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Christian Context for Conscience>?
|Reading Kıerkegaard’s Works of Love Beyond

I_-Iegel’s Critique of Conscıience
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Unwversity of Aberdeen

UMMARY OMNe of the hallmark Categories of Kantıan ethics CONMN-
CIeNnce explicitly theological terms precisely order

In severa| late works Kierkegaard propounds what he resist the collapse of moral reflection Into merely Sub-
calls his second ethic ONE 4N D'  CS FIS- Jeclive CaPDTICE and formal VaCUILYy In oing he draws
an dogmatics This ethic confounds typical characteri- surprisingly MNear his arch MernNesIis egel and Drovides
Zzatıons of Kierkegaard Droject d but varıatiıon of the aCCOUNT of CONSCIENCE highly Ilustrative for Contem-
Kantıan 10N of the radical moral of the DOTaTY Christian reflection
individual In fact Works of LOove Kierkegaard reworks

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
der bezeichnenden Kategorien der kantischen

In mehreren spaten Werken legt Kierkegaard das VOr das (ewlssen explizit theologischen Begriffen
Wads „zweıte FEthik“ CIne die „Christliche MITt dem WEeC dem Zusammenbruch moralischer
ogmati voraussetz | )iese irrntiert typische (ha- Reflektion EeINe loße subjektive | aune und EINe

rakterisierungen des Kierkegaardschen rojektes als CINe ormale | eere widerstehen Indem dies tut kommt
loße Varıation der Kantischen Behau Dtu N der radikalen SEINETN rzieın ege!l überraschend nahe und hietet
moralischen utonomıe des Individuums Tatsächlich CINE Darstellung des (‚ewlssens die für die heutigearbeitet Kierkegaard | SEINETN Buch Werke der ı1e christliche Reflektion csehr erhellend IST

KESUMEFE
une des Categories principales de /ethique Kkantienne

ans diverses (PUVTes de 1a fin de VIE Kierkegaard DTO- celle de 1a CONMNSCIENCE termes explicıtement theolo-  -
VOSE YJUu < seconde ethique ET YU! DVC- SIQUCS Justement VOUT Evıter YJUEC 1a reflexion morale
>UDDOSE Ia dogmatique chretienne ette ethique mele redulse siımple CaPUTICE subjecti et YJUu lle sombre
1es CaracterısationÜdu projJet klerkegaardien aAaVEC dans Un VaCuıte formelle Fn alsant

QUI est autre U UNe Vvarıation de ‘affırmation Kan- rapproche etonnamment de ege! el apporte Un  MD d leTre
Venne de ‘autonomie morale radicale de |‘individu En de considerer 1a CONSCIENCE YU! EstT ires eEclairante DOUT 1a
aıt dans SCS (PUVIES de _0 —— »} Klerkegaard refond reflexion chretienne contemporame

Introduction ften SCTS ındıyıdual moralYVer 21g(111]8t
the claıms of external authorıty of NC SOTT OT

In ur the COHCCPt of CONSCICEINNCC 15 closely, other hıs conceptual iınherıtance has 1TS OT191NS 111

perhaps inseparabily, assoc1ated wıth the modern the Enlıghtenment lıberalısms of Locke Bentham
3(0)8[(0)8| of reedom A4aSs the self- determınatıon of the and Rousseau OWEVer 1L finds 1T MOST remark-
enlıghtened subject Whether 111 the rel1g10Us CT able ftormulatıon 111 Kanrt’'s practical phılosophy
INOTC broadly ethıcal sphere appecal CONSCIENCEC Kant’'s ACCOUNT of the ftormal absolute unıversal
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and subjectıve character of cCONsScCIENCE 4A5 the SCATt Xat10NS, includıng alarmıngly that of tather and
ot ratiıonal human moral reflection and legıslatıon S0()I1 DEe Sılent20 contends that such constraınts AL

15 watershed trom hıch CONLE MpOTAarYy COIMMNNMNMOIN ımpotent in relatıon the radıcal personal tree-
SCIISC NOt10NSs of human reedom As the eXErCISE of dom of the ’Knıght of taıth). Indeed, thıs work 15
the unrestricted self-legıslatıng 111 AL al down- commonly taken be al assert1on, egel,
stream .} of the aUTONOMY of human CONsSCIENCE 1n the teeth

It 15 precıisely thıs Kantıan 1eW ofthe self wıth 1fs of the claıms of ethıcal COoMMUNItY.
absolute claım moral self-determinatıion which 1 15 thıs 1e6W of thıngs correct? Is De Sılent207s
(CONNHES under Heger's critical Scrutıny, and PrOMPLS task ın eifect, DUL the Hegelıan SEeNIEC hack 1ın the
hım develop 4A1l ethıc whıch avo1ds the prob- Kantıan bottle’ wıth the help of relıg10n? Is Kıerke-
lems he SE( besetting aV such radıcally subjectıve gyaard’'s wn understandıng of iındıvıdual O-
ACCOUNLT al morals.“ For Hegel, the per1ls of the CONsSCIENCE basıcally Al ırrationalızed version
radıcally subjective CONSCIENCE of Kant’s Moralıtat of Kantıan moral subjectivism, perhaps Its
ATC surmounted by recastıng CONsSCIENCE wıthın Al apotheosı1s? hıs 15 precıisely the 1e6W famously
ACCOUNT ofwhat he calls Sıttlıchkeit, OT actual SOC1O- proposed Dy Alasdaır aCINTYre:
ethical ıte Ihıs thıcal ıfe VETITCOMNICS the AL- Ihe tundamental doctrine of Soren Kıerkegaard
CN opposıtıon of the reedom of subjective Spirıt 15 that NOT only AL there 110 genumMe objective(whıch 15 the eart of Moralıtät) and the claıms of ıIn moralıty; ut that doctrines hıch ASSECTIT
objectıve Spirıt (whıch constıitute the STIrLCLUrES of that there A nction A devıces disgu1seabstract SHt), and chows up the essent1a] coher- the fact that LL moral standards AIC, and Can
Cr of iındıvıdual moral reedom and objective only be. chosen. Ihe iındıvıdual utters hıs moral
socı1a] and oblıgations. hımself 1ın tar SCI1ISC than

As in al such dıalectical 1n Hegels the Kantıan iındıvıdual dıd for theır only Cthought, subjective moral reedom 15 surpassed, ut t10N and authorıty 15 that he 4S chosen utffer
only 4S be essentially preserved. COUTISC, (II1 themthe other sıde of thıs ASCCNT the V ıdea of eth1-
cal reedom 15 transtormed: ıf from the perspective aclntyre takes Kanrt’s moral phılosophy be

the “immediate ancestor” of Kierkegaard’s work,of Moralıtät reedom 15 construed AS freedom from
externäal. heteronomous ethical constraıint, from and RC the latter’s book 1  eY, be c  at

the and epıtaph of the Enlıghtenment’'sthe perspective of Sıttlıchkeit thıs opposıtıon of
iınternal and external, aUtONOMY and heteronomYy systematıc attempt 1SCover rational Justifica-

t10N for moralıty” whose essent1a| contribution 1515 abolıshed, that ftreedom Caln 1L1LOW be saı1d be
reedomecely 4ASSUNMNNIC and eXerCIsE ne’s  2 role 1ın make plaın the “arbıitrarıness of Ur moral cul-ture” _ ©sOoc1a|l and polıtical ıte Indıyıdual CONsSCIENCE and
external moral claıms C NO longer AT odds wıth Such readıng of Kıerkegaard’s understandıng
Ba another in Hegel's V1IS1ON of human moral of morals 1ın general, and of CONsSCIENCE in particu-

lar, 15 inadequate ın the CYiTTEINE Not only OC€s ıtreedom “grounded iın the ACCEDTANCE of Ur defin-
ng S1ıtuation. and| powered DYy al afırmatıon of faıl locate 1  eY, and Fear and Irembling ın

the of the authorshıp, It also neglectsthıs definıng sıtuatıon AS urs. S
Now, readers of Kıerkegaard’s Fear and Irem- take ser10usly the teachıng developed 1n the later

Aanı! explicıtly theological wrıtings whiıch form thebling 111 110 ou recall the Dane’s allergy
Hegel's 51  ıchkeit, d1ıs-ease made manıfest under telos of Kierkegaard’s ıfe work AS whole Whereas
the evocatıve figure of the STOFY of Abraham and the ethıc PUut torward in Fear and Iremblıng 15
Isaac (Gn22:1-18), and tocussed 1n the chiefly polemical and tactıcal iın Nature, that articu-
of the teleologiıcal suspension of the ethical * In lated 1n OVRS of Love (1854/) r CPI‘CSCDtS the
that BEXT, Johannes DEe Sılent10 struggles CX}  CT eXpression of the “new” “second” ethıc whıch
the ındıyıdual UL from under the totalızıng claım Kıerkegaard had gestured ın the carly paragraphs

of The Concept 0  NXLE al ethıc that “belongsof the ethıcal sphere of CUSTOM, role and law (the
constıituents of Sıttlıchkeit) Dy posıtıng rel1S10Us dıfferent order of thıngs” because It presup-
sphere of iındıyvıdual oblıgatıon beyond that of posed dogmatics”./’ Bruce IrmmMse regards thıs
ethıcs:; Abraham’s treedom respond .Od’s DEXT AS 11C of the MOST ımportant of Kıerkeagaard’s
CONCGCTETIE command sacrıfıce Isaac IMNUST NOT be works, and certaıniy hıs maJor ethıcal work.® It 15
constraıned DYy Aally external complex of soc1a] oblı- 1ın Works of Love that the COHCCPE of CONsSCIENCE 15
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treated AT length wıthın an ACCOMDNE of love 4A5 It and ne1ghbour AS relatıons whıch mediate the wiıll-
be “Christianly understood” and moved beyond ıng and domg of the ındıyıdual moral ASCHL. Such

whatever cOoNnstructıve ethıcal proposals IC miıght medhiıiatıion Hall’s work cshows 15 110 triflıng
glean from readıngs of BAr nd Iremblıng, Eıther/ AF either. For CONsSCIENCE 15 where the determ1-
07 0)8 other works of the authorshıp 0)8! theır Wn natıve realıty of these fundamental mediatıng

relatıons 15 brought Car upON personal moral
My thesıs 15 thıs Kıerkegaard’s exposıtion of reflection and finds humbile and fragıle eXpress10Nn.

CcOoNscIENCE ın Works of Love in fact cshows hım be In the of CONSCIENCE. the moral agcCnt
1n actıve revolt agamnst the Enlıghtenment 1eW of 15 confronted wıth the “Chrıistian objection the
cCONscCIENCE AS the cCONsumMMAtıON of human moral self-willfulness of drıves and iınclinations” and theır
AaUTONOMY. AmY ] aura Hall: has persuasıvely argued all-too-human moral schemes A exposed A

that Works of Love 15 TSt and foremost al attack ON “Chillıng inversion  2 13 In consclience then, realıty
self-confident moral reasonNıng, representing ıtself Chrıstianly understood PICSSCS ın bring

“make oolısh the wısdom of the W1SE  Da AS ItKıerkegaard’s sustaıned attempt reinsert the
Orıents all ethıical reflection that 11C “whomindıcting UusCcC of the law Into CONversatıon VCTI-

confident 1ın human effort and blıthely rehant God made Ur wısdom” G3 or. 1 10, 30)
1lo Kıerkegaard’s “second ethıc” ade-G0od’s cor porate dıspensation of

quately MUST DaYy close attention the WaAY itprecıpitate the AaWQaTENCSS of SIN indıspensable contounds typıcal characterı7zat1ion of hıs ethıcs 4Sfor ur rCcpCNTANCE and evoke the confession close COUS1IN of the Kantıan proJect of assertingtor OUrLr reception of STACE the adıcal moralYof the ındıyvıdual. AndWhıle wıth thıs Judgment, 1t few thıngs cshow how far off the mark such char-integral Kıerkegaard’s pursult of thıs a1m, acterı1zat10ns An than the of CONsSCIENCEthat he spell UT what Charles Taylor has provıded 1n Works 0  OVE For ere Kıerkegaardcalled sıtuatiıon tor human treedom” whereın reworks OLIC of the hallmark categorıes of Kan-
moral subjectivity 15 RET wıthın ransc of deter- t1an ethıcs 1ın explicıtly theological precıiselymınate relatıons whiıch form for It the CONTOUFS of ın order res1ist the collapse of moral reflection
“moral SPACE . Though dıffering radıcally in Into merely subjectıve caprıce and torma| VaCuity.
INanı y other WAaYS, CT for MOMECNL, Hegel and In domg > he draws surprıisıngly hıs arch
Kıerkegaard find A pomt of posıtıve relatıon. TREV nemesI1s, Hegel, 1n WaYS that AT both telling and
together reject 1e6W of moralYthat VIO- ımportant.lently abstracts human ASCHLS from the fundamen-
tal ethıcal realıty 1n whiıch theır ABCHNCY 15 EXEICISEC.
and ndeed 15 possıble AT all Ihe COI‘ICCPt of CON- Hegel’s Critique otf Conscience
clence Kıerkegaard develops the SaJmlıE 'Io draw UT the correspondence between Hegeldırection of Hegel’s crit1que of the Kantıan ethıcs and Kıerkegaard AT thıs po1nt, It 15
of subject1Vvıty; 1T D' wıthın the VE notion TeCOUNT all-too briefly Hegers ITreAIMNMCHT of CO
of cCONsSCIENCE ıtself, all objectıve Ss1ıtuatıon by hıch Clence In the Philosophy of Rıght and the Phenome-
moral ASCHCY 15 substantıated and which It 15 nonology f Spirıt In both works, CONscCIENCE marks
trued penultımate 1ın the unfoldıng hıstory of Geist

Of COUISC, the nature of thıs moral Held 15 mark- In Hegel’s study of Rıght, cONscIeENCE CIMNCTSCS AN  do

C dıfferent for Kıerkegaard than for Hegel It 15 the ıntense eXpression of Moralıtät, the final
the strıctly theologıcal tenOor of Kıerkegaard’s before the dıalectical transıtıon StiE-
of 1afure and of CONsSCIENCE that 15 perhaps tlıchkeıit In the Phenomenology, cONscIeNCE 15 dıs-
IMOST strıkıng here *! As Davıd Gouwens aptiy cussed wıthın the “Thırd world of Spirıt, ” that of
describes, Works 0  OVE offers c  an extensive STAaAM- moral Spirıt, Just prior the dıialectical transıtıon
INar that examınes and the qualıity of human relıg102.* Although engagıng slıghtly _difi°erex_1tlove ın lıght of dıvıne love”.  23 For Kıerkegaard, the aspects of Kant’s understandıng of CONSCICIHCC, 111
ethıcal realıty iın whiıch CONsSCIENCE arıses 15 cCONst1- both consıderatiıon of CONSCIENCE SEHS up the
tuted rst and foremost by the God-relationship, essent1al problematıque whıch Hegel's
and then subsequently also DYy the relatıonshıp of ethıcal ıfe (and sımlarly Kıerkegaard’s OWN
wıth the ne1ghbour God establıshes. TUCI 15 the recastıng of CONsCIENCE, 4S 111 be shown)
WaY Kıerkegaard SCCS5 these relatıons wıth GoOod resolve.
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It 15 the 3AAFUure of the merely moral standpoınt, the self-assured Spirıt hıch has Its truth wıthın
ıtself, in 1Es knowledge, and thereın AS know-Hegel Sa yS, tocus one-sidedly upON the indıvıd-

ua] subject and hıs moral wıll Pursued ıtSs end, ledge of duty In the strength of Its W self-
It DOSSCSSCS the maJjesty of absolutethıs unbalanced STrESS subjectıve moral 111

results 1n the gxo0od being characterıized c  an the H- autarky.... Ihe self-determinatuon 15 therefore,
versal abstract essentlialıty of the will, LE duty” wıthout turther ado, absolutely 1n conformıity

155) Whatever 15 LO be done 15 be OnNne wıth duty. (PR 646)
sımply and solely tor duty's sake Ihe good 15 thus Moral CONSCIENCE 0)8! such VIECW finallyiıdentihed wıth that which duty uncondıtionally uDON the indıyıdual’s “moral SeNNUS, whiıch knows
eN]O1INS trom wıthın upOoN the subjective ll But the ınner VO1lCE of ItSs immediıate knowledge be
eEgE aASSCITS, 110 CONTENLT 15 specıfied for such duty, dıvıne voı1ce” (PS 6595)
because, In the claıms thus made tor CONSCIENCE, FeSCl

duty ıtself 88! the moral self-conscı1O0uUusSNESS 15 the SCS starkly manıtfest the eart of the problem wıth
Kantıan morals AS whole In Its sıngular STrESSof the unıversalıty of that CONSCIOUS-

al that 1$ eft . therefore, 15 abstract upON the princıple of iındıyıdual subjective wiılling
4A55 the of the moral lıfe, Moralıtäat 15 drıvenunıversalıty, and for ItSs determiınate character 1T

has ıdentity wıthout COMNTCHNL, (T that abstract TSTt an entirely ormal (and empty notion
pOSItIVE, the ındeterm1ınate. (FKK 155) of duty, the of whıch, ıf IT 15 be made

specıfic AT al C113 only be specıified Dy the self-leg-Left wıth thıs abstraction, the moral subject
abours under the tormal inJunction ofuty's 049 ıslatıon of the ındıvıdual moral wıll As result,

appecal CONsSCIENCE I'CPI'CSCIHZS all essentially arbı-wıthout being able specıfy g1Vve CONTENT thıs
LYAVY resolution the ethıcal problem.:* In CONMN-ought for ıtself. It 15 AT thıs pomt that Hegel SaVS SCIENCE, the subject’s “intention, through being 1tsCONsSCIENCE arıses. It 15 iın cCONscCIENCE that moral self-

ıntention, 15 what 15 rıght; all that 15 requıred 15CONSCIOUSNESS “Grst has 1tSs self-certainty; ONTENT that It should know thıs and should ItSs CONVIC-tor the previously CMPLY duty” (PD 633) Playıng, t10N that Itfs knowıng ıN! wiıllıng AIC Moht:the lınguistic afınıtıes of certaiınty (Gewifßheit)
and CONsSCIENCE (Gewissen ), ege defines the latter 654) avıng reference al objective CONTENT

for ItSs moral knowledge 11OT external motıve tor ItSs
AS “rhat hıch establıshes the partıcular and 15 the
determinıng and decısıve element” wıthın sub- moral will, CONSCIENCE lapses into Caprıc1ousness:

the moral subject, Kant’s CC  1n the mMaJestyJjectıve moral CONSCIOUSNESS whose “unıversalıty,
reflected into ıtself, 15 the subject’s absolute ınward of Its elevatıon above CVCLY specıfic law and CVCLY

CONTECMNT of duty, whatever IT pleasescertaınty of hımself ” 637/)
Conscıience makes CONETEIE the abstract wıll INnto ItSs knowıng and wiılling” (PS 659)

Thıs 15 Say that CONsSCIENCE 15 “sımple actıon in arbıtrary, the claım of conscıence 15 also
always also deeply ambıguous. Hegel concludesaccordance wıth duty, whıch ulfills NOLT thıs OTr that the matierduty, but knows and Oces what 15 concretely right”

ın AL Y gıven Ssıtuatıon (PS 635) TOM wıthın the Ihe ambıiguilty 1ın connecti1on wıth conscıence
hes therefore iın thıs 1T 15 presupposedstandpoınt of Moralıität,> CONsSCIENCE claıms abso-

Iute moral authorıty for the subjectıve insıght of the dentity of subjectıve knowıng and wiıllıng
wıth the Irue g00d, and 15 claımed and OS-the iındıyvıdual. Indeed, CONsScCIENCE 15 exactly “th€

eXpression of the absolute title of subjectıve self- nızed be somethıng SACFrOSANCL; and VeL, T
the Samc tiıme, AS the ICI subjectıve reflectionCONSCIOUSNESS know itself, and from wıthın

itself. what 15 rıght and oblıgatory;” IT 15 “rche unıty of self-consc1O0uUsNeESS into ıtself, IT st11l claıms for
ofsubjectıve knowıing wıth what 15 absolute” (PR ıtself the tiıtle due, solely ON the strengith of Its
137) In CONSCIENCE, then, the moral subject claıms absolutely valıd ratiıonal CONTENT, that ıdentity
tor hımself zzımediate certamt)y of the CONTENT of hıs alone. 187
duty 1n the torm of hıs OWN. 1NNET ConNvLICkION (PS In 1ts unflınching concentratiıon ON ftormal sub-
637/) Jectivıty, Kantıan morals never STaSPS thıs c  abso-

SO cCONscCIENCE I'CPI‘CSCI]tS the radıcalızatıon of lutely valıd ratiıonal content” objectively, and yet
whole moral standpoınt wıth Its one-sıiıded empha- under the rubrıc of CONSCIENCE 1T nonetheless PIC-
S15 0)8!| the subjective wıll Ihe moral knowıng that tends knowledge of It al the SATLIE Hegel SCCS 1in
15 CONsSCIENCE 15 the knowıng of, thıs sımply Itfs veductıo INnto arbıtrarıness and PCIVaA-
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S1VE ambıigulty. Kant’s moral posıit1on, finally, another SC1MNSC Hegel Sa yS thıs wıthout Justifica-
abandon the determınatıon of the go0od the t10N2. He ought rather CS sa1d: What Man Yy,
voluntary cho1ice of partıcular subjects, and thus ındeed MOSLT, people call CONSCIENCE 15 NOL CONSCI1-
blurs the dıstinction between moral and amoral, AT all, but moods, stomach refleXEes;
xo0od and evıl.!/ hıs 15 what hıes behind Hegel's impulses, GLI the cCONscCIENCE of baılıff. !”
f1moOous charge that “lf conNnscIieNcCceE 15 only formal Kıerkegaard dıstınguıshes between CONsSCIENCE
subject1vıty, AaVe CONsSCIENCE 15 sımply be 0)8! CC  * ItSs ımmedi1ate state” and CONscIENCE cshot
the of slıppıng INnto evıl 1n independent self- through wıth “ethıcal SUDSLaNCE. freely grantingcertaınty” (PR 1599 the force of Hegeks crıt1que of the former. Is It

ege PTrCSSCS the logıc of the Kantıan CO1M- possıble that. ın the of CONscCIENCE AT Jeast;scCIeNCE Its EXtremeE  5 and 1nto ftundamental Kıerkegaard and Hegel mıght be closer
aporua, tor the sake of resolving It In the Phenom- than miıght be expected given Kıerkegaard’'s H*enology, thıs resolution 15 ound in relıg10Nn; in the ally antagonıstıc POSCLII'C towards the German phı-Phiılosophy of Rıght, 1ın Sıttlıchkeit, where the objec- losopher?t1Vve one-sıiıdedness of abstract Rıght and the sub- Adequately exploring thıs poss1ıbilıty AaN! rıghtlyJect1ve One-sıdedness of abstract moral subject1vıty interpreting Kierkegaard’s concept %ın CONsSCIENCE
AT each overreached 1ın substantıatıon of ATC both ınhıbıted Dy approaches that AVEC exclu-
the ethıcal Idea ut tor Ur3what 15 IMOST S1Ve reference exıstentialısm 45 ınterpre-sıgnıfıcant 1n ]] thıs 15 the basıc shape of Hegel's t1Vve framework and that NESIECT, IHAaerTr of
prptest agaınst the Kantıan ethıcs ofsubjectıve CON- COUTSC, the later and explicıtly theologıcal works

4S the background for Kıerkegaard’s WI1 which Kıerkegaard penned. Readıngs of A1S
reworkıng of the COI]CCPt of CONscCIENCE. Hegel's AIC legıon, and they typically CAST conscıence 45
crıt1que of CONsSCIENCE strıkes äl Its Sıtuatvonslosig- OLIC of d cluster of wıth whiıch Kıerke-
keit, 1fs abstraction from all ethıcal objectivıty, and gaard describes the subjectıve moral machınatıons
hence 1ts inescapably arbıtrary and ambıgu0uUS of ındıyvıdual CONSCIOUSNESS. On such VIEWS CO-
nıature Hıs Wn dıscussıon of S41  1C:  E1 reE-ASSEITS cl1ence AMOUNTS mode of subjectivıity iın hıch

external and objective S1ıtuHatıon tor CONSCIENCE, CC  one reCOSNIZES the oblıgatıon that 11C has 1MNC-
A sıtuatıon 110 Jonger hought be ar odds wıth self become A se]f ”20 and 15 understood solelysubjectıve moral freedom, but rather the VC CON- AS5 4A1l aspect of ındıyıdual self-conscı1ON0uUsSNESS whose
dıtıon of possıbilıty tor the ex1istence of genumMe Org1n, nction AN! goal 15 the self: CONsSCIENCE
subjectıve mora|l reedom AT all Hegel's solution exhausts Ifs realıty completely wıthın the ınternal

the adjudged Inadequacıes of the Kantıan CO11- dynamıcs of the moral subject. Indeed, al1Yy SUS-scCIeENCE 15 provıde tor 1t determınatıve TEXE gest1on the pseudonymous works miıght g1Vve that
1n A1ll ACCOUNT of ethıcal ıte under the rubrıcs of Kierkegaard CONCE1IVES of CONsSCIENCE havıng EeXTtTEer-
famıly, Cıvıl sOCIety and the that affords nal reference “eıither unıversal laws, Al a bso-
mater1a]l (and NOT merely formal) frame of refer- lute telos 15 vigorously resisted 1n defense

wıthın whiıch CONsSCIENCE CT stand AS viable of thıs strıctly exy1ıstentıialıst interpretation.“” Ihe
CAaLteSOFY tor ethıcs. lIo be rehabılıtated, CONscCIENCE

”ı
result 15 ascrıbe Kıerkegaard 1eW of @}

TCCOV! 1ts “ethıcal substance. scı1eNCE leg1slatıve and Jurıdıcal faculty wholly
ınternal the self, whıch 15 "ımmanently Prescnt
1ın the being of ratıonal, self-reflective, self-con-Conscience an Love Kierkegaard’s 922

Recasting of Conscience C1O0OUS human beings.
1£ such readıngs WEEIC COITFECL, Kıerkegaard’s ıdea

We know that Kıerkegaard Was of Hegel’s of CONSCIENCE would be squarely 1ın the sıghts of
eritical treatmMmeEeNnNT $ CONSCIENCE, AN! that he SE Hegel’s crıtique of cOoNscIeNcCE. hat such readıngs31Ss WIN of consciıence A4AS adequate aVvOo1d AT in fact untenable becomes clear 1ın the lıght of
the problems ege attacks. In Journal CNLrY from the of conscıience Kierkegaard X1VES in
1849, Kierkegaard writes, OVRS 0  OVE Here find Al explıcıtly theologı-* Reading Kierkegaard’s Works of Love Beyond Hegel’s Critique of Conscience *  sive ambiguity. Kant’s moral position, finally, must  another sense Hegel says this without justifica-  abandon the determination of the good to the  tion. He ought rather to have said: What many,  voluntary choice of particular subjects, and thus  indeed most, people call conscience is not consci-  blurs the distinction between moral and amoral,  ence at all, but moods, stomach reflexes, vagrant  good and evil.'” This is what lies behind Hegel’s  impulses, etc. — the conscience of a bailıff.'”  famous charge that “if conscience is only formal  Kierkegaard distinguishes between conscience  subjectivity, to have a conscience is sımply to be on  (Cin  jtS. immmediate Stäte,  and conscience shot  the verge of slipping into evil in independent self-  through with “ethical substance,” freely granting  certainty” (PR $139):  the force of Hegel’s critique of the former. Is ıt  Hegel presses the logic of the Kantian con-  possible that, in the matter of conscience at least,  science to its extreme, and so ınto 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 ın all this is the basıc shape of Hegel’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, ıts abstraction from all ethical objectivity, and  gaard describes the subjective moral machinations  hence its inescapably arbitrary and ambiguous  of individual consciousness. On such views con-  nature. His own discussion of Sittlichkeit re-asserts  science amounts to a mode of subjectivity in which  an external and objective situation for conscience,  “one recognizes the obligation that one has to one-  a situation no longer thought to be at odds with  self to become a self ”® and so is understood solely  subjective moral freedom, but rather the very con-  as an aspect of individual self-consciousness whose  dition of possibility for the existence of genuine  origin, function and goal is the self: conscience  subjective moral freedom at all. Hegel’s solution  exhausts its reality completely within the internal  to the adjudged inadequacies of the Kantian con-  dynamics of the moral subject. Indeed, any sug-  science is to provide for it a determinative context  gestion the pseudonymous works might give that  in an account of ethical life — under the rubrics of  Kierkegaard conceives of conscience having exter-  family, civil society and the state — that affords a  nal reference to “either universal laws, or an abso-  material (and not merely formal) frame of refer-  lute zelos or God” ıs vigorously resisted ın defense  ence within which conscience can stand as a viable  of this strictly existentialist interpretation.” The  category for ethics. To be rehabilitated, conscience  18  result is to ascribe to Kierkegaard a view of con-  must recover its “ethical substance.  science as a legislative and juridical faculty wholly  internal to the self; which is “immanently present  ın the being of rational, self-reflective, self-con-  Conscience and Love - Kierkegaard’s  »22  Recasting of Conscience  scious human beings.  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 ın 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-  A cONSCIENCE in ItS immediate state... CONtLAUNS  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  about conscience being a form of evil. But in  find that Kierkegaard has carefully attended to  EuroJTh 16:1 * 29consciIienNcCeE in Its iımmediıate contaıns cal doctrine of CONSCIENCE, 11C that artıculates the

elements whiıich ATn the VE opposıte of CONSCI1- CODCCPt of CONsSCIENCE PVODErT whiıch Kierkegaard
ereın hes the truth of what Hegel SaVS alludes iın the journal I cıted above. Here

about CONsSCIENCE being, torm of eviıl. ut 1ın find that Kıerkegaard has carefully attended
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Hegels critique of the moralıty of the ımmediıate thıs ethıc, theologıcal COI]CCPtS taken Vl from
subjective CONSCIENCE, and that he develops A 16 W Scripture ffer descr1ption of the realıty wıthın
of conscıenNcCeEe O the other sıde of that crıt1que, which the ıdea of cCONscCIENCE finds ItSs PrOPCI
AS IT Conscıience PTrOPCLI, tor Kıerkegaard, 15 place:r? hıs 15 allı exerc1ıse of “moral reflection”

4S Olıver ()Donovan describes it, that “NECESSAFYınvested wıth pervasıve EXtErDAal: objectıve aSs pect
AS Kıerkegaard sıtuates the subjectıve act1ıvıty of takıng-stock of the world” whıch “acks about Ur

the moral wıthın 4A11 ethical field of reference placement ın the world, Ur relatıon other realı-
ın formally sımılar (despite sıgnıfıcant t1es  E 26 For Kierkegaard the prımary realıtıes that
mater1al dıfferences) the WaYy Hegel LOVES posıtion UulSs ethıcally 4A1 those of God, the ne1gh-

bour, and the dıvıne ımperatıve love Chriıstuanly.place subjective moral reedom wıth the
of Sıttlıchkeit Indeed, Kierkegaard looks, rather ese RC IMOTC decısıve than everyday exıistence,
counter-intultively, thıs ACCOULUNT of cONscCIENCE Kierkegaard contends, for “human exX1istence 15
do precisely thıs work.® ındeed Al hand second time. ut NOL fancıfully;

In Works of Love, CONSCIENCE APPCALS 4S SUD- the second tiıme of Its ex1istence 15 ItSs ex1istence ın
porting theme wıthın the Trst dıvısıon of the LEXT, God, LNOTIC correctly, thıs 15 ItSs YrSt EXIStENCE,
whose overarchıng theme 15 the definıtion of love whereby each ındıyvıdual learns from God what the
iıtself. Throughout, Kiıerkegaard PICSSCS sharp Law’s requırement 15 11/) It 15 wıth
dıistinction between erot1iCc love and frıendshı1ıp reference nNes  A “eyıstence 1n G0od” and eth1ı-
ON the 1R @ hand, and ON the other whart he C: cally thıs I11Ca1lls concretely, Oone’s ex1istence under

the claım of the law of love that Al iındıvıdual“genumne love  A love “Christianly understood,”
love that corresponds the New lestament HIN finds “substance and PUrDOSC and truth and actual-

of the word he definıng mark of thıs latter Ity 1n ex1istence” 11/) It 15 of immense
SOTIT of love 15 that IT 15 enjoıined the indı- ımportance that thıs should be the startıng pomt
vidual 4S A duty, 1LE, 4A5 somethıng whiıch 11C of the “second ethıc” AN! hence also the Dasıs 0)8|
1S subject AS command CI law. Chriıstian love, which CONsSCIENCE 15 be treated. Kierkegaard
SaVyS Kıerkegaard, stands under and responds the OC€s NOT take up the MaAttier of CONsSCIENCE AS part
eternal dıvıine declaratıon: “You shall love  D hıch of general phenomenologiıcal investigatıon of the
15 “rhe roya law  2 24) Ingredient 1ın thıs moral subjeet, but only in the CO SE ofunfoldıngdıyıne imperatıve AL the specıfic objects PTODPCI theologıcal 2ACCOUNT of the world wıthın whıch the
thıs love, namely God hımself and the ne1ghbour. mora|l subject 15 Ser And thıs 15 world pervadedin love God Christianly 15 do C  IN obedience” DYy the command, ‚XYOou chall love_”
and CC  IN adoratıon” whıle love the O,  very un 0 utwhat of conscıence ıtself? Kıerkegaard makes
et1Cc ne1ghbour” whom “rhıinkers call ‚the other”” crucıally ımportant remark AL the OUTSEeT
Christianly demands genumMeE selflessness ( It )8le WEIC aM describe in sınglep.19; Z 'Ihe ne1ghbour, N the CORNGTETE OCCcasıon

SE PCANCE the ViCtOrYy Chrıistianıty has WON VT
CNACT what the law of love requıires, 15 “nearer the world OL, EVeET HAOTE correctly, the VictoryyOU than aMn yOLIC else  D and takes precedence b

erot1ic love’s preferred objects, whether rıiend CT Dy which It has LNOTC than OVEICOMNIC the world,
(sınce Chrıstianıty has DECVECL wantedbeloved 21) in worldly WaY), Infinıty's change that Christ1-For Kıerkegaard there 1S profound qualıitatiıve anıty has 4S Its a1M, DYy hıch everything ındeeddıstinction between love d 15 generally conceıved remaıns AS 1T W as (sınce Chrıstianıty has HME VErwhose OrS1INS hıes ıIn “rche D1aVy of the POWCIS of

ımmediacy” anı the love that 15 marked by the been riend of the rumpCrYy of novelty) and
yeL 1ın the SCI1ISC of infinıty has become comple-“earnestness ofeternitY, the FEArNEStTNES COIMNN-

mandment 1ın spırıt and truth, in honesty an self- tely know of nothıng shorter ut a1so
nothıng HUL decısıve than thıs 1T has madeden1al” 25)) Ihe applıcatiıon of the “word
CVCLIV human relatıonshıp between PCISON andof the roya anı  29 human love subjects It “the

change of the eternal” and WI1NS tor 1T “endurıng PCISON relatiıonshıp of conscience. Just AS the
blood pulsates in CVCLY NCIVC, O€s Christıia-continuance” 52)

As 15 already apparent DYy the iıntroduction of nıty everything wıth the rela-
these few CONCCPIS, Kıerkegaard 15 ere AT work tiıonshıp of CONsSCIENCE ( 155)
unfoldıng hıs “second” “new” ethıc whiıch PIC- If 1n secular D' only the onarch 15 thought

4l explicıtly Chrıiıstian pomt of view.4+ In of 4S havıng 110 other duty than the duty of COIN-
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trom the PCErSPECLIVE of Christianıty thıs Christ W as the fulfıllıng of the 1Law How thıs
regal MUST NOLT be denıed the lowlı- thought 15 be understood ATC learn
Eest of PCISONS In the mıdst of the performance of trom hım because he W as the explanatıon and
everyday tasks Kierkegaard ındıcates that only when the explanatıon 15 what explaıns
INay and ndeed MUST Sa y hımself C(-I domg when the explainer 15 what 15 explaıned when
thıs work for ut that do 1L carefully AS the explanatıon |Forklarıng | 15 the transfigura-

domg, do tor the sake of conscıence” | Forklarelse | only then 15 the relatıon the
136) BYy referring work LO CCHISCGICHE rıght HAa 101)

what 15 achıeved? Not the off of worldly The ıfe of Chrıst 15 the DET'Y efinıtion of what
lIabour and oblıgations these Kıerkegaard SaVS love 15 being the of love 111

111 place What (ICCUTS he the ınfı the dıvıne sense” 110) Kıerkegaard K
1LE ınward transformatıon of the MACtHTE of such elsewhere hıs rel1S10Us writing,“/ SECTS forth
labour and oblıgatıons CONMNSCICILIC 15 Chrıst 45 the love’ss “crushing exemplar and AS
which the busıness of ıfe 15 translated bDy the torce the CVEeEr indıctıng rule which refers

ıtself In thıs 1L 15 sufficıent thatof the royal law of love Ihe effect 15 FENOVATE the
ethıcal substance and sıgnıfıcanCE of the CITCUMNN- the of Chrıst provıdes the specıfic MaTte-

ral definıtion of the law of love whiıch besets and111 whıch the moral ıfe ıf Iıve whıiıle Jeavıng
theır torms largely NLACE dırects moral

ut what O€s 1L exXxactly, ASSEIT that Conscıence 15 thus reflectıve ACE whereın 4A11
“Iove 15 INAtFter of cOoNscCIENCE”? It rst I[11Ca1lls that iındıyıdual SCTIS specıfic love relatıonshıp ONg-

ALLY human relatıonshıp each iındı- sıde the rule of love exemplhıfıed 111 the lıfe of Chriıst
vidual MUST Fef. be asked whether he has C} for SCFUCNY and Judgment Ihe ACT of 15
sulted wıth God and wıth hıs COMNSCIEIICC that Ac E whiıch the substantıve claım of the Iaw of

140) Ihıs rather obvıous S1IMNICC what Mafters love 15 called mınd “earned ASs Kıerke-
CONSCIEINICEC 15 precıisely what 15 referred 1L 111 gaard SdyS d the critical and formatıve SAUSZC of

moral reflectiıon Yet somethıng115 ındı- all ACTS of human love such 1L 15 always YSt and
cated Dy thıs redundancy namely, that each and foremost reflexıve and Jurıdıcal AT which A11115

EVET'Y relatıonshıp 15 be referred check the self- wıllfulness of drıves and ınclına-
Ihe of CONMNSCIEIICE SayS Kıerkegaard 15 C- t1i0ns” 140) 111 the of love
striıcted In fact he ArZUCS that 1CS ubıquıtous reach Kierkegaard turther specıfies the Ar of CO
15 1 SOTILIC analogous 0d’s OMMNIPICSCHICC DYy speakıng of God and the ne1ıghbour

140) AS the mıddie” mediatıng of all (JUT
Its clarıhed Kierkegaard still specıfy human relatıonshıps “Chrıstuanı teaches »; he

WTIteS,the CONTENLT of COMNSCIEIIC! ıtself he explaın that Iove relationship between: DETSON
what takes place when human relatıonshı1ps dIC ( DETSON, that d 1Z5 the ML Ferm  DE
referred 1T On thıs Kierkegaard explaıns 107) Or c  1t 15 God wh' DYy hımself and
that the workıngs of CONSCIECINIC! SE VE the faıthful I11Calls of the mıddle tferm ‚ne1ghbour’ checks” and
dıscharge f the royal law of love bDy TST callıng adjudges Ur lovıng that only then Ca be sa1d
mınd what love iıtself and then COM1PACLN actual that “l ove 15 of conscıence” 142)
relatıonshıps wıth the Iru NAaire of love thus Ihe PI1LIMAaL y mıddle TEEF God and the secondary
recalled Conscıence therefore takes the ındıvıdual mıddle terImmM ne1ghbour both INTE rpOSC themselves

that place where the nature of love ıtself truly between the parnes of al y and al] human love for
made manıfest where doctrine about love that 1L 15 “celf- den119l’s mıddle FETIA that 11 between
15 the essentially Chrıiıstian doectrine (3 be learned self- love and ut also between COI love
anı tor Kıerkegaard second ethıc thıs 1NCAanNns and frıendshıp aMn other I)) 54) Wırth

trom God and find God 111 love 1CS demand mediate the AGE of love through such
the ne1ghbour In thıs MOVEMENT Kıerkegaard mıddle CONSCIEINCE INTtErrupks the moral self

contends Chrıistian faıth “rakes POSSCSS1O1N of CVCLY wıth 1CS andTE qLICSUOI] 15 1T actually
love 11 the dıyıne SC1NNSC cshow devotıion suchCADICSS1ION of OVEC and 15 jealous for itset “ (WL

140) Yet MOTC concretelYy, Kıerkegaard SECS AS the object of love demanded?” 18)
For thıs 1CASON CONMNSCIECINCEC refuses leave thethe law of love be Ifilled 111 and a1d UuPDON usSs DY

Chriıst Of thıs he WT1TLEeES subjectıve moral self alone wıth 1CS wıll love and

EuroJTh 37



HILIP G ZIEGLER

the 15511C when he WTr1LeSsthe Pr1Vate works of love ut rather demands that
thıs wıll and these works be medıiated 111 effect be God WAanNnTts each indıyıdual tor the sake of ern
externalızed and made publıc by retference God tamty and of equalıty and of respons1bilıty,and ne1ghbour Though 1T 15 the moral subject her- learn for hımself the Law requ1rement When
self who undertakes thıs reflection the medıatıng thıs 15 the ( S there 15 durabıilıty 111 PYISTIGIICE
terms her from outsıde and reflection 15 because GOod has firm hold ()I1 1T There 15 1O
drawn outwards and the self thereby entangled 111 VOTICX because each ındıyvıdual begins NOT wıth
A SCeTt of partıcular external relatıons By introduc- the ther and therefore HOT wıth CVASsS10115 and
INnS  S God an ne1ghbour mıddle 111 the ACT ut begıns wıth the God relatıonshıpof COBMSGEIEGEITIO fundamental soclalıty relatıonal- and therefore stands firm and thereby also
1LV 15 interjected the 101 of the moral 4S far 4A5 he reaches the dızzıness that 15 the
subject 11g11111 providıng 4A11 element of heter- beginning of MUCNV 118)Owıthın the of CONMNSCIECITIO ıtself In

Fınally then for Kierkegaard CONMNSCIECIIC 15 thethıs WAY Kierkegaard makes clear that Chrıistianly
understood 1T 111 NOT do tor the of CO 1L11Ca11ls DY which 1L 15 ensured that ıE 15 NOT the moral

subject per SE ut ultımately only God become CON-be eft the subject’s seJf- determınatıon
personal dıscernment 11 Chriıst who 1 CVCLY CAasc 111 determıne

what love 15  D 126)Ihere 15 thırd and final descrıption of CO
Where thıs 15 NOL the CQ(CdSC Kıerkegaard ADICCSoffered by Kıerkegaard 1 Works of Love

namely that relate God 15 precısely HUE that Hegel's fears about moral CONSCIEIIC
dIC tfulfilled and ITHC COMNSCIEIIC! 15 lost eINSCOMISGIECIICEC such that the relatıonshıp between

the ındıyvıdual and God, the (30d--relatıonshı1p, 15 replace wıth the arbıtrary because AUTONOMOUS
111 He WTr1LEeSs A AS HAC. leaves OUT the GOod-the CONSCIENCE (WL; 143). Keepi1ng ı111 1CW that

God, tor Kıerkegaard, 15 sımply predicate relatıonshı1p, the PartıCıPants merely human defi-
of what they understand DYy lovıng,(transcendental otherwıse) of the human sub-

JECT but always the One wh: 15 separated from what they ICU ULE of each other and theır
the human DYy ınfınıte qualıtative difference mutual Judgment by VIrTIuUuEe of that, become the
such definıtion of COMNSCICINC! 15 strıkıng ındeed hıghest judgment” ( 1 52) In hıs FTCAITNCHE

Although COMNSCICIICO! 15 always al ınward LLLOVC- of COMNSCICNCC, Kıerkegaard ı15 workıng
that the definıtion, the scrutmy an the jJudgmentof subject1vıty, 1T has AS al essent1a| and defin-

INg element A relatıon another God who ( dl of how love ought take shape 111 the world AIC

]] tımately ascrıbed God bor the moral selfHe VGL be absorbed collapsed human sub-
Sa1d dıfferently, moral CONSCICENCC 15 LHEVECTI only CSCADCS se]f- deception and ıllusıon AS 1T heeds

properly ı POSSCSS1ON of ıICS mıddle they G0d’s W explanatıon of love which 15 ıdentical
CT somethıng 1T only ı111 Al CXISUINGS (as already noted) wıth Chrıist's PCISON and work
external relatıon. Ihe self OS NOLT A No less than u ut tor explicıtly Chrıstian

1TS W for ASSCSSINS what shape love Kıerkegaard 15 commıtted remst1ng the
ought take 1 the world ut A CVCLY CAPDTIC1OUS of the ethıcs of subjective

What he SaVS about Chrıstian taıth 4A5redirect thıs D beyond ıtself by referring 1L
the olnect of the indıvıdual God relatiıonship, whole Cal rıghtly be applied hıs understand-
God hımself IN& of the of the IT COTMISCIETIICC 4A5 ell

Recall ar thıs that the God relatıonshıp namely that essentıal IT 15 acknowledgment that
15 NOT eft AS tormal COHCCPI 111 Kıerkegaard’s 1T dıd NOTLT Or1gıNate 1 an y human eart

ut AS noted above 15 mater1ally defined 7 Conscience 15 NOT much the sea|l of human
111 the PCISON of Chrıst who 15 tor CONSCIEINCC the moral autonomy 4S 1T 15 the subjectıve reflection
both the of the GoOod relatıonshıp (VErVE and ınward 3PPI'OPI'IGUOH of that radıcal het-
homo) and the manıtestation of dıyıne love (vere CIONOIMY that jerkegaard understands CONSTI1I-

deo) Oriented Jesus Chriıst AS the CORNCTEIHO I the realıty of the ethıcal sphere
of dıyıne anı human love CONSCIEIIC 15 preserved At least aspects of thıs 1CW of ECNMNISGIENE”EC
trom lapsıng back that subjective CAaPDT1CC and call tor further clarıficatıon and NVITE specıfic {1-
arbıtrarıness of whiıch ege accused the Kantıan CI1S5111 Ihe YrSst 15 the deep SCPar atıOoN Kıerkegaard
moral CONMNSCIEINIC Kıerkegaard acknowledges that between the ınward transformatıon of
PFESCIV atıonN from such Cdeception 15 precısely love relatıonsh1ps (and also labour) Al the hands
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of cCONsSCIENCE ON the 11C an and the UnNtIrou- relatıons (wıth God and ne1ghbour) WEeTIC the loss
bled maılıntenance of the external STALUS JO ()I1 the for theologıca ethıcs of the sıgnıfıCanNCE of the
other. Ihe work of cONscIeENCE 15 restricted the actual world, that external “secondary ex1istence” of
achıevement, ON the Dart of the indıvıdual, of Aa whiıch Kıerkegaard speaks. It VeELY odd that
dıfferent perspectıve WdY of seCeINS, NEC’S  P ıfe and the work f cCcONsSCIENCE 4S Kıerkegaard describes
relatıonshıps that 15 ınwardly lıberatıng ut whiıch IT WOUL NOT 1sSsuUEe ın thorough-gomng TCNOVAa-

outwardly changes nothing. I€ CONsSCIENCE WCCIC t10N of actual human relatıonsh1ps and WaVS of ıte
o1VE VO1lCE 1fSs vocatıon, Kıerkegaard cClaıms, 1L An be SEECN do For instance, 1t should make
would 5d Y ]] the dıfference 1ın the world of actual day

day ıfe wıth others that the relatıonshı1ps ATDo NOT Dusy yourself wıth changıng the shape
of the world (T SITAtON.... No, make wıth others AL entirely transtormed A the hands

of cONscCIeENCE DY the interposıtion of theChrıistianıty OW., and It ll show YOU ‚ne1ghbour’ before Al Y and all other categorıcalpomt outsıde the world. and DV 111Ca1ls of thıs
YOU 111 heaven and CArth; YCS, yYOU 111 understandıngs of them C 4S SPDOUSC, >

bOss, riend. 1L.OSS of the ethıcal sıgnıfıcance of thedo somethıng LOTC wondertful,; VYOU 111
LMOVC heaven and earth quietly, lıghtly, that condıtions of actual exX1istence and the hope of theır

transformatıon LOO hıgh price DaY110 I wıll notıice (WL, 136)
Ihe infinıte transformatıon hıch Chrıstian

tor correcting the hypertrophy of moral subject1iv-
ItY. How Oe€es Kıerkegaard’s notion of the ınfınıte

faıth effects bDy makıng everything MAakKer of8} ınward transformatıon of NEe:s  A ıfe in CONsSCIENCE
SCIENCE 16 DYy medıatıng absolutely everything CSCADC thıs obvıous charge of encouragıng Mıghthuman through the GOod-relation 15 lımıted, from the actual and into the purely abstract.?
It would SCCIN, strıctly the sphere of subjec- YerR AaVE NOT yeLr done sufficıent Justicet1ve inwardness. Ihus, Kıerkegaard contends Kıerkegaard’s carefully worded claıms ere 4S
the manual labourer remaıns A manual-labourer “ınwardly everything 15 changed” Dy CONsSCIENCE
externally, AS ınwardly, despite dıscovering, 1n “outwardly the old LLLOTC CI less emaıns”
CONsSCIENCE hıs essent11a] equalıty wıth the Kegent 138) Note el INOVE less. Or agaın, AS Previ-in eternitYy; and WOManNn remaıns subordinate ously cCıted. when yOU subject love the SCrutINYywıthın the Iıyed actualıty of marrı1age, though of CONSCIENCE, Kıerkegaard contends, cC.  yOou 111 do
ınwardly knowıng herself the equal of the somethıing CVERBR wonderrful, yOU wıll
before God 159) heaven and earth quietly, lıghtly, that 110 11C

TIThere ATCE troublıng PrOSPCCLIS in al of thıs 1o 111 notıce (WL; 136) Conscıiıence affects NOL
deliımıt the ınfınıte transtormatıon’ of ıfe achıeved only the quality of moral reflect1On, 1t also affects
bDy CONsSCIENCE the ınward sphere makes the the qualıity of mora|l ACcCLioONn. Moral actıon 15 NOLT
predicate .ınfınıte” SUSPECL. Infinıte, Here, elımınated after all, somethıng wondertul 15 done,

total SINCE sıgnıfıcant portion of the total- the world around 15 mMmOVEd. What COHNEEGF111IS Kıerke-
Ity of human ex1istence Its external. soc1a| HSPCCt gaar much than thıs DEr 15 the character of

remaıns in place despite the transformatıon. Infı- such act10n. It 15 cruclally ımportant that the LMNOVC-
nıte transtormatıon’ INAaYy ell then sımply of the world Dy CONsSCIENCE Oces NOT in
that from the standpoımnt of the ınfınıte (Or the d worldly WdY, and that the actı1ons hıch CO11-

eternal) the specıfics of NGs  2 external Sıtuatıon ATE Cclence leads AL enacted Christianly. { unsatıs-
lost ftrom sıght and fully relatıvızed DYy the fied wıth thıs strıcture of Chrıstian CONSEIENCE. the

loftiness of thıs VIEW, AS be rendered irrelevant. moral subject STASDS rather AT ımmediıate secular
a3f: such readıng ould Kıerkegaard up effectıveness, then “tor what she loses che galNs
the VC charge he W as intent ON pressing Ome only A mediocre compensatıon in the fragment of
agalnst kegel: namelvy, that despite achieving the externalıty che Caln ın worldly WaYy obtaın Dy defi-
lofty, ndeed infınıte, perspective 1n thought 11C ance.” 139) In short, the promıise that

nonetheless st1l] lıve.: CAaAST, work (HE eXISt) 1ın attends CONSCIENTIOUS actıon Its COI11-
the actual finıte WOTr porting wıth the realıty whıch 1VES IT torm. And

It ould be er10us 1roNYy ındeed ıf the COST thıs SCCS 1T that such actıon CVCr chastened Dy
of maılntaınıng A doctrine of CONsSCIENCE able the claım of the royal Iaw of love and soldly
resist collapse 1Into PUurc subject1vıty (as in Kant 1ın need of and patıent upON God 15 ın the
Dy re-asserting the determiınatıve role of external world but NOT of i “What Chriıst saı1d about hıs
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kıngdom that IL 15 NOT of thıs world holds LIrue of namely the command love and the lıving and
everything Chrıstian As hıgher order of thıngs CONTE MpOFrancOUS explanatıon of thıs command
1L WE be present everywhere ut 10L be 1 the PCISON of Jesus Chrıst In the AaCT O CO

the OMECNT of thıcal interr oganon 111se17zed” 158) And whıle thıs INay
profoundly dıssatısfyıng the realıst and prag whıich “Chrıistianıty torward and asks about
MAaftıc mınd 111 Kierkegaard’s JC W. such 15 the S - relatıonshıp God whether each ındıyvıdual 15

capable and Jovyful burden of Christian moral ıfe or related God and then whether the relatıon-
wıth A faıth that “has LG wanted COLNYUCI 111 shıp of love 15 elated 108) 15

worldly way” 1353) reduplıcated ınwardly. Ihıs ınternal reduplıcatıon
Second thıs ACCOUNT ot ( OMISLCIETIEL provokes al 11 the moral subject of what 15 crucıally. a“
L quesuon about ASCHNCY, Is 1T God the rly al external Interr ogat1on of the moral subject
human PCISON both who ACT 111 CONSCIENCE? Dy Od ı15 11 what Kıerkegaard takes COMN-

Clearly COM ISCIEIILE all human ACT SILICC Kıerke- PITODCI be
gaard SayS that an iındıvıdual velates hımself to God As AVC argued, COOMISCICHE”E denotes the God-

A wıth God hold only 1m and relatıonshıp 111 1CS subjective ethıical aspect. Ihe
understand under God verything YOU under- speaks AT of al ınward STIrUCTLUre of
stand” /8) ut Kıerkegaard hınts that subjective lıfe, and of an objective anı outward
Cal also properly speak ofGod’s ASCHNCY 1 relatıon STIrUCLUre of EYISTENCE whiıich 1L 15 essentially

when he TITeSs that 117 CONSCICENCEC ordınated As such CONSCIEINNCE 15 Al iındıvıdual’s
15 who by hımself and by 111Ca11l5 of the mı1ıddle reflection upON her sıtnatedness wıthın all ethıcal
term ne1ıghbour checks ON whether the love tor realıty primarıly constıituted Dy relatıons God
wıfe and rıend 15 conscıienti0us” 142) and ne1ghbour the S1TUAatiıon Kıerkegaard 519
ese need NOT be mutually exclu- nıfıcantly speaks of 4AS Ur “Arst CYISTEAHCE whereby

each ındıyıdual KaTISs from God” what the ordSIVE though they ATIC frequently taken be At
stake 111 thıs urt 15 the quesnon of JUSt how of us It 15 the mı1ıdst of the realıty COIN-

lable Kıerkegaard COTMSCIECIIL 15 collapse back stiıtuted by 11C relatıonshıp God and relatıon-
Kantıan subjectivism { hıs ould be SCHU- shıp ne1ghbour that the ımper aLıVC command

You chal]l love!” resounds and 15 heard Kıerke-111C threat ıfGod WECEIC ınvoked solely 4A5 all INACLIVE
and template wıth which subjective moral gaard’s 15 the EVCHTE 11 which the self
CONSCIOUSI1C5 equıpped ıtself ut remarks takes thıs realıty 4S ICS WI) 1T 15 a 2108 hıch
ıke the HC JUST cıted, miılıtate aQgalINst such 1CW grounds all personal moral reflection aM aCLIVICY
of God And thıs 15 borne OULT 11 ther AS 1 3CCCPt8.IICC of definıng S1ITUAtLIiıON S1ICU-

AaLıOon MOST profoundly and properly describedwell For example Kıerkegaard’s understandıng
of authorıty 45 NCCCSSALY AN! perpetua TL HHNTE Kıerkegaard’s 1CW 111 explicıtly theologıcal

Hence the aCT of COMNSCICIKEE WE tell ourselvesof thıcal rel1g10U0s ıfe 4AS SECT torth 111 The Duiffer-
ENLE Between GEN1US an AAan AÄpostle publıshed the aaln what ave already heard about ourselves

anı! C(IUT S1TUAaLiON 1n the ddress of another IheSAaINC VCaL 4S Works 0  OVE ındıcates that God’
ACLTIVPE ınvolvement 4S the addressing Other 15 CSSCI1- dısclosure revelatıon that thıs S1CTUAaLIiON 15 0U
t1al a Yy understandıng of 3() hıs S1TUatiıon becomes the Presu OS1C10N of al mora|l
1CW of authorıty, along wıth the crucı1al theme COMNSCGIETIIENS: Ihe Kıerkegaardıan 15 thus

kınd of human echo of the dıvıne command Youof Chrıst" CONTEMPOVTANELLY wıth CVCLIY ASC, speaks
strongly ı111 SUppOTrT of Kıerkegaard CHV1ISASINS, PCI- chall love!” the chambers of human subjectiviıty,
haps LL1IOTC strongly that Works of Love ıtself makes and the ınwardly reflected claım of the ne1ghbour

AS ne1ghbour IThese echoes an reflections PCI-clear that dıyıne ASCHNCY 15 4A1l essentıal :lSPCCt of the
realıty of human GCOHSCGIETIEE ade al Christian mora|l reflection an ATC made

CVEGrTr ITMOTC CONCIreETE by being explaıned” erTe and
L1LOW Dy the One who Z$ theır lıving explanatıonConclusıi:ons Jesus Christ So when Kıerkegaard speaks of eth1ı-

If CONMNSCIETIICC 15 111 fact 4A5 the etymology hınts cal mM he describes 1T PFOCCSS 111 whiıch
become LNOTC and LNOTC iNnLımMaAaFte wıth the law AaN!kınd of knowıng, A knowıng long wıth another

miıght be saıd that Kıerkegaard contends that ICS claım whıch 1L 5Sd V, PIOÖCCSS by whiıch
the ındıyıdual moral COMHSUIETLIEGE knows wıth subjectıve moral realıty 15 contormed the objec-
Chrıstianıty AS Oole what God 1T know LIVO moral held OTr S1TUAaLiON whıch IT ınhabıts thıs
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Reading Kierkegaard’s Works of | Oove Beyond Hegel’s ritique of C onscience

15 the “eternal truth that love forms the heart” ET of teleologıcal Orlentatiıon that MacIntyre finds
_2) lo become moral subject 15 under lackıng in 2333  modernity hough thıs Orıentatiıon 15

love’s tormatıon of the heart the en that He S  2 NOLT al accomplıshment of VEASON ut 15 rather the
WI1 inner VOlCEe LLLOTC properly and MMOTC fully fraught and searchıng oift of revelatıon.
echoes the CONCreTtTEe command of Chrıst Kıerkegaard’'s IreEAEMENT of CONSCIENCE O€s PTO-

In order aAvo1d the Ser10us shortcomıngs Oke iımportant quest1ONs CONCEINING the relatıon
iınherent in one-sıded subjectıve ethıc of CO11- of human and dıvıne > well 4A5 the rela-

t10N of moral reflection moral act10n. OWEeVerSCIENCE (ıdentified DY Hegel), Kıerkegaard reworks
the of CONSCIENCE, interjecting an objec- such questiOons ATC eventually answered, It 15 certaın
t1ve, external and unassımılatable referent rıght that wıth hıs of CONsSCIENCE Kıerkegaard 15
Into the eart of moral self-reflection. Workıng 1n attempting “step altogether outsıde the tradıtıon
theologıcal 1ıdıom, Kıerkegaard Str1Ves for ACCOUNT of reedom AS self-dependence”** 1ın order ASSECTIT
of moral subject1vıty that holds together Its PTrOPCI agaın the ethıcal NECESSILY of acknowledging
subject1vıty and Its determiınatıve external an constıitutıve tor human moral freedom,
hıs 31 parallels that of Hegel's Sıttlıchkeit but, reedom whose upholding and fashıonıng 15 PCI-
unlıke egel, Kıerkegaard’s ACCOUNLT 15 both Chris- haps LLIOTC DAr Chrıstian faıth than IT 15
tianly specıfic and commıtted holdıng the modernıity.
dıstiınctions between 15 and ought, law giver and Iaw
VECELDET that the German phılosopher refuses, in OTtes
the end accede. Here AS elsewhere, Kıerkegaard See Charles Taylor, EgE and Modern OCLE (Cammakes plaın hıs dedıicatıon maılntamıng the qual- bridge: ambrıdge Universıity PFress.ıtatıve dıstıiınction between God and the human 156
Cre2ure and theır ırreducıbly external relatıon. See G .W. egel, enomenology of IT
Yet where the efforts of these IMNCN comıncıde 15 1ın Miller tran: (Oxfor« xfor« Universıity Press;
COIMNMON effort CL beyond the Kantıan ethıcs of -6 (PP. 385-409), ell the

section entitled 0O and Conscıence) ın hıs Phı-subject1vıty, precısely DYy INSISUNG O1 the realıty and
ethıcal valıdıty of a external whiıch the losophry of Rıght KNOX trans (Oxfor: Oxford
moral subject 15 responsıble. Here Kıerkegaard (ıf Universıity Press, —1 (PP 56-104).

Taylor, EgE: andErN OCLE: 160only briefly!) draws alongsıide Hege] ın COINMON See especıally Problemata and Problemata II ın
Cause Both authors ATT. agreed that “lt 15 law that Kıerkegaard, Fear an Irembling etb0n.X1VES treedom” such that “wthout law, freedom Hong and Hong trans (Princeton: Princeton
O€es NOLT eX1ISt al au” 38-9), thus together Universıity Fress; 54-67, 6585-51

the Kantıan opposıtıon of moral reedom MacIntyre, Short Hıstory of Ethics London:
and objective moral dırection 0J constraınt. outledge, 215

MaclIntyre, After Vırtue Second Edıtiıon (NotreIn SU Kıerkegaard’s ACCOUNT of CONsSCIENCE 4S
mora|l reflection medıated an made CONCTEeIE by Dame Universıity of Notre Dame Press,
reference God and ne1ghbour describes salu- 443

Kıerkegaard, The Concept 0  NXLELY. Ihomtetary “sıtuation for human treedom” moral subjec- and derson trans (Princeton: Princetonthlty always finds ıtselfwıthın SET of ftundamental
determiınatıve relatıons, LE., those wıth the GoOod Unıiversıity Press, 20-21, 23 See also

NOTE #48, Z
of Jesus Chrıist and the human ne1ghbour, which Bruce Krimmse, Kıerkegaard In OLdEN. Age Den
make Uup the tabrıc of moral realıty and provıde the mark (Bloomington, Indıana Universıity Press,
condıtıon of possıbıilıty of there being moral EXI1IST- 306 Ihıs udgment 15 shared by 1p

AT all Indeed, MacIntyre 15 rıght observe Quıinn who Q1VES prıde of place Works OVE 1n
that ..  1t 15 only when wrıiting ftrom wıthın Chrıs- hıs CSSaV ON “ Kıerkegaard’s Chrıstian BithcS. ” In the
t1an posıtıon that Kıerkegaard C4AN find a Yy Cason Cambrudge Companıon LO erkegaard. Hannay

and Marıno eds (Cambrıidge: Cambrıidgefor answerıng the question” moral question, How Universıty Press, 349-375chal]l Iıve?? >2 Just For Kıerkegaard the Chriıs-
t1an posıtion Can properly ound and Orlıent mora|l AmY I aura Hall Kıerkegaard and the Iveachery of

Love (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge Universıty Press,ıfe Io demonstrate precısely thıs 15 the burden of 13
that “second ethıcs that PICSU  SCS dogmatıcs” Taylor, Ege and Odern Soctety, 158-9
pursued throughout hıs later theological works. 14 ngo. reflects At length UDON the s1gnıf1-Kıerkegaard in fact “pOSSESSES precısely the kınd ICS of thıs in hıs tellıngly tiıtled CSSAay, er
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Chriıst mu{fß alles anders verstehen als der ıcht- dıscourse “Chrıst the Prototype” i For Self-Examı-
Chrıist Kıerkegaards Eth des Untersceidens NAalıon and Judge For Yourself! Hong and
111 Ethik der 1E0HE Studien jerkegaarı “Taten der Hong (Princeton Princeton Uhnıiversıty Press
Liebe” Daltferth ed ( Tübiıngen Mobhr 1ebeck 14/45

28 Gouwens Kıerkegaard Religuwus HINRET
17RDavıd Gouwens Kıerkegaard Relıquus Thinker

(New York Cambrıidge Universıity Press Ihat Kıerkegaard makes thıs Casc CONTUIMNULCY
197 vıth SOINC of the basıc moral INSTINCTS of Lutheran-

13 Kıerkegaard, OVRS of Love SOME Chrıistian Reflec Cal be by theır sımılarıty elements of
In the Form of Discourses Hong ınd Luther thıc For instance 1in the Treatıse 0N

Hong \aT (Princeton Princeton Uniuversitv Press 700 i Works ommentmg Rom ’Where the
140 Hereafter cıted the body Spirıt of Chriıst there TEC Luther WT1TLES

of the DG that does NOT perm1t ıtself be bound AlLy
ege. Philosophy of Rıght SS 129 141 Phenomenol- work refuse anı y work but the Airst Psalm
0M f Sparıt SS 632 671 Hereafter these cıted 11 5SaVyS 1T yvıelds fruut 1 1fSs SCASON that 111 the
the V of the CSSaVS and P respectivelv. normal of EVENTS and ZOCS SIVC the

15 E26 does Iso speak of true conscıence” whıch example of how marrıed partner S do “che Ore at and
belongs NOTLT the moral standpoınt but that of the 1mporta.nt gladly the small and the unnn

C ıfe ıtself (PR 1537) Thıs CONSCIEINICC 0)85 IT and VICC and do “.1U 1 glad
ented 1xed princıples and A W d} ofSC ICS peaceful, and A confident heart” “absolutely wıll-
explicıtly objectıve determınants nd dutıes INg companıon[s |” Whıle the external form of I11al-

NOT far from Kıerkegaard’s OWT wıll ag place, and ı wıth
SCC However It the depıction of moral others outsıde the church, ICS substance ı Christianlv

transformed, 1Luther DYy that reedom taıth1C OUT Aatter Aat thıs PO1NT
affords See Martın Luther Ireatıse 0N 00d WorksSee Wood Hegel  A  S ”NICA| Thought 1/4

1/ Sıep, ufhebung of Moralıty Ethıical Luther Works Edıted by J tkınson Volume
Life: 1 Stepelevıch and Lamb eds Hegel’s (Phıladephia Fortress Press 1966
1  S  y of Äctuon (Atlantıc Hıghlands: Humanı- 3() See Kıerkegaard, Ihe Dıfference Between
L16S Press, 145 Gen1ius and Apostle Wıthout Authorıty

18 Taylor EgE and Odern SOCLELYV 158 S55 88 Hong and Hong ed and 'a1: (Princeton
where Hegel’s NOLION of ethıcal substance help Princeton Unıiversıty Press Y 1 108
tully dıscussed 51 Kıerkegaard hımself ınvokes thıs etymology A

Entrv 684 Soren Kierkegaard Journals and journal entr} from 1854 when he WT1ITES have A

CONMNSCICIILE before INCMN does NOT reach much fartherADErS Hong and Hong eds Vol
(Bloomington ana Unıiversıty Press than have CONSCIENCE (CON-SCIOUSNESS) wıth MC

321 How Many people really have A CONSCIENNCEC wıth
E taCc Kıerkegaard’ss Exıistentiual Ethics Jusca- God?” Soren Kıerkegaard Journals and Papers
|00sa: Uniuversitv of Alabama Press, 122 Hong and Hong ed and trans Volume

31 aC. Kıerkegaard”s Exıstential Ethaics, 122 (Bloomington ana Unıiversıty Press
taCı Kıerkegaard”sx Evxıstentiual Ethacs, 125 6585 322

Z See “Kıerkegaards Fthık des Unter- 32 aclIntyre Short Hıstory 0  1CS London
schiıedens, “Kıerkegaard rekurrıiert ZW ar autf outledge 218 MacIntvre COMMENTFTS fur-
das G eEW1SSEN ber dıeses Aantı innerlıch als ther that Kierkegaard ethıcs shot through wıth

des Gottesverhältnisses auzulegen INCONSISTENCY because ‘he OVi uneasıly between
Kıerkegaard The Concept f ÄAnxıety, 20 23 SpE:; from wıthın an order which Go0od wıll
SC also the edıtors NOTE 45 RZE Later 1 OVRS provıdes the for actıon and speakıng  - the
OVE he speaks plaınly of Chrıistianıty ıtself “t.he lonely ındıyıdual outsıde erıter1a” (Ibid) Dıffer-

))
LIrue moralıtv" (p 51) CNntatınNg the Kıerkegaard’s second ethıcs and ItS

25 what law referred here”? OQur CX the partıcularly theologıcal form and nNntfeNT from that
apostolıc word ATC speakıng about Chrıstian explore the pseudonymous works 1E
Love therefore here the Iaw al be only G(0d AW 11C would g A long, WaY towards resolving thıs

106) INCONSIStENCY'
Olıver IDonovan (COMMON Objects OVE OVAi 33 Karen Carr After Paganısm Kıerkegaard SOC-
Reflectun and the Shapına of Community ranı the Chriıstian Iradıtıon Kierkegaard
Rapıds Fkerdmans 153 ÄAfter ACINTYE ESSANS 0N Freedom Narratıve and
C Kıerkegaard Practıce In VIsStLanı Vırtue bv y Davenport and u (Peru

186Hong and Hong Lrans (Princeton TINC- Open Court
efon Unıiversıity Press PP 238ff: and the 2 Taylor EgE: and Modern Socıety, 159
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