1lew) 1ın

Austin.ıan fashıon that speakıng 15 actıng
Hall and speech-acts (ergo intrınsıcally intentional) and that,
The maın poıint ustıin’s book, How “L’'0 realıze the telos of the speech-act 15 TO

realıze the telos of human beıng, that 1S,LO Do T’hıngs Wıth Words,” 1s the revolu-
t1ıonary claım that humans use language to be human ın the fullest sense’ (Word
1ın order LO perform specıfic actıons. In thıs and Spırıt, 68) 'Two thıngs Hall o0eSs not
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sentence. On Arıstotelian vleW, DO-SEEIN LO realıse 1S that fırst, the introduc-
tıon of intentionalıty has made iıllocution- s1t10NSs ave actual ex1ıstence aspects of
ar V cts ımportant feature of hıs proposıtional attıtudes an ıllocutionary
eOTY; NOr o0€es he SEEIN tO SEE that hıs acts.® IT Hall 1s commıtted LO the V1ECW
above poınt INaYy be the Case (L.e., the that speech-acts ATre inherently verbal

communıcatıons those words whiıichıdentity of the telo. of human speech-acts
an human subjectivıty) an yet the PCTI- comprıse the locution of token sentence
formance of indıyıdual speech-acts mMaYy 1ın language, not proposıtions (ın the
remaın only OT!| aspect (and that not above sense) uttered ın partıcular
foundatıional) 1ın the PTFOCECSS of the estab- ontext illocution, then ere ATe

lıshment of human subjectivıty. further complıcatıons ıth hıs view.*
When look elsewhere 1ın Word and defender of Hall MaYy Lr y an beg off

Spırıt, Hall has lımıted the communı1ca- at . point, Sayıng that thıs 1S only
tıon of speech-act to the locutiona M1noOr conceptual ambıgulty, forced
utterances of words 1ın token sentence hım by the constraınts of hıs sıtuatiıon
In departure from Austin an hıs OW (tiıme, > edıtor, etc.), and that ıt.
prevl1ous emphasıs intentionalıty, Hall ally makes dıfference LO hıs overall
focuses the speakıng of words an the projJect, but S sımply 1s not the Case

locution ofen sentences 1ın hıs discus- 'T’he WaYy ıt. 1s possıble LO have hıs discus-
S10NS of speech-acts. Hıs paradıgm of S10N of the demonıi1c, whether ın musıc
the speech-act 15 the God-who-owns- speech-acts, 1S5 only because he has lım-
hıs-words, an fehicıtous speech-acts ıted the speech-act to ıts locutionary aCL
those whose words ATe owned by elr of eıng enunclated partıcular S@I-

speakers, an But here already tence 1ın partıcular lJanguage Hall must
encounter dıfficulty. all’s VerYy claım have the lınk between the audıtory
that MUST oOWNn OUT words’ reveals the dıum, the act of enuncılatıon
ambıgulty LO hıch reier. Ca  . OW. ıth iıts passase through tıme, an the
the words of OU.  —d speech-act, MaYy (as correspondıng diısjunct ıth the idea COIN-
Hall notes well) dısown them It munıcated. Thıs 15 the basıs for hıs claım
obv1ıous then, that hıle speech-acts INaYy that mMusıCc (as comMmMuUuUNıcCcatıve medıum)
be comprı1ısed ofpartıcular words, they o0€eSs not POSSCSS the formal semantıc
not prıimordially an theır 1sS not EeESOUTCES of the speech-act LO self-
essentially those partıcular words (Spo- reflexıvely ’eXpress EVEeNn the sımplest
ken, pase, etc.) In fact, ıt aPpPCars asseveratıon: “I love you Y (Word Man

Spiırıt, 50) But thıs patently falsethat OI}  CD perform speech-act wıthout
uttering Word-— as ell the opposıte, an Contrary LO the undamental intuntion
erwords wıthout performıng speech- of speech-act eory that Janguage 15
aCct. tool that 15 used Dy humans tOo perform

pointıng tO the dıfference between illocutionary cts SUTE that anıy
serenaded lover would ontest all’s a_locutionary utterances of token sentences

anı ıllocutionary communıcatıon proposı1- gumen agaınst the of musıc (or
tions—what take the later Wiıttgensteıin poetry) LO make asseveratıons of the kınd
LO INean by the ‘sense of sentence.’ 1ın question. Musıc an poetry ATe ın fact
Wıth the exception of the above noted used regularly LO perform the ıllocution-

aCT, of Sayıng, ‘1 love you.’. What 1SpPassase intentionalıty, Hall always
fers to speech-acts theır constituent MOTEC, Hall’s V1eW tOo conflıect dı-
words an nNnOot MCEe the illocutions, rectly ıth argument that ‘sınce
proposıtions, proposıtional attıtudes MUSIC 15 qualıified 1ın relatıon to spiırıt, ıf
they CADICSS. As nclıned tOo V1CW LS legıtımatel'y called language’, an that
proposıtions they ATre not the ıteral words understood 1ın certaın WaY, MUSLC LS
1ın en sentence of g1ven Janguage, language).“ Kierkegaard 15 makıng the
but INOTEe lıke the ıdea comMuUN1ıcated Dy poınt (through that hat qualıfies

sentence, the cognıtıve ontent of the somethıng language 1ın ıts most basıc
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form 1s that it communıcates ıdea ONtTEexXTt the dısownıng of Ne’s words PTFO-
through mediıum 1ın hıch the vides defense agaınst 0108 words becom-
aspect (we MaYy SaVvyY “ocutjions’ for iIng bondage—I1t 15 preservatıon of the
poses) of the commMunıcatıon Teduced LO indıyıdual’s freedom. What 15 clear
INeTe iınstrument an 1s thus annulled’.°® ın Hall 15 exactly why ın the OT CAase

the cConcept of language an COMMUNN- wıthdrawal from commıtment 1s demonıiıc
catıon 15 broadened LO include iıllocution- and ın the other ıt 15 seraphıc—or, why

0)81 form of sılence 15 treacherous an thear y ctis of non-verbal SOTT, (and
Kierkegaard) suggest, Hall’s argument other felıcıtous.
ou the demonıc disappears. Another ambıgulty 1ın Hall presents

hıs alternatıve WaYy of CONCE1VINS ıtself when 1e W the ontent of
speech-acts Nn further ambıguties speech-act ın terms of proposıtıions and
1ın 'To0 begın wıth, Hall’s negatıve a_ ıllocutionary cts Yahweh 15 the Para-
sessment of demonıiıc speech 1s diıfficult to dıgm of speech-acts, and speech-acts ATe
reconcıle ıth hıs posıtıve assessment of conceıved of ın terms of theır locutionary
1ITON1C speech o1ven hıs assoclatıon of the force, yet Hall explaıns Just how ıt
speech-act ıth ıteral words en 1S5 that (z0d speaks. Hall’s formula: dab
sentences. The m1]1suse of speech 1S5 de- har-as-speakıng the paradıgmatıc
monıI1c. Hall ıdentifies LWO WaYsS LO do S  N speech-act, hıch 1ın turn 1S expressed
Fırst, speech be demoniıc eıther by verbally by token sentences 1n SOINE

utterıng words 1n hıch the speaker Janguage, LO Tr glıbly OVeT the
LO present mself dynamıc phılosophıcal problems assoclated wıth

hiıstorical but 1ın actualıty under- linguıstic communıcatıon. 'There
es CONSCIOUS attempt to dece1ve, and dıstınct phılosophıiıcal problems SSO-

thereby retreats from the world and other C1ate ıth construmng 0d’s speakıng ın
humans by hıdıng behıind hıs words. verbal, locutionary WaY As Nıcholas
Second, OIl  » Ca  » remaın demoni1cally S1- Wolterstorff poınts Out, “ 1s al ONCe obvı-
lent lıke, for example, mıme. In the first OUS that when talk of (0d speakıng, ıt
instance words ATrTe demaonıc because 1s ıllocutionary cts that want to be
‘words ATre al the VerYvy center of the real, attrıbuting tO G0d 2539 Wolterstorff has 1n
but yet they Ar’e being sed ın °demon1- mınd the fact that these illocutionary cts
cally ıronıcally perverted way’ (Word include performances whıich ATe not
and Spırıl, 113) Here the speaker 1S straıght forward locutions of sentences 1ın
alleged tO misrepresent hımself by hıs human language. 'T ‘’hıs provıdes lot of
words. 'The other WaYy that OT MaYy be promıise WaYy ofovercomıng the inher-
demaonı1c 1S by fleeing from the speech-act ent (and incorr1ıg1ble) difhficulties 1n tryıng
by eıther remaınıng sılent from an y to explıcate how ıt. 15 that Yahweh 15 the
meanıngful speech sımply remaınıng God-who-speaks.
sılent the mıme o0es (Word and Spırıl, Hall shoul be makıng INOTE of inten-
107-—08) Hall contends that demonıiıc tionalıty ın 0108 speech-acts determiına-
speech 1s ‘sılent,’ but not necessarıly tıve, opposed to OUT specıfic words.
wordless. “"T’hıs demonıc sılence ımplıes Intentionalıty refers generally LO (men-
not the absence of sound but rather only tal) aCLT by hıch CONSCIOUSNESS elects
the absence of speech’ (Word and Spırıl, ıts object, often deser1bed the mınd’s
109) ‘ofness’ °ahboutness.’ Thıs would solve

The master ıronıst, however, 15 ONMNe both of hıs problems and land hım ın the
who “dısowns hıs words before SOINEC other proposıtionalıst Cammp Hall’s ıdea of
1ın order to provıde mself wıth m  0_ speech-act 1S tO00O ımıted because he
ra Cas Y WaY Out of the ethıcal demands stricts the meanıng of sentence LO iıts
ofcommıtment an responsı1ıbılıty implıed locutionary aCct, caught 1n iıts senten-
1ın reflexıvely integral speech‘’ (Word and tıal exXxpress10ns, where he should be look-
Spirıt, 203) 'Thıs 1S the supremely vırtu- ing al speech-acts communiıcatıng
OUS act of human speakers because 1n3 proposiıtions through illocutionary cts.
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COrrect ın asserting that proposıtions Hall aPPCATS LO m1ısunderstand Derriıda
have real exıstence aspects of OUTr PTFO- an hıs ‘deconstruecetion’ al deep level
posıtıional attıtudes and illocutionary In SUMMMAaL'YV statement. deconstruc-
acts, then proposıtıons Are ıntımately tıon Hall tells that, "The project that
connected LO intentions. Derriıda calls deconstruction, take LO be

'T’hıs 1S5 closest LO the kınd of sıtuatıon project desıgned LO ınvade, attack an
about hıch Kıerkegaard could be PTFrOD- destroy the legıtimacy, efficacy an
erly be saıd toO be urgıng LO ınhabıt, be authorıity of the speech-act’ (Word and
true LO, OW.: etcC.; that 1S, that reduplı1- Spiırıt, 168) 'The basıs of thıs attack 1Ss
cate 1ın ex1ıstence hat 15 thought. It Iso Hall’s rejection of Derrıida s priıviıleging of
makes of Kierkegaard’s assertion wrıtiıng vVer speakıng which 1S5 based
that CONSCIOUSNESS 15 dıstınguished irom hat Hall finds LO be wrongheaded
INeTe reflection by the fact that CONSCIOUS- actıon LO logocentrısm. have three eTr-
NEeSS 1S interested. 'Thıs interestedness vatıons about Hall’s readıng of Derrıda
corresponds LO hat Climacus 1ın ost- On closer analysıs, Hall actually shares
scr1ıpt calls ‘passion.”“ 'Thıs intentional- SOINE fundamental points wıth Derrıda,

wıll become evıdent belowl1ty-as-passıon performs precısely that
funection for Climacus which speakıng First, do not thı that Hall has PTrOoOD-
o0es for Hall ‘Insofar exıstence 1s erly dıscerned the NUanNnces of Derrida  S
mMovement ıt holds that there stil] 1s ch1 from language-as-speakıng, to PT1VI-
continulty hıch derhes the movement, legıing language-as-writing. When Derrıiıda
otherwiıse there 1S movement The speaks of the ‘voıce’ priviıleged ın moder-
dıfficulty for the exı1ıster 15 to g1ve hıs/lher| nıty, understand hım to be referring nNnOot
exıstence that continulty wıthout hıch to the locutions er Hall does, but
everythıng diısappears DassıoNn 1S the the phenomenological vVOolCce of Husserl,
momentary continulty, which al O! tıme hıch 15 the inner vOo1ce, the PUTC vo1ce,
holds fast, an 1S the ımpulse ofthe INOVEe- free from the contamınatı]ıons of bodılyment..”““ Here passıon 1s5 the bedrock ofthe eXpress10n; the Vvo1lce of PUTe CONSCIOUS-
constitution of human subjectivıty. 1eSS ıf VYOUu will.“* 'T‘hıs 1s also the SaIne
notiıon of speech-act that CXDTESSECS ‘voıce’ to hıch the Cartesıian refers 1ın her
thıs Kıerkegaardıan notion of passıon- self-reıfication. °‘Vo1ce’ Iın thıs instance for
iıntentionalıty would be speech-act Derriıda 1sS (and only be) metaphor:;
capable of accomplıshıng all that Hall not ıteral reference LO words Pase
hopes LO wıth hıs versıon. Hall shares wıth err! thıs rejection of

the vo1ce, only he cannot hear ıt. volce
Kevısıtiıng the demoniıical because ofhıs analysıs of logocentrıism

Derrida photocentrıiısm (Word and Spırıt, 146—-—
157) thıs 1S5 the Casce, the argumen

have argue 1n the precedıng section levied agaınst Derrıda dısappears.
that all’s speech-act theory ınvolved Second, all has charaecterized the
limıted conception of the nature of Lure of deconstruetion falsely. do not
speech-act and that S skewed hıs TeN- thınk that Derriıda 1s ultımately tryıng LO
dıtıon of the demonıic. In earlher discus- destroy truth meanıng. Derrida and
S10N Sa that Hall’s sahıent er1tic1sm of Hall (and Kıerkegaard) actually ATe not
Derrıda 1S that he 1s demonic; Derrıda far apart—especılally not far apart

Hall would lıke them LO be Hall shares(allegedly) sunders the self from ıts words,
leavıng ıt In dıaspora ofendless ınterplay agreement ıth Derrida several 1SSuUeSs
between S1ZNS theır UnNnCtLuOuUS S1eN1- includıng belhef that human thought/
f1eds have TLO revıse under- exıstence/rationalıty 1s deeply embedded

1n language,” an the belıef that lan-standıng ofthe demoniıc ın the wake ofmy
eritic1sm of Hall, INAaYy have to change QuUaSe 1S drawn Out. of Dy the other.“
the verdıct Derrida Hall has perhaps Derrıda feels that there 1s5 SOTNE truth out
not one Derrıda Justice ın thıs Judgment. there of SOTINE Sort an he 1s attempting to

90 EuroJTh



Intending ro Speak: A Critique Y Renala Haill’s Waore and Spirıit
reconfigure post-metaphysıcal WaY of talked about the illocutionary use of
workıng ıt out.* Derrida’s OW belief proposıtıions, not the locutionary utterıng
about deconstruection 15 that ıt. 1S5 c  not of words. In hıs attempt LO SUpport
enclosure 1ın nothiıngness but by placıng prem1um locutionary uLtLer-
owards the other‘’ and that deconstruc- aAaNnces of words, Hall ends 1n ambıgul1-
tıon ‘does not amount LO Sayıng that ere tıes an ultımately loses hıs crıt1que
15 nothıng beyond language.” In fact, of Derrida 'Thıs from forcıng
Derrida elsewhere aqsserts that there 1sS5 words iınto Kierkegaard’s mouth
intımate NECESSATY lınk between de- Kierkegaard makes INOTE when
construction anjustice.“” Derrıda s poınt derstood ın terms of ıntentionalıty an
here 1S that the estern tradıtion of proposıtions ıllocutionary acts— not
metaphysıcs contaıns wıthın ıtself the INeTe locutionary utterances. The benefit
impulse tOo deconstruct itself before the of Hall’s project 1s that ıt brings the
ethıcal demands of responsı1bılıty LO speech-act ınto promınence 1MpOor-
the other.° tant feature (necessary formal condıtıon)

hıs 1S partıcularly ıllumınatıng 1ın of the establıshment an constitution of
lıght ofHall’s analysıs of the demonıc an human subjectivıty, Ven ıf ıt wıll not do

the work of both an suffi-the master of 1TrOoNYy. As noted earlıer,
Hall’s dıstınetion between the LWwoO W as cıent condıtion for developed self. In the
essentaally ethıcal, because the demonıc end, Hall has provıded ıllumınatıng
indıyıdual and the master ofırony both do WaY of understandıng both Kierkegaard
the SAaTne external act—they QSSEeTrTt words and speech-act eOTY, but he has left
they do not 1Nean Derrida 1Ss really SOINE 10011 LO continue the proJect.
deconstructing ın the N1aIinle of ethıcal
responsıbilıty tLO the truth 1mposed hım otfes
by the other then he appCcars far INOTeEe the
master ıronıst than the devıl dıs/ın-

would lıke TO thank Professor Kevıncarnate. 'To er1ıtics ıt. IMaYy SCEIN dısıngenu-
OUS of Derrida LO claım LO be 1ın the SErVvICE Vanhoozer, Dr Gordon McCon  e—-the
oftruth and g1ven SOINE of hıs early claıms General Edıtor of European Journal of

Theology, an an  us reviewer for
certaın degree ofscepticısm 15 warranted helpful COM MEeNTS anı suggestionsBut EVEeN ıf he MaYy be sa1ld ultımately tO earher drafts ofz They arce, of

faıl ın achıeving hat he 1S5 attempting LO COUTSE, WaY responsıble for ıts short-
do through deconstruction, thıs 0€eSs not Com1ıngs.

Hall, Word and Spırıt Indıanapolıs Indı-make Derrıiıda demonic, merely
(ıven thıs understandıng of Derriıda A Universıty Press,

and Hall’s noted kındredness ıth hım, See Soren Kierkegaard, ages On Life‘;
albeıt unwiıttıng) do not thı that Hall Way Studızes By Varıous Persons, TAans

an eds Howard Hong Ednahas much tO Sa y tO Derrida 'Thıs 1S not LO Hong (Princeton Princeton UniıiversıtySaY, however, that nothıng be sa1d LO Press, —7Derriıda As have already stated, thı callıng thıs Hall’s ‘princıpal thesıs
that all’s project 15 salvageable, an! ın because ıt. 1sS asa. the varıety of theses
fact SCceEe ıt ımportant. 1s OIl- presented hıs ambıtious project
structed ın lıght of propositional u_ noted the open1ıng of e paragrap.
nıcatıon an intentijonalıty, thı ere Hall’s global intentions ATr LOO far-reach-
1s much Ca  » SaYy LO put Kierkegaard LO ıng tOo be analyze: all eır partıcularıty
work agaınst/wıth Derrida LO rework ere but ıt 185 faır SaVYy that the above

‘princıpal thesıs 15 the nub of hıs argu-truth ın post-metaphysıcal lımate ment. estimatıon ıt 1S5 z the-
S1S hıch 1S most merıtor10us Hall’s poıntsConclusion (as opposed to SOINE of hıs INOTE extrava-
gant ]aıms) One claım ın partıcular that

In conclusıon, all’s i;hesis would be INOTE wıll not address, praıse rebuttal, 1sS
Kıerkegaardıan an consıstent ıf he hıs contention that the WOT. Wäas waltıng
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for Chrıistianıity LO 91VEC 1T exiıstentlally en! that work LO be read contra
CoONcretie self that could OW. 1ts words err! WTIU1N:| nNnOot the dynamıc
1l Iso leave alone Hall’s analysıs of phonocentric act ofspe. and|
ıther  TSs LWO Case studies of Don
(Hovannı and aus

LO be essentıaally logocentric phenome-
NO  - (Word and Spiırılt 172) Later all

Whiıle thıs Hall’s poınt about speech aCtT. states that err!! COrrect that WTIiIt-
phılosophy he has correctly interprete not logocentric enterprıse Wor:
the tradıtıon We return tO thıs discussıion and Spırıt 175) What all aPPCAaAI’S to be
later the bringing out that WTI1C1N: has double
In Case careful reader bıt confused spirıtual aspect (much hlke
al thıs poınt let poınNt to hat MUuSsı1ıC) It refer LO enwork LO be
TO be fundamental ambıgulty all He read (inherently logocentric visually
unreflectiıvely accepts that when refers SENSUOUS) 1T Ca be the act of wrıtıng
to 'language thıs reference TO speech (inherently novel dynamıc hıstorıcallythe PFroODer that thıs ıdea of cConcretie an spırıtual) What conclude
Janguage al least compatıble ıth that Hall CT1t1C1Z1INg Derrida for not
eOTYy ofspeech-acts 'Thıs MaYyell be the breakıng completely wıth logocentrısm
Case but 1T Dy obvıous The paradızm of language wrıtıng

Wor example why can be nNnOot adıcal enough SaVy INOTE regardıng
referring the aDsStraCc tO the unıversal WTIC1N| followıng discus-

s 1OT1)1lınguistic aCıLy humans? oesn’t
SEEIN (at eas tO me) to clearly ıindıcate hıs i Derrida, Jacques, Lıimited, Inc Van-
posıtıon the matter Hall doesn’t ston, Northwestern Universıty Press,
provıde argument compe to 105
read thıs WaY Nonetheless Hall, Word and Spırıt 189 199 cf 196
sumptıon MaYy stand potentaal read- YFor Hall’s princıpal thesıs sSee
ıng of A and so I think this to be only a discussion
slıght oversıght hıs part not much attackıng speech-acHall Word and Spırıt 01 SCE Iso eOTY DeT attackıng
7489 98 169 179 200—206 Hall speaks ıimplementation of 1T flawed Thıs wiıll
much about the reflexıvely integral become INOTE clear the following discus-

S1071speech act anı eed for reflexive
ıntegrıity OUTr spe. peakıng faıth- 'Thiıs poınt wıll be mportant the crıtı1quefully, the felıcıty conditions OU. Hall rendıtion of speech-act eOTYyspeech-acts eic Lest the reader th: that creatıngborrow B term for Lewiıs whi pıcture of Kiıerkegaard made OW:
sed tıtle LO ONE of hıs 00 He ImMase ote Kıerkegaard’s of
SsEes the term reference to the vıde hıs authorship: "Chus the whole hterarybetween heaven hell actıvıty turns uDONI the problem becomingHall’s OWI) posıtıon actually clear Christian wıthın Christendom)’ “T’he

thıs only that he 0es not feel that Point of View Wor My Work Author
must always be demoniıc Wor: and Kıerkegaard Anthology, ed obert

Spırıt He Iso fact that Bretall Princeton Princeton Unıiversıtyspeech INAaYV be demonı1ıc Wor: and Spırıt Press 335| 'Thiıs indicates OVeT-
113) OWEever whether not all thinks all Uunıty hıs thoughtuseful (necessary) poınter See ote
owards exıistentıial concretjion ambiıgu- That ‘Vıctor the Hermit’ “The 1CTL0O-

T10US Hermit 7OUS but hıs derısıon of ‘the
tessentıjal medium for CXPTESSINS the We SCE thıs ı ato (as brought Out bydemoniıc leaves ıth less than POS1- Hall), but Iso Arıstotle throughLIVe account of Wori and Spırıt Augustine’ ıinnovatıons divıne ıllumına-
43) See for example hıs statement 10N), Aquinas (sıght ‘°the mMoOost spırıtualacC. anythıng equıvalent LO ese sense’) Descartes ‘the natural lıght')
SOUTCES lof speech| ere OC (luminosity) eitfCc
WaY for the to OWI)l OWTN LO Cf the apostle Paul Faıth by ear-
what ı expressed ı] the che DCTI- ıng (Romans 17
forms cComposes’ Wor. and Spiırıl, 53) z The reader wiıll notıce that not argu-Agaın, Hall ı ambıguous. Here all COIN- for agaınst partıcular ınterpre-
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Intending TG Speak: A rıtique f Ronale Halill’s Word and Spirıf
tatıon of Kierkegaard thıs poınt In Press 76| ‘A lıfe-view INOTE than
fact that thıs CAase Eremita’s quıntessence S of proposıt1o0ns
preface ındıicates SOINEC Versi10N of maıntained 1LSs aDstirac neutralıty 1T

beıing ıntımately connected to INOTE than CXDECT1ENCE LErfarıng | 1C
Kıerkegaard personal Vie 'The pomınt such always fragmentary It namely,
that anı y interpretatıon must be care the transubstantiation of CXPDPET1ENCE
argue tOo and NOLT SIMPLY assumed LErfarıngens Transubstantıiation/ ıf
See Ronald Manheimer Kıerkegaard unshakable certaınty oneself WWon from
UCalLor (Berkeley Universıty ofCalıfor- all Iıwved EXPDETLETLCE ’ See Iso hıs Sialiemen.
nıa Press 178—184 /ın T’he Journals of Soren Kıerkegaard

trans ed Alexander Dru New orkKıerkegaard doubt shares much wıth
"TheAsat ould TeQULTE superhuman effort arper Torchbooks 44-5|

(demoniı1c?) for finıte uman to create thing LO understand myself to sSee hat
pseudonym of sophıstication wıth really wıshes tO do the thıng tOo
whom she had nothing COININON truth 1C Erue for tO fınd
See Steven Ross Edıitor Introduection the ıdea for 1C. Gr  S Iıve and dıe

That Wäas hat lacked order LO eadKEıther / Or X1V-—XV eTrold West-
phal Becomıing Self: Readıng of complete uman lıfe some  ng which
Kıerkegaard) Concludıng Unscientific 9TOWS ogether wıth the deepest TOOTS of
Postscript Wes ayette nd]ıana Pur- h3fe through hıch to speak
due University Press D — DA gra upon the 1V1Ne H: the 1V1Ne

side of [a human], hıs |OTr her| ınwardWestphal Becomıng A Self. 29
The LWO books especlally ave mınd actıon which everyth!]
aArec Chmacus Phılosophiıcal Fragments 31 ustın, How To Do ıngS Wıth
JJohannes Climacus TANs eds Edn.  ] Words (Oxford OT'! Unıversıty Press,
and Howard Hong T1ınceton Princeton
Universıty Press an Concludıng Kevın Vanhoozer Is ere eanıng
Unscıentific Postscript LO Phılosophıcal hıs Text? T’he 2  e, T’he Reader, and
Fragments TANns eds Edna and the oralıty of Literary NOWLE:|  e
Howard Hong ols Princeton rince- (Grand Rapıds MI Zondervan
ton Unı1iversıty Press 208
Kierkgaard Fear anı rem  ıng and T’he ere aCCUSINSg all of not accountıng
Sıckness ntoea for Searle VE portant distinetion 1ın
Hall has excellent discussion of Jo  S Searle 'Laıterary Theory It}
Kıerkegaard’'s oncept of faıth Word Discontents New Literary Hıstory
and Spırıt Bn He exactly cCorrect when (1994) 660| between lınguistic Lypes
he claıms ere that for Kierkegaard ‘to hlinguistic tokens By token sentence
eX1ST aı to ex1st wıt. radıcal sımply INecan TLO refer tO sentence
convental on to and tOo eX1SsSt uttered by partıicular PerSonNn DAaTr-
wiıt. cAialectical sundered/’bonded rela- ticular context (which includes all the
ı1onshıp ıth the world My argument CIrcumstances elevant to the utterance
wıth Hall that he ater COIl- the tıme place etc KFor example
fuses E sundered/’bonded relatıonshıp sıttıng study Edinburgh Scot-

beıing necessarıly essentlally predi- land al December 1998 mMaYy
cated uDOIL the speech-act ave already utter the token sentence ere ST1OW
NOTtTe: that3 reversal of the utsıde Thus Dy eiIn1ıt.1on an token
sıtuatıon for Kıerkegaard Kierkegaard sentence INa Yy be only uttered OINlLCeEe The
Sayıng that speak faıthfully because type of sentence refers tLO ıts form an

ave faıth maybe EVEN that when mMa Y be repeate by different speakers
aveal wiıll speak faıthfully; but dıfferent OCCasS1011sS KFor example CVETYV

he not Sayvyıngs that avealbecause i1ıme “"There ST1IOW outsıde spoken 1T
speak faıthfully 'Thiıs wıll become INOTeE the utterance of different token SCTNMN-

clear followıng discuss1ıon of Hall ence wıth the SAaInle LYP! WHor further dis-
speech-acts CUSS10OMN of S SECE Rıchard Swıiınburne

Kierkegaard Postscript DA Revelatıon From etaphor LO Analogy
See Kıerkegaard’'s statemen:' Early Po- (Oxford larendon Press —10
emıcal Wrıtings trans ed Wat- an! Kevın Vanhoozer Is ere Mean:-
kıns T1ınceton Princeton Unı1versıty LNS h1s Text? DU
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Ludwig Wıttgensteın, Phılosophiıcal not possıble LO m1s/understand Derrida
Investigatıons, Tans Anscombe because hıs OW deconstructive eOTY,(Oxford: Blackwell, By noting rıght, prevents thıs from being poss1ıblethe affınıty wıth Wıttgenstein INecan LO One m1g object sayıng Words LO the ef-
dıstance myself from 'metaphysical’ COIM- fect, ‘How O2  5 he object that readıngstrual of ıntentionalıty 1n substance hım wrongly? Does he not claım that all
dualıist form otherwise. merely want ave ATre ndless sıgnıfıcatiıons? Does
tLO indicate that aspect of communıcatıon he not leave ODECNIN the possı1ıbılıty for
an 18 not (n sense). endless readıng ofexts How INa Y the pOot35 Thıs INa V be the Case EeVEeN proposıtions 1O call the kettle black?” Thıs 1S
do not exıst except instantıated SOTINE wıelding of the u QUOQ UE fallacy err!
act of STATEe of exıisting being addresses thıs type of charge sayıng that

argumng ere that ıt 1sS the interests ‘*thıs definıtion of deconstruction 1s5 atseof speech-ac and fortıor. that (that’s rıght false, nNnOot true) feeble: ıt.
of speech-act theory terms of bad that’s rıght bad, not g00d)the ıllocutionary approprılatiıon ofproposı1- feeble readıng of 1UIMMEeTOUS exXts,tıons, not the utterance f token sentences first of a]] mıne, 16 therefore must

the semotıc arrangemen:' of words. finally be read reread, Jacques errıda,ll not provıde arguments that demon- Lımited, Inc., Tans Alan Bass Chicago:
tirates VIECW be fraught wıth Universıty of Chicago Press, 146
problems (although these arguments do wıll Sa V INOTEe about thıs subjecteX1s th: ıt merely sufhces that there followıng discussion of Derriıda ethical
1S another, better WaY tOo about posıtıon.
speech-acts. Jacques errıda, Speech and Phenomena:

n A Soren Kıerkegaard, Eıuther / Or, Volumes And Other Essays Husserl’s T’heory of
Tans eds Howard Hong anı Edna Sıgns, trans byavıd Allıson anı New-

Hong Princeton Princeton University ton (Jarver KEvanston, Northwestern
Press), 1.67; 1.6  00 The emphases the Universıity Press, 197/3,
quotatıions AarTe mMmıne See Hall, Word and Spırıl, 60; and Der-

38 Kıerkegaard, Euther / Or Princeton), 1.6  Z rıda, Speech and Phenomena,39 Nıcholas Wolterstorff, “"The Importance of See Hall, Word and Spırıt, 61; and Jac-
Hermeneutics for Christian Worldview,’ Ques Derrida, ‘Cırconfession,’ 1n Derrida
1n Dıiscıiplining Hermeneultics: nterpreta- (Parıs Galılee, 123; cıted by ıch-
tıon Lın Chrıstian Perspectuve, ed. oger ard Kearney ‘Derrida/’’s Ethical Re-
Lundın TanN! Rapıds, Michigan Wm Turn, orkıng T’hrough Derrida,Eerdmans Publishing Co., HOr argument of thıs SOTT SCE Braan
Soren Kıerkegaard, Johannes Clımacus Ingraffia, Postmodern eorYy and 2D17-
De Omnıbus Dubıtandum Eist, Tans cal T’heology (Cambrıdge Cambridge Un1in-
Croxall Stanford Stanford University versıty Press, 187; and Andrew
Press, 148—149 Gustafson, 'Apologetically Laistening tO

Stephen Kvans, Kıerkegaard’s “Frag- Derrıda, Phılosophıia Chrıstı 2() (Wınterments” AAanı “Postseript”. T’he Relıgious 1949
Phılosophy ofJohannes Clımacus (Atlan- Derrida, ‘Circonfession,’ 124
tıc Hıghlands, Humanıties Press, Derrida, ‘Deconstruction the Poss1bil-

5657 1ty of Justice,’ Cardozo Law Revıew, 11Kıerkegaard, Postscript, DE (1990), 959
oOme MaYy object princıple that ıt. 18 Kearney, ‘Derrida’’s Ethıiıcal Re-Turn,

Making Christ Known
Hıstoric Documents from the Lausanne Movement

OTr Jo  5 Stott
The of thıs 18 Preserve and make avaılable the documentation of the Lausanne Movement durıng the

Ontexts they have een left alone theır historical integrity.
fteen yecars between Lausanne (1974) anı Lausanne 11 1n Manıla (1989) Sınce the reports arose OutT. of partıcular

'T’hıs books 1s ımportant readıng not only for those ınvolved ın 1ss1ıon but for all who aspıre be globalbhristians.
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