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Christian Context for Conscience?
nn A  A Readiné Kierkegaard’s Or  S of Love Beyond

Hegel’s Critique of Conscience
Phıalıp G. Zuegler

Uniwversity of Aberdeen

UMMARY ONe of the allmar categories of Kantıan ethics CONMN-
CcCIENCEe in explicitiy theological precisely In order

In evera| late works, Kierkegaard propounds what he {tO resist the collapse of moral reflection Into merely sub-
calls his “sacond ethic,” ONE which presupposes rIS- Jective Caprice and formal VaCculty. In oing S he draws
tian dogmatics.” This ethic confounds pical characteri- surprisingly NealTr his arch nemesISs, Hegel, and provides
zatıons of Kierkegaard’s project as but varlıation of the account of conscienCe highly illustrative for contem-
Kantıan assertion of the radica|l moral of the Christian reflection.
individual In Tact. In Works of love Kierkegaard reworks

ZUSAMMENFAS eInes der bezeichnenden Kategorien der kantischen
In mehreren späaten Werken legt Kierkegaard das VOT, Fthik das (ewlssen In explizit theologischen egriffen
Was er „zweilte FEthik“ nennt, eıne die „Christliche mıit dem WEeC| u dem Zusammenbruch moralischer
ogmati voraussetzt“ [Diese Fthik irritiert typische Chas Reflektion In eıne loße subjektive aune und In eıne
rakterisierungen des Kierkegaardschen Projektes als eıne ormale L eere widerstehen. Indem ET dies Eurt, kommt
loße Varlıation der kantischen Behauptung der radikalen er seınem Erzfeind Hege! überraschend nahe und bietet
moralischen utonomıe des Individuums. Tatsächlich eine Darstellung des Gewissens, die für die heutige
arbeitet Kierkegaard In seınem Buch Werke der ı1e christliche Reflektion csehr erhellend Ist.

RESUME |I’une des categories principales de ’ethique kantienne,
ans diverses UVTES de Ia fin de 5a vie, Kierkegaar pro- celle de Ia conscience, termes explicitement theolo-
DOSC qu‘il &< seconde ethique »} et quı < pre- gIiques, Justement DOUT eviter UUC la reflexion morale
SUDDOSC Ia dogmatique chretienne » ette ethique möele reduise simple Caprice subjecti el qu’elle sombre
les Caracterisations typıques du projet kierkegaardien VeC dans UuNe vaculrte formelle. En alsant alnsı,

qU! n es! qu‘une varlıation de |‘affırmation kan- rapproche etonnamment de ege! el apporte UNe manlere
tienne de ‘autonomie morale radicale de ‘individu Fn de considerer Ia CONSCIENCE QquI est tres 6clairante DOUF Ia

reflexion chretienne contemporailne.fait, dans SE < (PUVTEeS de I‘amour , Kierkegaard refond

Introduction the claıms of external authority of OC sSo
tiıme, the COIICCPt of CconscıeNcCeEe 15 closely, other. Ihıs conceptual iınherıtance has ıts Or1g1ns 1n

perhaps ınseparabily, aSsSOC1ated wıth the modern the Enlıghtenment lıberalısms of Locke, Bentham
notiıon of reedom d the self-determination of the anı Rousseau. OWEVer 1t finds 1T MOST remark-
enlightened subject. Whether the rel1g10Us able formulatıon 1n Kanrft’s practical phılosophy.
IMOTre broadly ethıcal sphere, appecal conscience Kanrt’s ZCCOULNT of the formal, absolute, unıversal
ften SETS ındıyvıdual moral Ver agalnst an subjectıve character of cCONscIeENCE d the SEaTt
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of ratiıonal uman moral reflection and legıslatıon SO© DEe Sılent10 contends that such cONstraınts ATC

nNOtIONS of human reedom 4S the eXerCIsSE of
15 watershed from hıch CONTeEM Orary ımpotent 1n relatıon the radıcal personal free-

dom of the Knight of faıth)?. Indeed, thıs work 15
the unrestricted self-legislatıng wıll OWN- commonly taken be assert1on, Hegel,

of the ofuman cCONscCIENCE the teeth
It 15 precısely thıs Kantıan 1e6W of the self wıth Its of the claıms of ethıcal COMMUNI

absolute claım moral self-determination hıch But 15 thıs 1eW of thıngs correct? Is De Sılent120”s
under Hegel’s ecritical SCrutINY, AN! Pr ompts task EL, PUut the Hegelıan gen1e "back the

hım develop ethıc which avo1ds the prob- Kantıan bottle’ wıth the help of religi0n: Is Kıerke-
lems he SCCS besetting such radıcally subjec- gaard’s OW) understandıng of ındıyıdual AUTFTONO-
t1ve ACCOUNT of morals. For Hegel, the perils of the CONscCIENCE basıcally ırationalızed vers1ion
radıcally subjective CONSCIENCE of ant’s Moralıtat of antıan moral subjectivism, perhaps ECVCNMN Its

surmounted Dy recastıng CONSCIENCE wıthın apotheosı1s? 'hıs 15 precıisely the 1eW famously
A COUAT of what he calls Sıttlıchkeit, actual SOC1IO- proposed by Alasdaır MaclIntyre:ethıcal lıfe A 75 ethıcal lıfe VETCOMICS the 1>
enTt opposıtıon of the reedom of subjectıve Spirıt The fundamental doctrine of Soren Kıerkegaard

15 that NOT only arc there genulNe objectivewhiıch 15 the eart of Moralıtät) and the claıms of moralıty; but that doctrines whichobjective Spirıt (whıch constıitute the of that there dAIiC function 45 devıces dısgu1seabstract Rıght), AN! shows the essent1a]| coher- the fact that moral standards aAIC, and
wl of indıyıdual moral reedom an objective
socıal and oblıgations. only DE, chosen. Ihe ındıyıdual hıs moral

PreCCPLtSs hımself in far stronger thanin such dıalectical ASCENTS Hegel's the Kantıan iındıyıdual for theır only SAaNlCc-thought, subjectıve moral reedom 15 surpassed, but tiıon and authorıty 15 that he has chosen 1Eronly d be essentially preserved. D themthe ther sıde of thıs 2SCPE1NT the VCLY ıdea of eth1-
cal reedom 15 transformed: ıf, from the perspective MaclIntyre takes ant’s moral phılosophy be

the “iımmediate ancestor” of Kıerkegaard’s work,of Moralıtät reedom 15 construed A freedom from and SCCS the latter’s book 1  ET be CC  at NCexternal, heteronomous ethıcal constraınt, ftrom
the perspective of Sıttlıchkeit thıs opposıtıon of the and epitaph of the Enlıghtenment’s
iınternal and external, anı heteronomYy systematIıc attempt 1SCover rational Justifica-
15 abolıshed, that reedom Call 110 be sa1d be tıon for moralıty” whose essentıa] contrıbution 15

make plaın the “arbitrarıness of OUT moral cul-freedom freely exercCc1ıse ne’s  2 role
ture”socı1al and polıtiıcal lıfe Indıyıdual CONSCIENCE and

external moral claıms ATC longer AT dı wıth Such readıng of Kıerkegaard’s understandıng
OIIC another Hegel’'s VIS1ION of uman moral of morals general, and of CONsSCIENCE 1n partıcu-
reedom “grounded the ACCEDTANCE of OUTr defin- lar, 15 inadequate the EXITEHMIC Not only ([07 It
ıng sıtuation. |and| powered Dy afırmatıon of locate 1  er and Fear and Trembling in
thıs definıng sıtuatıon A 0Urs.” the of the authorshıiıp, 1T also neglects

NOW, readers of Kıerkegaard’s Fear and Irem- take ser10usly the teachıng developed the later
blıng wıll doubt recall the Dane’s allergy and explicıtly theologıcal wrıtings hıch form the
Hegel's Sıttlıchkeit, dıs-ease made Mmanıfest under telos ofKıerkegaard’s lıfe work d whole Whereas
the evocatıve figure of the STOFY of Abraham and the ethıc Put forward 1n Fear and Iremblıing 15
Isaac (  1-1  , and focussed the CODCCPt of chiefly polemical anı tactıcal nature, that articu-
the teleological suspension of the ethıcal that lated Works 0  OVE (1847) rCPrESCNTS the Mature
CEXT. Johannes DEe Sılent120 struggles EXTTAÄACE the eXpressi10n of the CC  NEW “second” ethıc hıch
iındıyıdual OUT from under the totalızıng claım of Kıerkegaard had gestured the early paragraphs
the ethıcal sphere of D' role and law (the of The ConceptN ethıc that “belongs
constituents of Sıttlıchkeit) by posıtıng relıg10u0s dıfferent order of thıngs” because IT “presup-
sphere of indıyıdual oblıgatıon beyond that of posed dogmatiıcs”. Bruce Kırmmse regards thıs
ethıcs Abraham’s reedom respond .‚0d’s TEXTt ONC of the MOST ımportant of Kıerkeagaard’s

command sacrıfıce Isaac MMM  S NOTt be works, and certaınly hıs maJor ethical work. It 15
constraıned by alıy external complex of socı1al oblı- Works O;  OVE that the COIICCPt of CONscIıenNcCE 15
gat10ons, includıng alarmıngly that of father and treated length wıthın ACCOUNLT of love 4S it
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be “Christianly understood” AaN! moved beyond ıng AaN! domg of the iındıyıdual moral Such
mediıjatiıon 4A5 Hall’s work cshows 15 trıflınwhatever constructive ethıcal proposals OC mıght

either. For CONsScCIENCE 15 where the determ1-glean from readıngs ofFear and Irembling, Eıther/
ther works of the authorshıp theır OW: natıve realıty of these fundamental mediatıng

relatıons 15 brought bear upOoh personal moral
My thesıs 15 thıs Kıerkegaard’s exposıtion of reflection Aan! finds humble aAM fragıle EXpress10N.

In the MOVEMENT: of CONsCIENCE, the moralconscience Works 0  OVE fact cshows hım be
in actıve revolt agaınst the Enlıghtenment 1eW of 15 confronted wıth the “Chrıstian objection
CONSCIENCE 4S the consummMmMAaAatıon of human moral the self-wıillfulness of drıves and iınclinatiıons” aM

1Laura Hall, has persuasıvely argued theır all-too-human moral schemes exposed
that Works 0  ‚OVE 15 first and foremost attack “chıllıng inversion”. In CONsSCIENCE then, realıty
self-confident moral reasonıng, representing

“Make oolısh the wısdom of the wıse” d it
ıtself d Christianly understood PTrCSSCS bring

Kıerkegaard’s sustaıned attempt reinsert the
indıcting UsCcC of the law Into conversatıon VCI- Orlıents ethıcal reflectiıon that OIlIC ““wrhom

God made OUT wısdom” (1 Cor 10, 30)confident iın human effort aM blıthely rellant 'Io Kierkegaard’s “second ethic” ade-
upON ‚0d’s dıspensation of

precıpitate the AaWAAaTENCSS of SIN ındıspensable quately MUST PaYy close attention the WaY IT
for OUr r CPCI'1t3.IICC and evoke the confession confounds typıcal characterizatıon of hıs ethıcs d

for OUT reception of close COUs1InN of the antıan proJect of asserting
the radıcal moral of the indıvıdual.

Whiıle COILICUTL wıth thıs Jjudgment, It few thıngs cshow how tar off the mark squch char-
ıntegral Kıerkegaard’s pursult of thıs a1m, acter1ızat10ns than the ACCOUNT of cCONscIeENCE

that he MUST spell OUT what Charles Taylor has
called c S1ıtuHatıon for uman treedom” whereın provıded Works 0  OVE For CT Kierkegaard

reworks ONC of the hallmark categor1es of Kan-
moral subjectivity 15 SCr wıthın ransc of deter- tıan ethıcs explicıtly theological preciselymınate relatıons hıch form for It the 1in order res1ist the collapse of moral reflection
of “moral space”. Though dıffering radıcally 1Into merely subjective caprıce and formal Vaculty.
Man y ther WaVYS, Cre for MOMECNL, Hegel and In domg S he draws surprisıngly Calr hıs arch
Kıerkegaard find point of posıtıve relatiıon. They nemes1s, Hegel, WaYS that ATC both tellıng and
together reject 1eW of moralVthat V10- important.lently abstracts uman aSCNLSs from the fundamen-
tal ethıcal realıty 1in hıch theır CV 15 exercised,

Hegel’s Critique of Conscienceand iındeed 15 possı1ıble AT Ihe CONCCPL of COIN-

clience Kierkegaard develops the Sd1I11Cc 1o draw OUuUTt the correspondence between Hegel
dırection of Hegel's crıtique of the Kantıan ethıcs anı Kıerkegaard thıs point, It 15 NCCCSSAL Y
of subjectivity; it rCasSCITS, wiıthın the VCLY notion FrEeECOUNT all-too briefly Hegel’s FIrEeAFTMCNANTF of COIN-
of CONSCIENCE ıtself, objective s1ıtuatiıon Dy which clence the Phiılosophy of Rıght aN! the Phenome-
moral CV 15 substantıated and hıch It 15 nonology f Sperıt In both works, CONscIeENCE marks
trued penultımate 1n the unfoldıng hıstory of Geist

Of COUTISC, the of thıs moral Hield 15 mark- In Hegel’s study of Rıght, cCONsSCIENCE CEMCISCS 45

ediy dıfferent for Kıerkegaard than for Hegel. It 15 the MOST ıntense eXpress1on of Moralıtät, the
MOMECNT before the dialectical transıtıon Stit-

of a{fure and CONTEXT of CONsScCIENCE that 15 CI-
the strictly theologıcal of Kıerkegaard’s ACCOUNT

tlıchkeit the Phenomenology, CONsSCIENCE 15 dıs-
haps MOST strıkıng ere Davıd OUWeNSs aptly cussed wıthın the “Thırı WOTr. of Spirit;” that of
descrıbes, Works O;  OVE offers eXtenNs1ıve STAM- moral pırıt, Just prior the dıalectical transıtıon

that eXamınes AN! the quality of human relıg10n. Although engagıng slıghtly dıfferent
love lıght of dıyıne love  A For Kierkegaard, the aSPCCTS ot Kanrf’s understandıng of CONsSCIENCE,
ethıcal realıty hıch CONSCIENCE ar1Sses 15 cCONstI1- both consıderatiıon of CONscCIENCE SECETS the
tuted er and foremost by the God-relationship, essential problematıque hıch Hegel's OW'! ACCOUNT
an then subsequently also Dy the relatıonshıp of ethıcal ıfe (and sımılarly Kıerkegaard’s OW)

recastıng of CONSCIENCE, 4S wıll be shown) attemptswıth the ne1ghbour God establıshes. COrucıal 15 the
resolve.WaY Kıerkegaard SCC5S5 these relatıons wıth God

and ne1ghbour 45 relatıons hıch mediuate the wıll- It 15 the 4Mire of the merely moral standpoınt,
EuroJTh T
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Hegel Says focus OLC sıdedly ubOoN the iındıvıd- ıtself, (AKY knowledge and thereın A know-
ual subject aM hıs moral wıll Pursued 1CSs eN!| ledge of duty the strength of ICS OW] self-
thıs unbalanced STIrESS upOonN subjective moral wıll 4SSUTaIlCc®C IT POSSCSSCS the MaJESTY of absolute
results 1 the good being characterized A the autarky... Ihe self-determmmnatuon 15 therefore,
versal abstract essentialıty of the wıll C 4S duty“ wıthout further ado, absolutely ı conformıty
(PR 1353) Whatever 15 be OoOne 15 be OoOne wıth duty. 646)
sımply and solely for duty’'s sake IThe good 15 thus Moral COMNSCIEINICC such 1CW finallyıdentifned wıth that hıch duty uncondıtionally upOoNn the indıyıdual’s moral SCHILUS whiıch knows
CNJOMS from wıthın upoNn the subjective wıll But the 111117 of 1ITS immediıate knowledge be
Hegel ASSCTITTS CONTENT 15 specıfied for such duty, dıyıne voıce” (PS 655)because In the claıms thus made for CONSETICGHETC Hegel

duty ıtself the moral se]f- COMISCIOUSITI1C55 15 the SCCS5 starkly manıfest the eart of the problem wıth
CESSCIICC of the unıversalıty of that CONMNSCIOUS- antıan morals 4S Oole In 1TSs sıngular
CS5 all that 15 eft 1T therefore 15 abstract upbON the princıple of iındıyıdual subjectıve wiıllıng

AS the ESSCIICC of the moral lıfe Moralıtät 15 drıvenunıversalıty, anı for 1CS determiınate character
has ıdentity wıthout CONTENT that abstract first entirely formal (and empty)

the indetermınate (F 135) of duty, the CONTENT of hıch 1T 15 be made
Left wıth thıs abstractiıon the moral ubject specıfic GT Cal only be specıfied Dy the self- leg-

ıslatıon of the indıyıdual moral wıll resultlabours under the formal INJUNCLLON ofduty's ought
wıthout being able specıfy SIVC CONTENT thıs appcal CONSCIENCEC I'CPI'CSCIItS essentially arbı-
ought for ıtself It 15 a thıs pomt that Hegel SaVysS LYAVY resolution the ethıcal problem COI-

COMNSCIEIICE It 15 COMISCICIICEC that moral sel]f- CICI1CC the subject’s through being A
COMNSCIOUSI1CS55 “Orst has self-certamty; 15 what 15 rıght that 15 required 15

that 1It should know thıs and cshould 1ItSs CODNVIC-for the previously CMPLY duty” (PS 633) Playıng
the lınguistic afnıtıes ofIt (Gewifßheirt) t10N that 1TSs knowıng and willıng rıght” (PS

and COMSCIEIICEC (Gewissen ), Hegel defines the latter 654) Havıng reference objectıve CONTENT

“rhat hıch establıshes the partıcular and 15 the for 1TS moral knowledge 1L1LOT external MOLLVE for
moral wıll CONSCICINNCE lapses 1NTO CAPTICIOUSNCSSdeterminıng and decısıve element” wıthın sub-
the moral subject Kanrt’s the MaJESTYJECLLVE moral OMNSCIOUSI1C5 whose “unıversalıty,

reflected 1NTO ıtself. 15 the subject's absolute iınward of elevatıon above CVCLIY specıfic law and CVCLY
ITof hımself ” 637) CONTENT of duty, puts whatever cContent 1T pleases

Conscıence makes the abstract wıll 1NTO ICS knowıing and willıng" (PS 659)
arbıtrarYy, the claım of CONMNSCIEIICE 15 alsoIhıs 15 Sa y that CONMNSCICIICEC sımple

accordance wıth duty, hıch fulfills NOT thıs that
the
always also deeply ambıguous Hegel concludes

duty, but knows and O€s what 15 concretely ng
(PS 6395) TOmM wıthın the Ihe ambıgulty wıth COMNSEICHETC

standpoımnnt of 0ovalıtat CONSCIEIICE claıms abso- lı1es therefore thıs 15 presupposed MCcan
lute moral authorıty for the subjective insıght of the ulentity of subjective OWINg and wiıllıng
the iındıyvıdual Indeed, COMNSCICIICEC 15 exactly the wıth the ITrUu g0o0d, an 15 claımed and g_
CXÄDICSS1ON of the absolute title of subjectıve self- nızed be something SACrOSANCT and yer AT
COMSCI1IOUSI1C55 know ıtself. and from wiıthın the SaMıc L1 AS the TMETIC subjectıve reflectiıonN

of self- COMISC1IOUSI1C55 1INTO ıtself. 1T still claıms forıtself. what 15 rıght and oblıgatory 1r 15 “th e
ofsubjectıve owıng wıth what 15 absolute” ıtself the tiıtle due solely the strength of 1fs
13/) COMNSCIEIICE then the moral subject claıms absolutely valır ratiıonal CONTENET that identity
for hımself zzımediate CEVYTAINTY of the CONTENT ofhıs alone (PR 15/)
duty the ftorm of hıs OW (PS
637/)

In ITS unflınching CONCENTratTIiON formal sub-
JECTILVITY, Kantıan morals STaASPDS thıs abso-

So C(OQOASCGICHEE r CPI'CSCIIIS the radıcalızatıon of lutely valı ratiıonal content” objectively, and y€twhole moral standpoınt wıth 1CSs OC sıded empha- under the rubrıc of COMNSCIENCE IT nonetheless PIC-
515 the subjective wıll TIThe moral knowıng that
15 COMNSCIEIICE 15 the OWINg of.

tends knowledge of IT the Sarmıılc Hegel SCCS5
thıs sımply ICS vreductıo inTtO arbıtrarıness anı PCIVdA-

the self-. assured Pırı hıch has ICS truth wıthın SIVC ambıguty. Kant’s moral finally, MUST
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abandon the determınatıon of the good the vol- tıon He ought rather aVE Sa1d: What INAaLLY,
untary cho1ice of partıcular subjects, and thus blurs indeed MOST, people call CONsSCIENCE 15 NOT CONSCI1-
the distinction between moral anı amoral, good CII AL al but moods, stomach TEHEXES; vagr. ant
aN! evıl I hıs 15 what lıes behind Hegel’s famous ımpulses, C the CONsSCIENCE of baılıff.
charge that CC lf CONscCIENCE 15 only formal subject1v- Kierkegaard ıstınguıishes between cCOoNscCIENCE
ItY, aVE conscıence 15 sımply be the Its immediıate state” an CconscIienNcCE shot
of slıpping 1nto eviıl independent self-certainty” through wıth “ethıcal substance,” freely granting139) the force of Hegel's crıt1que of the former. Is 1t

ege. PTICSSCS the logıc of the antıan COIN- possıble that, 1in the of conscıence least,
clence 1fs CXIIEMEC, and into fundamental Kıerkegaard an Hegel mıght be closer
aporıa, for the sake of resolving It. In the ENOM- than mıght be expected gıven Kıerkegaard’s CI-enology, thıs resolution 15 ftound 1in relıg10N; 1n the ally antagonıst1ic towards the German phı-(  S}  y of Rıght, Sıttlıchkeit, where the objec- losopher?t1ve one-siıdedness of abstract Rıght and the sub- Adequately exploring thıs poss1bilıty AN! rıghtlyJective Oone-sidedness of abstract moral subjectivity interpreting Kierkegaard’s COIICCPt of conscıience
ATC each overreached 1ın substantıiation of dIC both iınhıbiıted by approaches that aVEe exclu-
the ethıcal Idea But for OUr PUurpOSCS, what 15 MOST S1Ve reference ex1istentialısm d interpre-sıgnıfıcant thıs 15 the basıc SNADE of Hegel’s t1Vve framework AN! that neglect, A of
pr Ootest agalnst the Kantıan ethıcs ofsubjective COIN- COUISC, the later and explıcıtly theological works
clence d the background for Kıerkegaard’s OW) hıch Kıerkegaard penned, Readıngs of thıs
reworkıng of the CONCCDT Or COoNscIeNCE. Hegel's ATC legıon, and they typıcally CAaST conscience 4S

crit1que of CONsSCIENCE strikes aT. its stuatıonslosıg- ONC of cluster of wıth hıch Kiıerke-
keit, Its abstraction from ethıcal object1vity, and gaard descrıibes the subjective moral machına-
hence 1Ifs inescapably arbıtrary and ambıguous t10NS of ındıyvıdual CONSCIOUSNESS. On such VIEWS

Hıs OW] dıscussıon ofSıttlıchkeit re-as. cCONscCIENCE AMOUNTS mode of subjectıvıexternal and objective Sıtuatiıon for CONSCIENCE, hıch c  one reCOgNIZES the oblıgatıon that OMC has
Sıtuatıon longer thought be at odds wıth oneself become self ” an 15 understood

subjective moral freedom, but rather the VCLY COI- solely 4S aspect of iındıyıdual self-conscI1OUsSNESS
dıtıon of poss1ıbilıty for the existence of genumne whose Org1n, function AN! goal 15 the self: COIMN-

subjective moral reedom Hegel's solution clence exhausts Its realıty completely wıthın the
the adjudged inadequacıes of the Kantıan COI- ınternal dynamıcs of the moral subject. Indeed,

Clence 15 provıde for 1T determiıinatıve CONTEXT
ACCOUNT of ethıcal lıfe under the rubrıcs of anı y suggestion the pseudonymous works mıght

1VE that Kierkegaard CONCE1VES of cCONsSCIENCE
Lamıly, cıvıl soclety and the that affords havıng external reference “either unıversal laws,
mater1al (and NOT merely formal) frame of refer- absolute telos 15 vigorously resisted
CI1ICEC wıthın hıch cCONscCIENCE Cal stand 4S viable defense of thıs striıctly existentıalıst interpreta-
Category for ethıcs To be rehabilıtated, CONSCIENCE t10N2. Ihe result 15 ascriıbe Kıerkegaard 1eW
MUST FECOWVEN ItSs “ethıcal substance.” of conscience d legislatıve and jurıdıical faculty

wholly internal the self, hıch 15 “iımmanent!
Conscience and Love Kierkegaard’s pr CSCHT the being of ratiıonal, self-reflective, self-

CONSCIOUS uman beings.”Recasting of Conscience If such readıngs WEeTIC IT  } Kierkegaard’s ıdea
We know that Kierkegaard W as AaWAaTCc of Hegel’s of conscıiencCe 'ould be squarely the sıghts of
eritical treatment of CONSCIENCE, and that he SAaW Hegel’s critique of cCoNscIeENCE. hat such readıngshıs OW) ACCOUNLT ofCONscCIENCE A adequate aVO1d ATC fact untenable becomes clear the lıght of
the problems Hegel attacks. jJournal entry from the ACCOUNT of conscıence Kıerkegaard 1VES1849, Kıerkegaard wriıtes, Works 0  OVE Here explıcıtly theologı-* Reading Kierkegaard’s Works of Love Beyond Hegel’s Critique of Conscience *  abandon the determination of the good to the vol-  tion. He ought rather to have said: What many,  untary choice of particular subjects, and thus blurs  indeed most, people call conscience is not consci-  the distinction between moral and amoral, good  ence at all, but moods, stomach reflexes, vagrant  and evil. This is what lies behind Hegel’s famous  impulses, etc. — the conscience of a bailiff.  charge that “if conscience is only formal subjectiv-  Kierkegaard distinguishes between conscience  ity, to have a conscience is simply to be on the verge  “in its immediate state” and conscience shot  of slipping into evil in independent self-certainty”  through with “ethical substance,” freely granting  (PR $ 139).  the force of Hegel’s critique of the former. Is it  Hegel presses the logic of the Kantian con-  possible that, in the matter of conscience at least,  science to its extreme, and so into a fundamental  Kierkegaard and Hegel might prove to be closer  aporia, for the sake of resolving it. In the Phenom-  than might be expected given Kierkegaard’s gener-  enology, this resolution is found in religion; in the  ally antagonistic posture towards the German phi-  Philosophy of Right, in Sittlichkeit, where the objec-  losopher?  tive one-sidedness of abstract Right and the sub-  Adequately exploring this possibility and rightly  jective one-sidedness of abstract moral subjectivity  interpreting Kierkegaard’s concept of conscience  are each overreached in a concrete substantiation of  are both inhibited by approaches that have exclu-  the ethical Idea. But for our purposes, what is most  sive reference to existentialism as an interpre-  significant in all this is the basic shape of HegeP’s  tive framework and that neglect, as a matter of  protest against the Kantian ethics of subjective con-  course, the later and explicitly theological works  science as the background for Kierkegaard’s own  which Kierkegaard penned. Readings of this type  reworking of the concept of conscience. Hegel’s  are legion, and they typically cast conscience as  critique of conscience strikes at its Situationslosig-  one of a cluster of concepts with which Kierke-  keit, its abstraction from all ethical objectivity, and  gaard describes the subjective moral machina-  hence its inescapably arbitrary and ambiguous  tions of individual consciousness. On such views  nature. His own discussion of Sittlichkeit re-asserts  conscience amounts to a mode of subjectivity in  an external and objective situation for conscience,  which “one recognizes the obligation that one has  a situation no longer thought to be at odds with  to oneself to become a self” and so ıs understood  subjective moral freedom, but rather the very con-  solely as an aspect of individual self-consciousness  dition of possibility for the existence of genuine  whose origin, function and goal is the self: con-  subjective moral freedom at all. Hegel’s solution  science exhausts its reality completely within the  to the adjudged inadequacies of the Kantian con-  internal dynamics of the moral subject. Indeed,  science is to provide for it a determinative context  in an account of ethical life — under the rubrics of  any suggestion the pseudonymous works might  give that Kierkegaard conceives of conscience  family, civil society and the state — that affords a  having external reference to “either universal laws,  material (and not merely formal) frame of refer-  or an absolute telos or God” is vigorously resisted  ence within which conscience can stand as a viable  in defense of this strictly existentialist interpreta-  category for ethics. To be rehabilitated, conscience  tion. The result is to ascribe to Kierkegaard a view  must recover its “ethical substance.”  of conscience as a legislative and juridical faculty  wholly internal to the self, which is “immanentl  Conscience and Love - Kierkegaard’s  present in the being of rational, self-reflective, self-  conscious human beings.”  Recasting of Conscience  If such readings were correct, Kierkegaard’s idea  We know that Kierkegaard was aware of Hegel’s  of conscience would be squarely in the sights of  critical treatment of conscience, and that he saw  Hegel’s critique of conscience. That such readings  his own account of conscience as adequate to avoid  are in fact untenable becomes clear in the light of  the problems Hegel attacks. In a journal entry from  the account of conscience Kierkegaard gives in  1849, Kierkegaard writes,  Works of Love. Here we find an explicitly theologi-  ... Conscience in its immediate state... contains  cal doctrine of conscience, one that articulates the  elements which are the very opposite of consci-  concept of conscience proper to which Kierkegaard  ence. Herein lies the truth of what Hegel says  alludes in the journal entry cited above. Here we  find that Kierkegaard has carefully attended to  about conscience being a form of evil. But in  another sense Hegel says this without justifica-  Hegel’s critique of the morality of the immediate  EuroJTh 15:2 * 97CONSCIENCE Its iımmediate contaıns cal doctrine of CONSCIENCE, OLLC that artıculates the

elements hıch ATC the VCLIY opposıte of CONSCI- COI]CCPt of CONsScCIENCE hıch Kierkegaard
GCiTEr:.: Hereın hıes the truth of what Hegel SdayS alludes the Journal en cıted above. Here

find that Kiıerkegaard has carefully attendedabout consciıence being ftorm of evil. But
another Hegel SaYyS thıs wıthout Justifica- Hegel's crit1que of the moralıty of the immediıate
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subjective CONSCIENCE, and that he develops 1eW Scripture ffer description of the realıty wıthın
of conscıence the other sıde of that crıt1que, hıch the ıdea of conscience finds Its PropCrI place.
AS ıt WEeIC Conscıence PTrOPCI, for Kierkegaard, 15 hıs 15 eXEerCISE of “moral reflection” 4S Olıver
invested wıth pervasıve external. objective CL (YlDonovan descr1ibes it:; that “NECESSALY takıng-
AS Kıerkegaard Sıtuates the subjective actıvıty of stock of the wor| 27 whıich “asks about OUuUr place-the moral wıthın ethıcal field of reference MeEeNT 1n the world, OUT relatıon other realıtıies.”

I1Nanllecer tormally sımılar (despite sıgnıfıcant
mater1al dıfferences) the WdY Hegel

For Kıerkegaard the prımary realıtiıes that posıtıon
us ethically ALC those of God, the ne1ghbour, anı

place subjective moral reedom wıth the CONTEXT the dıyıne ımperatıve love Chrıstuanlkly. Ihese
of W  1CHREIL Indeed, Kıerkegaard looks, rather ATC LLIOTC decısıve than everyday EXIStENCE: Kıerke-
counter-intutively, thıs ACCOUNT of CONSCIENCE gaard contends, for “human ex1istence 15 ındeed at
do precıisely thıs work. hand second tıme, but NOT fancıfully; the second

In Works 0  OVE, CONsSCIENCE AD PCATS AS SUP- time of 1Its ex1istence 15 Its ex1istence God,porting theme wıthın the TrSt 1V1S1ON of the CEXL.  „ LO correctly, thıs 15 IfSs r existence, wherebywhose overarchıng theme 15 the definıtion of love each ındıyvıdual learns from God what the Law’s
ıtself. IThroughout, Kıerkegaard PICSSCS ch
dıstinction between erot1ıc love and frıendshı1p requırement 15 ( 417) It 15 wıth refer-

the OINC hand, anı the ther what he calls
(AIL ne’s  2 “eyıstence 1n God” and ethıcally
thıs concretely, NC  A exX1istence under the

“genumne love  A love “Christianly understood,” claım of the law of love that ındıyıdual finds
love that corresponds the New Testament UsCc “substance and PUTDOSC and truth and actualıtyof the word Ihe definıng mark of thıs latter

SO of love 15 that It 15 enjJoıned upON the 1ndı-
ex1istence” 147%) It 15 of immense 1ımpor-

that thıs should be the startıng pomit of the
vidual duty, DE somethıing hıch OIMIC “second ethıc” and hence also the basıs hıch
15 subject A command law. Chrıstian love, cOoONscIeNcCE 1S be treated. Kiıerkegaard O€es NOT
Sa yS Kıerkegaard, stands under anı responds the take the of CONSCIENCE 45 part of SCNH-eternal dıyvıne declaratıon: “You shall love  9 hıch
15 “thC rvoyal law  9 24) Ingredient thıs eral phenomenologiıcal invest1igatıon of the moral

subject, but only the COUTSC of unfoldıngdıyıne ımperatıve : 4T the specıific objects PrOpCI theologıcal ACCOUNLT of the world wıthın hıch the
thıs love, namely God hımself and the ne1ghbour. moral subject 15 SPT.: thıs 15 world pervadedTo love God Chrıistianly 15 do CC  IN obedıence”
and cC,  N adoratıon” whıiıle love the very UuNnDO- Dy the command, ‚You ch: love.?
et1C ne1ghbour” whom “qhinkers call ‚the other”” But what of conscıence ıtself? Kıerkegaard makes

crucılally ımportant remark the OUTfsetChristianly demands genumne selflessness
DIS: ZI) Ihe ne1ghbour, the OCCAS1ON 1If OC WEeTIC anı describe single

what the law of love requıres, 15 “nearer the victory Chrıistianıty has WON VCT

yYOU than else  A and takes precedence VecCr the world O: GVET MOTC correctly, the victory
by which ıt has MOTrec than the world,erot1ic love’s preferred objects, whether frıend
SINCE Christianıty has wanted CONQUCIbeloved 21)

FKor Kıerkegaard there 15 profound qualıitative 1in worldly WaY),; infinıty’s change that Christiı-
dıstınction between love d 15 generally conceived has d ıts a1mM, Dy hıch CVC iındeed

whose OrgINs hıes C<the play of the POWCTIS of remaıns ASs ıt W as (sınce Chrıistianıty has
eecn frıend of the trumpery of novelty) andımmediacy” and the love that 15 marked Dy the
ycL 1n the of ınfınıty has become comple-“earnestness ofeternitYy, theA}ofthe COM-

mandment spırıt aM truth, honesty anı self- tely 11IC  S know of nothıng shorter but also
den1al” ( 25) Ihe applicatıon of the “word nothıng LLOTIC dec1ısıve than thıs 1t has made
of the royal law  2 uman love subjects it “rhe CVCLY uman relatıonshı1ıp between PCISON A

PCISON relatıonshıp of conscience. Just d thechange of the eternal” anı WI1NsS for It ”endurıng
continuance” 32) blood pulsates in CVCIY NCIVC, O€es Christia-

15 already apparent Dy the introduction of nıty Wantft CVEC wıth the rela-
these few> Kıerkegaard 15 ere AT work tionshıp of CONsSCIENCE 135)
unfoldıng hıs “second” “new” ethıc whıch PIC- secular5 only the monarch 15 thought

exphicıtly Christian pomt of 1E W. of havıng ther duty than the duty of COIl-
thıs ethic, theological taken VecCr from SCIENCE, from the perspective of Christianıity thıs
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regal MUS NOT be denı1ed CVCMN the lowl:i- thought 15 be understood ATC learn
from hım, because he W as the explanatıon , AN!CSr of PCISONS. In the mıdst of the performance of

everyday tasks, Kierkegaard indıcates that CVCIVONC only when the explanatıon 15 what It explains,
mMaYy and indeed MUST Sa y hımself£, CCI domgg when the explaıner 15 what 15 explained, when
thıs work for9 but that do It 4A5 carefully d the explanatıon | Forklarıng | 15 the transfigura-

domng, do for the sake of conscience”( t10N | Forklarelse |, only then 15 the relatıon the
136) By referring NEC’S  2 work CONSCIENCE, rıght ON  e 101)

what 15 achıeved? Not the castıng off of worldly Ihe lıfe of Chriıst 15 the DEV'Y definıtvon of what
labour an oblıgatıons these, Kierkegaard SaVS, love 1S, being, the EeENACIMENT of “Jove,
remaın place. What he 15 the In
1te ınward transformatıon of the of such

1n the dıyıne sense” 110) Kierkegaard,
IC 4S elsewhere 1n hıs rel1g10Us wriıting,sets torth

ur anı oblıgations; CONsSCIENCE 15 register into Chriıst 4S the love’s “crushing” exemplar, aM 45
hıch the bus1ıness of ıfe 15 translated Dy the force the VT iındıcting rule whiıch CONsSCIENCE refers
of the royal law of love. Ihe effect 15 the ıtself. In thıs CAONMNEXT It 15 ufficıent OTfe that the
ethıcal substance AN! sıgnıfıcance of the CIrCcum- figure of Chrıst provıdes the specıfic mater1a]l defi-
Tances whiıch the moral lıfe lıve whıle caVving nıtıon of the law of love hıch besets and dırects
theır forms largely intact moral consclence.

But what CeSs It INCAN, eXaCtiY, that Conscıience 15 thus reflective ACT whereın
“I0ve 15 of CONsSCIENCE”? It TSt that ındıyvıdual SECTS specıfic love-relatıonshıp along-
vidual CC  must YTrSt be asked whether he has COI-
upOoNn entering aDn y human relatıonshıp each indı- sıde the rule of love exemplıfıed 1n the lıfe ofChriıst

for SCrutiny and Judgment. Ihe ACT of CONsScCIENCE 15
sulted wıth God and wıth hıs conscıenNce” that ACTt hıch the substantıve claım of the law of

140) Ihıs rather obvıous, SinCce what Mafters love 15 called mınd “earned agaln” 4S Kıerke-
CcCONscIeENCE 15 precisely what 15 referred It gaard SayS 45 the erıitical and formatıve of

moral reflectiOon. Yet somethıng ımportant 15 ind1- all ACTS of human love. such it 15 always rst and
cated Dy thıs redundancy namely, that each and foremost reflex1ive anı Jjurıdıcal ACt hıch 4a1MMS
EVET'Y relatıonshıp 15 be referred cConscıence. check “che self-willfulness of drıves and ınclına-
Ihe of CONSCIENCE, SdyS Kierkegaard, 15 UNTIC-

stricted. In fact, he that its ubıquıtous reach
t10ns” 140) the eXercCıIsEe of love.

Kıerkegaard further specıfles the ACT of COIN-
15 1ın SOMIIC analogous 0d’s Oomn1ıpresence clence DYy speakıng of God and the ne1ıghbour140) the “mi1iddle” “mediating” of

Its clarıfıed, Kierkegaard MUST still specıfy human relatıonshı1ps. “Chrıstuanıty teaches,” he
the CONTENLT of CONsSCIENCE ıtself; he MUST explaın wrıtes, “that love 15 relatıonshtp hetween:
what takes place when uman relatıonshıps God DEVSON, that God 15 the miuddle Lerm  A
referred it COn thıs' Kierkegaard explaıns  S A DE 107) (r agaln: . 1t 15 God who Dy hımself and
that the workıngs of consclıence SCIVC the faıthful of the mıddle FEFrM ‚ne1ıghbour‘ chec 3) and
dıscharge of the royal law of love Dy TSt callıng
mınd what love ıtself 1S, and then comparıng actual adjudges loving that only then It be sa1d

that “love 15 of conscıience” 142)
relatıonshı1ıps wıth the LIru: AHIIE of love thus Ihe Prımary mıddle term, and the second-
recalled. Conscıence therefore takes the indıyvıdual d mıddle term, ne1ghbour, both interpose them-

that place where the ature of love ıtself 15 truly selves between the partıes of and human
made manıfest, where doctrine about love that love, for 1t 15 “celf-den1al’s mıddle term that ın
15 the essentially Chrıiıstian doctrine” Can be learned, between self-love’s and L but also between erot1ic
anı for Kierkegaard’s second ethıc thıs love’s anı friendshıp’s an other I)) 54)
“must ST from God M MUS  — God love Wırh Its demand mediate the ACT of love throughthe ne1ghbour.” In thısD' Kıerkegaard such mıddle„CONsSCIENCE interrupts the mora|l
contends, Chrıstian faıth “takes possessi1on of CVCLY self wıth Its insıstent and cutting question: c  1S iIt
eXpression of love and 15 Jealous for ıtself”(WL, actually love, the dıyvıne„ cshow EVO-
140) Net. CVCI MOTC concretely, Kierkegaard SCCS t10Nn such 4A5 the object of love demanded?”
the law of love be fulfilled and la1d uponNn us Dy 18)Chrıst Of thıs he writes, For thıs FrCasON, CONSCIENCE refuses leave the

Christ W as the of the Law. How thıs subjectıve moral self alone wıth ICS wıll love and
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the private works of love, but rather demands that the 1ssue when he wriıtes,
thıs will and these works be medıiated in eitect: be God each ındıvıdual, for the sake of CCT1I-
externalızed aN! made publıc Dy reference God taınty and of equality and of responsıbiılıty,and ne1ghbour. oug it 15 the moral subject her- learn for himself the Law’s requırement. When
self who undertakes thıs reflection, the mediıatıng thıs 15 the CASC, there 15 durabilıty EXISTEHCE.

COMNIC her from outsıde anı reflectiıon 15 because God has firm hold IC Ihere. 15
drawn outwards, and the self thereby entangled ın IT  ' because each ındıyıdual beg1ns, NOT wıth

O of partıcular external relatıons. By introduc- ‚the ther” and therefore NOT wıth eVAaS1IONS and
ıng and ne1ghbour mıddle the ACT CXCUSCS, but begins wıth the God-relationshipof CONsCIENCE, ftundamental soclalıty relatiıonal- anı therefore stands firm and ereby also’Ity 15 iınterjected 1INnto the cONstıtut1on of the moral 45 far 4A5 he TCaACHES; the 1ZZ1NESs that 15 the
subject MNCC agaln, provıdıng element of heter- beginning of mutıny (WL, 118)ogeneı1ty wıthın the COIICCPt of CONSCIENCE ıtself. In
thıs WdY Kıerkegaard makes clear that, Chrıistianly Fınally then, for Kierkegaard, CONSCIENCE 15 the

understood, ıt wıll NOT do for the crıter1a of COIl- DYy hıch it 15 ensured that It 15 NOT the moral
sCIeNCE be left the subject’s self-determinatıon subject per SC, but ultımately only God become CO1l-

Christ, ..  who CVCLY CN wıll determınepersonal dıscernment. what love 15  A p.126Ihere 15 thırd and final descr1ption of COIN-

SCIENCE offered by Kierkegaard 1n Works O;  OVE Where thıs 15 NOT the CaASC, Kierkegaard ABTCCS
namely that “t o relate God 15 precisely N that Hegel’s fears about moral CONsSCIENCE

fulfılled, and Fru: COoNscIeENCE 15 lost, eingconscience” such that “rhe relatıonshıp between
replaced wıth the arbıtrary because UTONOMOU!:!the iındıyvıdual and God, the God-relationship, 15
wıll He wriıtes, c  4S SOOI1 4S OIC leaves OUT the God-the conscıence” ( WL, 143) Keeping 1n 1eW that

G  > for Kıerkegaard, 15 sımply predicate relatıonshıp, the partıcıpants’ merely human defi-
(transcendental otherwise) of the human sub- nıt1on of what they Want understand Dy lovıng,

what they WAant requıre of each other, and theırject but 15 ‚WaYS the One who 15 separated from
mutual jJudgment bDy vıiırtue of Hat. become thethe human by iınfınıte qualıitative dıfference,

such definıtion of CONsScCIENCE 15 strıkıng ındeed hıghest Judgment” 112) In hıs treatment

Although CONscCIENCE 15 always inward LLI1OVC- of CONSCIENCE, Kierkegaard 15 workıng
Ment of subjectivity, iIt has essent1a|l and defin- that the definıtion, the Scrutıny and the judgment

of how love ought take shape the worldıng element, relatıon another God who
be absorbed collapsed into uman sub- ultımately ascrıbed God For the moral self

Jectivity. Sa1d dıfferently, moral cCONsSCIENCE only CSCAPCS self-deception and ıllusıon d It heeds
properly pOSSESsSS1ON of Its mıddle they ‚0d’s OW) explanatıon of love, whiıich 15 ıdentical
remaın somethıng gıven 1t only ex1st1Ing (as already noted) wıth Chrıst's PCISON and work.

No less than Hegel, but for explicıtly Chrıstianexternal relatıon. Ihe self O€es NOT HV
upON 1ts OW) criter1a for aSSESSING what sShape love FrCasONSsS, Kıerkegaard 15 commıtted resisting the
ought take 1n the world, but MUST Aat CVCLIY pomt Capr1C10Us CONSCIENCE of the ethıcs of subjectıve
redirect thıs beyond iıtself Dy referring 1t CONVICtION. What he Sa yS about Chrıiıstian faıth 4S

the odge| of the iındıvıidual’s God-relationship, 16 whole Cal rıghtly be applıed hıs understand-
God hımself. ıng of the CONTENT of the Fru: CONsSCIENCE 45 well,

ecall at thıs pomnt that the God-relationship namely that essent1a] IT 15 acknowledgment that
1S NOT left d formal CONCCPL Kierkegaard’s CC 1t NOT or1ıginate human heart”
ACCOUNLT, but 45 noted above, 15 mater1ally defined Z/) Conscıence 15 NOT much the seal of uman

the PCISON of Chrıst who 15 for CONscCIENCE the moral 45 It 15 the subjective reflection
both the Prototypec of the God-relationship DeErE ubON an ınward appropriation of that radıcal het-
homo) and the manıfestatiıon of dıvıne love DEVE CIONOINY that Kıerkegaard understands const1-
deo) Orıiented Jesus Chriıst 45 the concretion Lutfe the realıty of the ethıcal sphere.
of dıyvıne and uman love, conscıence 15 preserved At least tSs of thıs 1e6W of conscience
from Japsıng back 1NtOo that subjective caprıce and call for further clarıfıcatıon anı Invıte specıfic crıit1i-
arbitrarıness of hıch ege accused the Kantıan CISmM. Ihe FT 15 the deep separatıon Kierkegaard
moral conscIeNCE. Kierkegaard acknowledges that between the ınward transformatıon of
preservatıon from such self-deception 15 precisely love-relationships (and also labour) the hands
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of Cconsclience the ONC hand, and the UNtTrOUu- relatıons (wıth God AN! neıighbour) WEeTC the loss
bled Mmaılntenance of the external the for theological ethıcs of the signıficance of the
other. Ihe work of CONsSCIENCE 15 restricted the actual world, that external “secondary ex1istence” of
achıevement, the part of the ındıvıdual, of hıch Kierkegaard speaks. It VCLY odt that
different herspectıve WaY of seeıng, nNne’s  2 lıfe and the work of consclience AS Kierkegaard descr1ıbes
relatıonsh1ps that 15 ınwardly lıberatıng but hıch It ould NOT 1SsuUE ın thorough-goimg TCT1OVad-

8(0)8] of actual human relatıonshıps AN! WaYS of lıfeoutwardly changes nothıng f cCONsScCIENCE WEeIC
aN! be SECN do bor instance, ıt chould makeo1VE VO1Cce Its vocatıon, Kierkegaard claıms, 1t

ould SaV, all the dıfference in the world of actual day
day lıfe wıth others that the relatıonsh1ps aVeDo NOT Dusy yourself wıth changıng the shape wıth others ATC entirely transformed at the handsof the world YOUTL S1ıtuationNn.... No, make of CONsSCIENCE Dy the interposıtion of the CONCCPLChrıistianıty yOUL OW) and 1t wıll cshow YOU

point outsıde the world, an DYy of thıs ‚ne1ghbour’ before an y and ther categorical
VOU wiıll MOVC heaven an earth; VCS, YOU wıll understandıngs of them, C AS SPOUSC, a

DOSS, friend. LOss of the ethical sıgnıfıcance of thedo somethıng CVEen LOTIC wonderful,; YOU wıll condıtions of actual ex1istence and the hope of theır
MOVC heaven AN! earth quietly, lıghtly, that transformatıon LOO hıgh price DaYy CVCMN

OC wıll notice 136)
The infinıte transformatıon hıch Chrıstian

for correcting the hypertrophy of moral subject1v-
ItY. How OC€s Kıerkegaard’s notion of the ınfınıte

faıth effects Dy makıng CVC of COI- inward transformatıon of HEeEs lıfe 1n conscıence
SsCIeENCE 1E Dy mediatıng absolutely CVEC CSCADC thıs obvıous charge of encouragıng fıghthuman through the God-relation 15 lımıted, from the actual and 1nto the purely abstract.?
it ould SCCIXL, strictly the sphere of subjec- Yet. U NOT yet one ufhcient Justice
t1ve inwardness. Ahus, Kierkegaard contends Kıerkegaard’s carefully worded claıms er A
the manual labourer remaıns manual-labourer “inwardly CVE: 15 changed” Dy cCOoNscIeNCE
externally, CVCN 4S ınwardly, despite dıscovering “outwardly the old MOTC less remaıns”
consciıence hıs essentı1al equality wıth the Regent 138) Note well less. Or agaın, A previ-

eternitYy; and remaıns subordinate ously cıted, when YOU subject love the scrutiıny
Man wıthın the lıved actualıty of marrı1age, though of CONSCIENCE, Kierkegaard contends, CC  you wıll do
ınwardly knowıng herself the equal of the IMNan somethıng CVCMN MOTC wonderrful, yOU wıll TMOVCEC
before God 139) heaven and earth quietly, lıghtly, that OIMIC

There troublıng of thıs To wıll notıice 136) Conscıience affects NOLT
deliımıt the ınfınıte transformatıon of lıfe achieved only the qualı of moral reflection, ıt also affects
DYy CconscıenNCE the inward sphere makes the the quality of moral aActıon. Moral actıon 15 NOT

predicate ınfınıte” Cr Infinıte, here, elımınated after all: somethıng wondertul 15 done,
I1NCAanN ‚total’ SINCEe sıgnıfıcant portion of the total- the world around 15 morved. What Kıerke-
Ity of uman ex1istence Its external,; socı1al aspect gaard much IMOTC than thısDer 15 the character of

FemMaınNs 1n place despite the transformatıon. such act1on. It 15 cruclally ımportant that the LIMNOVEC-

nıte transformatıon INa Yy well then sımply IIC MmMent of the world Dy CcOoNscIıeNCE OC€es NOLT
that from the standpoınt of the iınfınıte (Or the worldly WdY, and that the actıons hıch COMN-

eternal) the specıfics of nHes  2 external sıtuatıon A ciıence eads ATC enacted Chrıstuanly. H, unsatıs-
fied wıth thıs strıcture of Christian CONsCIENCE, thelost from sıght aN fully relatıvyızed Dy the

oftiness of thıs VIEW, AS be rendered ırrelevant. moral subject SraSPS rather immediıate secular
But such readıng would OPCDH Kierkegaard effectıveness, then “for what sche loses che auUNS
the vVC charge he W as intent pressing OoOme only mediocre compensatıon the fragment of
agalnst Hegel: namely, that despıte achieving the externalıty che worldly WaV btaın DYy defi-
lofty, indeed ınfınıte, perspective thought OLC aANCE  A 139) In short, the promıise that
MUST nonetheless st11l lıve, CaSL, work (1:C EXIST ) 1n attends CONSCIENTIOUS actıon upDON 1ts COM-

the actual finıte world. porting wıth the realıty hıch g1ves it form.
It ould be Ser10us 1rONY iındeed the COST thıs SCCS it that such actıon CVCTI chastened DYy

of maıntaınıng doctrine of CONSCIENCE able the claım of the royal law of love anı sol1dly
resist collapse iInto PUTIC subjectivity (as Kant) 1n eed of and patıent upDON 15 in the
DYy re-asserting the determiınatıve role of external world but NOT of ıt “What Chrıst sa1d about hıs

EuroJTh 15:2 107



PHILIP JEGLER

kıngdom, that it 15 NOT of thıs world, holds Lrul of the command love and the lıvıng and cCOoOnNntem-

CVEC Chrıistıian. hıgher order of thıngs, explanatıon of thıs command the
it WAaNnNnTts be PI'CSCIIt everywhere but NOT be PCrSON of Jesus Chrıst In the ACT of CONSCIENCE, the
SE1ZE 9 ( 138) whıle thıs MaYy remaın MOMENLT I8 ethıcal interrogatıon hıch “Chrısti1-
profoundly dıssatısfyıng the realıst and pra$s- forward aAM asks about relatıonshıp
Matıc mınd, Kıerkegaard’s VICW, such 15 the 1Nes- God, whether each indıvıdual 15 first related God

anı then whether the relatıonshıp of love 15 relatedcapable and joyful burden of Christian moral ıfe
wıth taıth that “has wanted CO UCI God” ( 108) 15 reduplıcated ınwardly.
worldly Way”( 135) Ihıs iınternal reduplıcatıon the moral subject of

Second, thıs ACCOUNLT of CONSCIENCE provokes what 1S, crucıially, primarıly external ınterroga-
ımportant question about ASCNCY. Is 1t God, the t1on of the moral subject DYy God 15 ERASCTIILE what
human PCISON, both who AaCT in CONsSCIENCE? Kierkegaard takes CONsSCIENCE PrOoOpCI be
Clearly CONSCIENCE 15 human aCtT, S$1INCE Kıerke- aVC argued, CONsSCIENCE denotes the God-
gaard SdayS that ındıyıdual velates hımself to God relatıonshıp 1ES subjectıve ethıcal 9.SPCCt Ihe

45 CC  ZOo wıth God, hold only and COIICCPt speaks AT HCC of ınward STIructLure of
understand under God CVEC VOU under- subjectıve lıfe, and of objective and outward
stand”( /8) But Kıerkegaard hınts that SIructure of exX1istence hıch IT 15 essentially

also properly speak ofOd’s AYCNCV 1n relatıon ordınated. As such, conscience 15 iındıyıdual’s
CONsSCIENCE when he wrıtes that CONsSCIENCE it reflection upDON her sıtuatedness wıthın ethical

15 who by hımself and Dy 111Calls of the miıddle realıty primarıly constituted Dy relatıons God
a! ne1ghbour, the Ssıtuatıon Kıerkegaard S1S-term ‚ne1ıghbour‘ checks whether the love for

wıfe aM friend 15 conscientious” ( 142) nıfıcantly speaks of OUTr “Arst existence, whereby
These agenc1es eed NOT be mutually exclu- each ındıyvıdual learns from God” what the ord
S1VE, though they frequently taken be At requıres of It 15 1n the mıdst of the realıty COIMN-

stake sorting thıs OUT 15 the question of Just how stituted Dy HCS  A relatıonshıp God an relatıon-
sh1p ne1ghbour that the ımperatıve command,Kıerkegaard’s CONSCIENCE 15 collapse back

1INnto Kantıan subjectivism. Ihıs ould be SCHU- ‚XYou ch: love!” resounds and 15 heard Kıerke-
ine threat God WCIC ınvoked solely 4S inactıve gaard’'s cOoNnsclencCEe 15 the which the self
and MUTEe template wıth hıch subjective moral takes thıs realıty Its OW.: it 15 hıch
CONSCIOUSNESS equıpped ıtself. But certaın remarks, grounds personal moral reflection and aCt1VIty

in prior 3CCCPtQ.IICC of definıng sıtuation, S1tU-lıke the OC Just cıted. mıiılıtate agalnst such 1eW
of thıs 15 OTrnNne OUTt ther 4S at10N MOST profoundly and properly described 1n
well For example, Kierkegaard’s understandıng of Kierkegaard’s 1eW explicıtly theological
authorıty 4S NECECSSALVY anı perpetual STrUCLUre of Hence, the ACT of CconscıenNcCeE WE tell ourselves
ethical-rel1ıg100s lıfe set forth The Difference agaln what AA already heard about ourselves

an! sSıtuatiıon the address of another. IheBetween A Gen1us and an Apostle, publıshed the SAaTINIC
dısclosure revelatıon that thıs S1ıtuatiıon 15 0UVCar 4S Works O;  OVE indıcates that 0d’s Aactıpe

ınvolvement 45 the addressing Er 15 essent1a] Sıtyatıon becomes the presupposıtion of moral
understandıng of consclence. Ihıs 1eW of consclence. 'Ihe Kierkegaardıan conscience 15 thus

authority, along wıth the crucı1al theme of Chrıst's ofuman echo of the dıiviıne command ‚You
ch: love the chambers of uman subjectivity,contemporanetty wıth CVCLIY aPC, speaks strongly

support of Kierkegaard eNVISagINg, perhaps LNOTC an the ınwardly reflected claım of the ne1ghbour
strongly that Works 0  OVE ıtself makes clear. that 45 ne1ghbour. Ihese echoes aM reflectiOons PCI-
dıvıne AYCHNCY 15 essent1a| aSpCCT of the realıty of ade all Christian moral reflection, an 1G made
human CONsSCIENCE. DYy being “explaimned” ere and

110 by the One who 15 theır lıving explanatıon,
Conclusıions Jesus Chrıst. So, when Kıerkegaard speaks of ethı-

cal maturıtYy, he describes ıt 45 PTOCCSS 1n hıch
58 CONSCIENCE 15 fact d the etymology become LIOTC and LLIIOTC intiımate wıth the law and

of co-Knowıing, knowiıing long wıth another, ItSs claım, whıch It SdY, PFrOCCSS by hıch OUTr

It mıght be sa1d that Kierkegaard contends that the
t1ve moral feld sıtuatıon hıch 1t iınhabıts: thıs
subjective moral realıty 15 conformed the objec-

ındıyvıdual moral CONsScCIENCE co-knows wıth Christı1-
45 whole what God D1VES 1t know, namely 15 the “eternal truth that OVC the heart”
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reference God 4N ne1ghbour describes salu-
love’s ftormatıon of the heart the enN! that ne’s  2

12) ' lIo become moral subject 15 undergo
Car y “sıtuation for human ftreedom” moral subjec-

OW. ıinner vo1lce TMOTC properly and LOIC fully t1VIty ‚Ways ıtself wıthın set of fundamental
echoes the command of Chriıst determınatıve relatıons, LE:, those wıth the God

In order avo1d the sSer10us shortcomıngs of Jesus Chrıst and the uman ne1ghbour, hıch
inherent in one-sided subject1ıve ethie of COI- make the fabrıc of moral realıty an provıde the
scC1IeNCE (identified DYy Hesel), Kierkegaard reworks condıtıon of poss1bılıty of there being moral eX1ST-
the COI‘ICCPt of CONSCIENCE, ınterjecting objec- Cr AT Indeed, MaclIntyre 15 rıght observe
t1Vve, external an unassımılatable referent rıght that CC 1It 15 only when wrıtiıng from wıthıin hrıs-
1into the eart ofmoral self-reflection. Workıng t1an posıtıon that Kierkegaard CT find al y L1CAaASOIN

theological 1ıdıom, Kierkegaard Str1Ves for ACCOUNFT for answerıng the question” moral question, ‚How
of moral subjectivity that holds together 1ts PFrODCI chall lıve??” Just For Kierkegaard the hr1s-
subjectivity AaN! Its determiınatıve external CONTEXT t1an posıtıon C properly found aM Orıent moral
hıs a1mM parallels that of Hegel's Sıttlıchkeit but, lıfe 1lo demonstrate precisely thıs 15 the burden of
nlıke Hegel, Kierkegaard’s ACCOUNLT 15 both hrıs- that “second ethıcs that pre  S  S dogmatıcs”tianly specıific and commıtted OPCDH the
dıstiınctions between 15 aN! ought, law gıver AN! law pursued throughout hıs later theological works.

Kierkegaard fact possesses precıisely the of
VECELDET that the German phılosopher refuses, 1in teleologiıcal orıentatıon that MacIntyre finds ack-
the end. accede. Here A elsewhere, Kierkegaard ng modernıty” though thıs Orıentatıon 15 NOT
makes plaın hıs dedicatıon maıntamıng the qual-
itatıve dıstiınction between God aN the uman accomplıshment of VEASON but 15 rather the fraught
creature and theır ırreducıbly external relatıon. and searchıng gift of revelatıon.
VYet where the efforts of these INCI coincıde 15 Kierkegaard’s of CcOoNscIeNCE O€es PrO-

oke important questions concernıng the relatıoneffort SECL beyond the Kantıan ethıcs of
subject1vıty, precıisely Dy insıstıng the realıty and of uman and dıvıne aABCNCY, 4A5 well the rela-

t1ıon of moral reflectiıon moral act10n. OWEVerethical valıdıty of external CONTtEXT hıch the
such quest10ns eventually answered, it 15 certaınmoral subject 15 responsı1ble. Here Kierkegaard

only briefly!) draws alongside Hegel that wıth hıs COI1CCPt of conscience Kiıerkegaard 15
Both authors ATC agreed that CC 1t 15 law that attempting “step altogether outsiıde the tradıtıon

of reedom A self-dependence” orderg1VvES freedom” such that “thout law, reedom
NC agaın the ethıcal necessity of acknowledgingOCc€s NOT eX1ISt at all)) 38-9), thus together constıitutıve CONTEXT for uman moral freedom,CONTEST the Kantıan opposıtion of moral reedom

and objectıve moral dırection constraınt. reedom whose upholdıng and fashıonıng 15 PCI-
In SUu. Kierkegaard’'s ACCOUNT of conscience d haps EVCIMN LMNOIC dear Chrıiıstian faıth than It 15

moral reflection mediıiated and made by modernıitYy.

IHE NEW TTERNATIONAL OLD TESTAMEN T

maJor achı1evement in Old Testament studıes, thıs comprehensıve five-volume diıct1onary 15 iınvaluable study
a1d for iınvolved ın the analysıs and eXxpos1ition of the Old Testament.

When dictionarıes and encyclepaedias multiplyınga, DOlooks set become the standard work in thıs
field for all who vespect the

Alan Miıllard (Rankın Professor of Hebrew an Semıitic Languages, Universıity of Liıverpool)
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