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Kicrkegaard end thc significancc thcsc difficrl-
ties haie for philosophical, or scholarly trmsla-

coBccptual sbstmcc of lhc origioal. sl¡ould

chæs thc i¿lcr, ud it is naürcl that the rcader,

whm faccd with ¿n crcruci¿tiogly awkward

transladon should assume that this is tftc nrost

acruntè way tbc idcas can bc mdcrcd in En5
lish. But while sore of thijæw translations of
Kierkegaard rc ctcaripproúcmts' ina tcchni-
cal sênse, on lhc Ê¡st Engüsh trmlatioos' thc

foreign is differcnt", Scptcmbø 6, 1996) ultcrior
meanings i¡Eudc into ttc Farrlation ¡xoccss'
but also b€aus ul¡sior rrd¿t'm intrudc
¡¡to lhis pmcss. Tmslatm of philosophical
tcxts, if¡hcy arc ph¡losophcrs thcmselves, ofrm
undertakc this thanklcssjob oul ofa khd ofped-
agogical zal. That is, the motivation foÍ trans-

lating a philosophical æxt is vcry often thc bclicf
of the trmslatm that hc cån imlrcvc on m cxist-
ing trmslation and lhu Irut lbc mder in ¡ clos
relation to the oríginal l€xt. This implics, of
c@ße, that th€ tmlator is alrudy fmilia wiú
thc work in ¡rmslation, ¡¡d this familiuity cu
affect his undcrs¡anding of the origiual text. Hc
may unconsciously impo* carlicr trânslations
on this text and, ifhe is unfortunate, repcåt somc

of thc mist¡kes of tfiese eulier trmslatiom.
This is pmbabty the cxplmation bchind thc

Íact thzÌ Philorophiske Smuler ¡s trilslalcd by
Howud and Edna Hongæ Philosophical Frag'
m¿nts in the ncw cdition Thc l:timte *Frag-

mcnlei' wãs common in scholarly and philo-
sophical writing in Denmark in the nite¡ecnth
ccntury. It was not this crPressiotl Kicrtcgard
chose, however, for what was to become one of
his mosl impodant philosophical wo¡ks, but the

l€ss pretentious "Smulcr". "Smuler" means

scraps or cnrmbs, thus Philosophiske Snuler is

properly translated æ Philosophical Crumbs.
This may sccn like a minor Point, md indeed
many Kierkegaard scholars would prefcr lhc title
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Can Kierkegaard's ambiguities be translated?

yet accotding ìo lhis intcrprctation' he argres'
-the 

teæher'ii. not a tcachcr". Thâ( is. Ckist'
assers Kicrkcgaard, 

*goes beyond the definition
ofa tcachcr"'

One of thc most important issues in both lhe

Crumbs and its companim volume, thc Con-

cluding llnscicntifc Posrrcnþf, is whcther drere

can bc m intermcdiary bctwæn thc bclievcr and

sin¡næ dom Next@m6 thc quGtion of how

willing appaisc what is know¿ Willing is

Aalætical md hæ-uodcr-it-thc cntia lwr
-- .¡¡¡¡¡ç sf-m.Iirrilling .dæs not agæ wilh

what is known, drn ir dø oot ecssarily fol-

low that willing gm ahcad md dm thc oppe

site of what lqrowing hð uud6'ood (Prcsum-
mthcr.

inlcrim
During

all this, knowing bæomc¡ morc md moP

obsc¡¡e, æd the lowø naturc gains thc uppcr

hmd mææd mrc: alæ. forrhc gæd mutbc
dooe imediately, æ sn s it ¡s known ' ' - but

ahc lowcr mnre's powa- liæ in stretching

things out. (94)
Tlús is rire wording Qfthe ncw Priucel()n trans-

man. If willing dæs not agrc with what is
known, thcn it docs not ncccssuily follow", ctc'

naturc of mm. If lhis &cs not agræ with what is

Inown . , , -, ctc. Thc subjcct of thc wond sen-

tence is not Ûe will, but what t(ixkcgaard refcrs

to æ mu's "lower natu¡c". Thåt is' the objection
to acting on thc hrowlcdge in question comes

frcm mm's lower nature, not from the will. This
distinction is imporrmq bæarc thc dialcctical
cha¡actcr of the will. according to Kierkegaard.
is prcci*ly that it hås under it not mcrcly ürc

cnlire lower nzitrc of man, but his fuþå¿rnaturc
as well Thc will is not destiocd, on h¡s vicw, to

servc lhc lower nature, but can acturlly bring thc

tower nanìrc under tl¡e control of the Ngher

nature. The question is thus whether the will, in
appmising the situation, will sidc with the lowcr
orwith the higher nature-

This is ærually one of the cæicr pæsages of
Kierkegaard's tcxls to translatc. It is gmmati-
cally straightforward, and only the proPcr trans-

húón is ultimatety coherent. Three of thc four
extant Gefmån translations get it righl, so why

have English translalors coosistently got it
wrong?Theansweris tha¡ hwrie got it wrcng in
l94l and tltat subscquent träNlators havc sim-
ply rcad tlwrie's cnor back into the ori-eiral

ing the allusion to thc Danish saying woirld indi-

cate itrmcdiatcly what wü going on.
The influenci of ølier translatibns probably

dso momls for thc fact that the quætion with
which the ncw traslation of t}¡re Crmbs o¡

Fragmenrs bcg;nsis:'€m thet¡uth bc lmed?"
erÈr úr"ru '!m the truth bc raughtï'Danish
hæ only one word, "lære" for both "lech" and

"lcam-; ir is thus upro ùé [anslatorlodclermine
which tmnslation is appropriatc in a givcn c'on-

text. David Sweffon, who produced the first
'leamcd". and

bolh in lheir
n in l9ó2 and

in the ncw Prinæton uanslation in 1985.

Thcrc is considerable evidencc, however, that

tfte conccm of the C¡rmäs is not whcrher the

ruth can be leamed, but whelher it can be taughr.

Kierkegaard criticizes the "Socratic" ¡nterPret¡-

tion of the rclation of the individual to úe truth,

on lhe grounds that ít deprivcs botlr thc teacher

and lhe mom€nt ât which the truth is lcmcd of
any rcal signiñcace.Thc alternative- ie' Chris-

tìan - interpre(ation invesls lhc teächcr with

whal Kierkegaard calls "decisive signifìcance"'



lcf,t- The fæl th¡l thc mist(msla(ion produccs a

cNcar lrewcyq, whcrc the inf,ucncc of carliq
Fmsl¡tims o[ Kicrkcgaud h6 not aclually

¡edrccd the cd¡æocc of lhc Pssgq but hâs

imorcssio¡ wæ rcinforc¡d by thc [act lhal

Kiårkcgærr.l cxplicitly disdaincd lcrurinological

cons¡stcñy for ils own $kc.

cc(tain D¡nish tcms (cg.''Tilvcrcl*- ¡¡rd
-Tilnærelsc") ån¡J thc¡r [åtinlte cquit¡lcnl.l
("E¡iflqrs- m¡l "APPro¡imatim"). Bdh
"Tif værclsc- mrl "E¡is(ents'- ftivc lr¿diti@álly
bccn lrdnslaacd &s "cx¡stcncc", but ll¡cy do noa

mcan lhc mrc rhing fa Kicrkegaard. Thc
llonBs arc fodundtcly scnsitivc to this grinl arxl

haviæcasionatly includcd lhc rclevant Danish
lcrm in bdckcts in thc ncw Prineton tñtKl¡tim
ol lhe Conclu<lit g lJr\îc¡.n\¡fc Pilsrrcr¡lra. Nolh'
ing has bccn donc. howcveç to cpod(cc thc

di;t¡ncrioo bawm -AfProÃimatim- an¡l

"Tilnamclsc", although it Ls cruci¡l to undcr-
stan<.ling thc subsla¡cc of Kicrkcgutl-s vicrvs
on thc ¡iffcrcncc bctwan what hc calls subjæ-
'vc and objcctivc lntlh. Wc catt only approri-

,tc bolh k¡rdt of lrulh' ¡ccqrding lo

ukcgaud- Wc appoxim¡tc objccdvc t¡uth ¡n

kßolvlcdgc, but wc approrimrlc ñ(bjcc¡¡vc or
"clh¡cûl-rclig¡(û. S" trutl¡. in ot¡¡ livcs' hy cndci¡v-
dring to livc ctlric!lly.

Thc¡c is a d¡ffcrctrcc, lt<rrccvc( for

imprcssion of cmpirical rolity wøld læk likc'
Bui rc do krcw whãl moøl pcrfætioo.læks
likc. ecærding to Kierkcgud. Thc corocimce.
which hc rcfcß to õ our "ceknowlcdgi'
('S¡mvidcn) wilh God. povidcs us with a pic-
túrc of srch pcrf.ct¡on. Thc pwss of approri-
mating ahical-rclig¡ous trulh dæ lhus luvc a

dcfioitccnd. and it is an cnd cæhof us ¡s ñPon-
siblc forstriving lowards. although wc oll fail to

rcach il. Wc can thtE tFPrqih subjcclivc lruth io
our livcs. in ¡ rvly rvc c¡nnol ¡cluillly approß'h

truth. bul "Tilnærnclsc". ''Tilnærmclrc" is a

compound comporcd of two words,
"Næmlsc-, whích lnnsla(cs litcnlly as 'lo
appreach. lo comc clcci', and alìc prcPosition
"t¡1", which mcms "lo-, "T¡Inæmclse" is trans-

lalèd into English îs both "aPPr(tÃ¡maliorr- and
"approach". and it is clcarly the l¡ltcr
Kicrkcgaard intends whcnhclcfcrslothcdcgrcc
to which an individual's lifc crprcsses ethical-
rcl¡giorls lruth- lt ws, ¡n ftrl. ctlstoslrry in theo-
logical circles in Copcnhagcn in tl¡c mid-nine-
ten(h ccotury l(r -speak of "aPpr(ìachirrg Grd".

:rkcgaard is oftcn critici¡.cd precìscly for
iing God unapproachahle, ¡n¡l thqe arc ccr-

,rnly passagcs in his t(ork tllal rftPcilr lo silpPort
ssch uil inlcrpElilti({r. (}ut it drrs ¡r,t srnitc

Philosophv

¡norcci¡lion of thc *ork as a wholc'
"si-¡tot ¿¡fn""ttics ñ Prucnlcd by

5ç¡6 q çembi¡ation o[ thc two mutully crclu-
sivc catcgoriæ of ctdl âod h¡løical rruth' Hc

dæs æcæimally rcfr, howcvc, to knowlcdgc

otCl¡rist. fqc¡amplc. in thc CmÞs. whcrc lhc
bclicvcr is eid ro "krcw" Christ 'æ hc was

known-.
It is clcz. howevcr, fm thc øiginel tcxt rhat

Kictcgærd dø rct cmtr¡dict himscl[ 6 ihis
æint. Daa¡sh hæ for crPrcsims th¡( can bc

inclatcd into Englistr ú -knowledgc-. -Erk-

icndclsc".'Vidq-,'Kundskeb- md "Kjcnd-
'skah-. Contcnrporary cpistcmologisls distin-

rcornitim, c pcrcFt¡e,lhat smcthirrs¡s llr
casc]Ttat Ls. ii rc(cm ¡o prcPqsitim¿l knowl-

¡cqua¡olcd with him. is ccluinly problcrnrtic
ucår<ting to Kicrkcgaard. but thc problcnrs

Lrsæ¡alcd wit|l this kiql of knowlcdgc æ dis-
tinguishcd fon drorc ¿ssæirted w¡llr 

'hc

:::ii;
ycl il

is lqdicnrus lo s(Fgcst llÞt "Erkctrdclsc- ilird
-Vidcn" shortkl hc ¡Gusldc¡J ¡s "Froposiliolul

klowtcdgi'Àod'Kjmdskab" rs"rcqtraint{ncc
krcwlcdgc-- Sú(l¡ ¡ lr¡cllcê *'ould yield an

6¡1¡q¡rcly nq'krvÂnl lcadcori'-.esrdìng lcrl

transla(im bccomes ovcrwhclred by úns¡ghlly

mrks, ünintended cmphæs, or forcign word.s.

and tlrc rhythm of rhc tc¡t ¡s dcslrcyc{. TEnsla-
loñ nrusl fcs¡gn lhclnrclvcs lo lhc f¡ca lhdl cvcn

the bqst tlmrl¿t¡on lv¡ll ¡rcv¡tab¡y ¡lo somcsmüll
¡njusl¡cc lo thc nu{rcasof thc miginul-

Thís is oflcn ttifficull, holvcYcr. for trallslâtors
of nh¡leephical w
ofnratting is so lit
col to ¡1. Nl¡ntrai¿c
philosophiol analysis. Thc pcdrgogical z.cal

rhat lcerJs mmy philosoPh* to bccmc.lnnsl¡-
loß cen ahB æcßionrlly cvcn l6d lhctr¡ to lry
to ¡c{r¡rc. amb¡gü¡tics in thc øiginal tcta. This ¡s
thc c¿s, for crample, with lhc mrv Prilæton
lranslat¡on of alB Frog\Ênt.r. whcrc a singlc
Daish uprcs<ion. 'Uvishcd", appcars in Eng-
lish as bolh "ußela¡nly- ¡trd'inccrrinde"-
"Ccrtitudc" rcÍcß. in philosophical P¡rl¡ncc, to

subjectivc @nvictirn. *hcrcas'cclâinty".
lvhcn conlraxlcd rvith lhc fomcr. rcfcñ l(r an

ohjeclivc s|atc of rffain. TItc Hongs arc vcry
likcly corrcct in their ascsmcnt of tltc sub-

st¡oce oIlhc lcx¡, but ¡t is oot lhc lmnslator'sjob
ro rcducc thc ilmh¡guily of the originrl- The
ambiguity is F¡rt o[ thc original and shoultl bc
prercn'cd, ifpossiblc, in a transl¡tion.

The dcsirc to producca truslat¡on lhut ¡.s !L^lu-

ally clcara lhtn thc original is rlru inltercntly
daogcrous- This crtr bè secn itt lltc Hongs' lntns-
fillio¡ of il ¡usslrgc rrf Kicrkcgrar<l-s -lúlce Í.'r

I lLs

f'oursqlves. According to Kicrkcgaud. tlrc fail-
urc to cxprcss shal hc refcrs ao as Christiu
"rruths" in om's c¡istcncc is to tr¡nsfom Chris-

t¡ån¡ty ¡nto "r way of sPc¡kirlg ('.T¡lcmaade").

wh¡ch il lc¿rt of ¡ll smts to bc"-Thc Hongs havc

tonsl¿(cal "Talcm¡a<Ie", ltowevcr, mæ nu-
rowly 5 "platiaudes"' "Piatitudc" is listcd æ an

ecce¡ablc ùanslat¡on of tl¡c mqlm D¡nish
"ralcm;dc". ft is nol listcr.l.hou'cvø,æm ææ¡-
ablc trusl¡tion of thc nirtetccnth<m(ury "Talc-
ma¡dc- in thc dctirìilivc Dmish-{cEtrgllsh d¡c-

tion¡ry of rhc
thcn æ simplY
Tlrc truslãtio
¡ng. "Platirudc"
thccmphtris in
q rhc rjistincti
ñrth(lhrtrü lhcsubstareof rvl¡¡t iss¡ir.l.

¡¡1hcrc ¡rc ioslilnc. horvcva. in qhich

I cvcn lhc m6l crmsc¡cltt¡trus l@slalor
I- will lrc u¡¡rblc l<¡ ¡rcscrvc tt arnhiguity

thät ct¡sls in lhc origiual lcrl. 'fhis ¡s lhc cr*
witk rftc following pæ.sagc in Kicrkcgaard's

Ctnchrlitg (JnscìcntìIc Portrcr¡¡rl, wltcrc hc
c.r¡nlircs thc rcl¡(i<xt hclwen contiøsncss of
guill arrd onsciousrc.ss of si¡. Erislctrcc. lr
argues. is mphasizcd in thc formcrrs sharply u
ir ãn bc cmphæiæd rvitltot bcak¡ng with

of the tcnporul,
pcrspoclivg of si
cxistcncc thc indi
[ic. not rhe pcron Gort inlcndcd him io bc' bu( a

sinÍul pconl. or irr tl¡e ¡trslant tÈ is locm¡c into
cx¡sl.nce hc bccomcs anclhcr pcrson òy otning
¡n(o cx¡slcncC'.

Thcd¡fficulty rcl¡lesto the Passagc thc Hongs

havc tr¡nslatcd ãs'. -. ¡n lhc ilrstånt hc is (o comc
into cx¡stctrcc ltc bccomcs anolh.( Pcrson by
coming intocx¡slcnci'. Tltis prsgccan aho lrc

tfanslûtcd as "- . . i¡t tl¡c insarl¡t hc oughl ao comc

into c¡¡stcnc, hc conti0ú6 lo bccomc somcotrc

cls". Th¡s lrtlcr (fânsl¡t¡on is itr fadconsistcnt
stnrparilc in ?17¡ c S¡c*n¿rr Udro Dc¿.h alt.a

rcads: 'cvcry motncnt tftat a sclfcxists, it is in a
prrcsof bæomint, fqlhc sclf ka(aôuvqrtv
[io po(cnaiatiayl dG ¡ot.Ãisa. is simply lhat
which ought to corc into cristencc". Thc Põ-
sagc from lhc ,'drr.rc.¡þ, cNld lhu rcfcr cìthc¡
to hcrcditary sio or to actual sin in lhc scne of
thc rcpcatcd failurc o[ the in¡lividual (o bccomc
thc pcrsm God inrcndcrl hi¡n ro b.ærc. or it
could rcfcf to bol¡r. How onc tr¡nslatcs lhis Pûs-
.sagc dc¡rcn<ts on *hcrconc bclicvcs ll¡c w¡nnns
shol¡l bc plaed in thc original lcxt.
Kicrkcgurd, who pri¡lcd himsclf on his use of
purcauátion os a rhctorical dcvicc, includcs no
commai *'hàlcvcr ¡n tlris ¡rrsagc¡ lhus i( is rca-
sonablc to îssumc lhc ambiguity irt qucstion wæ

¡otcnl¡onal- lr is simply irnpossiblc. howcvcr, to

orccwcthis ambigu¡ly ¡n atENlalim-Thc bcst

¡ lrãqsl¿tq cdn do ir lo Providc lhc vdrilnt tran-i-

Maay translatm belicvc rh¡( üE bcst w¡y lo
cnsurc lidelity to thc original is to makc tlte
translation âs li(eml as possible, but an c,raggcr-
atcd cmærn fø litcralncs has murcd maoy of
thc tlongs' ncw Ìaoslât¡ons of Kicrkcgaanl for
Princctq Univcmity Prcss. This can be wn if
onc æntFsls pu-rsagcs from thG lmslalims
with passagcs from Alastair lfannay's kaNla-
tion for Pcnguin- Thc [{ongs' "Will the tongue

ligamcnr of my spirit ncvcr bc læscncd . . -" is,

for cxample, a litcra[ transl¡(ion of "Skal da

Aandens Tungcbaand aklrig losnes paa mig - - -"
but Hannay's "fs my sPirit to bc forcvcr aonguc-

tic¡l . . - " is ccrtainly Prcfcrablc- Onc could Pcr-
haps tolcratc ç'hat Willianr McDon¡ld refcncd

lo in a rcvicw o[thc Hmgs' translation of Er?Ícr-
Oras -sin< against English" if such violations of

fLs

tlrc intcgrity of what ¡s krcwn in lranslðliq lhc-
ory æ "drc1{gct languagc" roultcd in incrcascd
¡ccuEcy. but litcr¡l tr¡nslalions arc not always
lhc bÊst lfaNlat¡ons. cvcn frcm a substantivc
standpoinl. ftis ìs clør from Hannay's intro-
düclion to h¡s Gcnt tËnsl¡t¡on of TÂ¿ Si('k¡".r.r
IJnt.t Deoth. Thc ocw Princcaon t¡aaslation of
llt¿ Si<'kt¿s lJnto Decri opcns with a àcñnition
of thc slf ¡¡ 'a ¡clalim tha( rclats ilself to

itrclf'. whcrø Hannay's trilslat¡on dcfiocs tlle

sclf æ "¡ ¡elation that rclatcs lo it*ll'- Hairnay

cxplains in his int¡oductiq lhåt "bccaüs lhc
Danish for'to rcl¡(c'(in thc æns of'to bc ¡n

rclario') (ar/orúoftlc .vg) hæ e rcflcxivc form'
trml¿tæ h¿vc rodcrcd this æ'rclata itsclf to

itsclf . which hæ thcn bccn snstred as 'rclr(cs
its aaual sclf (o i(5 l¡uc ælf-." Hc Poiots (rut.

howcvcr. ll¡¿1 tl¡c rcla(ion in question "is
rjcscribcd in YchoPhYsi-
ctl'. th¿t is, n minrl and

kxly- rnd a rcl¡tion
hcts'ccn llrc

A fcw wqrls mut bc s¡id hc¡c in f¡vqr ol

dcta¡tcd hisaoriet introduc'tion' e critiol su¡rplc-
rcnt ild atr iodcx, but ùÉy arc no beatcr tllrn
H¡onay's ftom ¡ sbsaanlivc stmdPoinr. 4d
lhcy aG æcõ¡on¿lly worc- Priretø has bo
promoling tlrcm as thc dcñnitivcscholarly trans-

iatiws, ud thcy havc. æ a rcsull, bccn accplcrl
æ such by many schol6- Bùl the l@osl¡tiotr of
philorcphical wqks should idcally bc undcr-

iaken by a philorcflrcr. and Hanmy is onc oItftc
fcw lfeslato6 of Kickcgand who lits this

rcqqircmcnl. He is a philosophcr of somc notc

an aclivc Kicrtcgaard rcholar ond has lircd i

Sca¡¡dio¡via formorclh¿t f ri.lyyc¡rs-
It is rJifficulr ro æqoirc knowlcdgc of Drnislt'

evcn fq (horc fcw scholars whomakc tltc cff<rrl.

6æafs lhcrc arc fcw plac ouf,s¡dc Dcnm¿rft
;-h;;; il¡;i ¡' ."shi c-nrs and fcltowships !

evailablc ro *holæ who wish to study in Den- |
¡rurk scllonr @vq mæ lla¡ onc yc¿f - no{
cnough limc to l€m .ootftcr laaguagc wcll
cnough to rcad a philmophic¡I tcrl in iL Thc siG

uation is fu¡thcr æmpliøtcd by thc f{ct thaa

Danish hæ changcd considcmbly sincc
Kicrkcgaard wrctc. lt¡ qdcr to rcad
KicrkcgaarC's acxas, occ shøld úus idcally
ftavc ¡ ninctcenth<øtury Danish-to-English
dict¡on¡ry, and the æ so rarc I know ofonly
tre Kicrkcgaarrfscholaß whoown tl¡cm loncof
whrrm is Ahsiair H¡nnay). Mq\t *hohrs arc

forccd lo rcly on ninctæñh<cnlury Danish-ro-
Doish diciontics, which it rcquircs considcr-
ablc knowlcdge ofDanish to dcciPhcr.

Philosopùy, rs Réc has obscrucÚ, "has ncvct
ættlcd down wlthin sclf-cnclocd n¡tiottal lun-
guagcs", but philosophcrs æcasionally do, antf

nowhcrc is this mælruc than io Dcnmut- Dun-
mark is isolarcd both gcognPhic¡fly ônd lirrSú¡s-

ricalty, urt D¡n¡sh sicty is as ¿ rcsult so¡ne'

u,hat iroulr. Duish au¡hm, rc matler hQw

æsmopolitan lhcir cducation may havc bcen'
tcnd ¡o writc Íor ¡n cf,clus¡vcly Dan¡sh Public, a

publ¡c üat ¡s srrik¡ngly homo8eK$ in ¡ts cul-
tuml hcrihgc. Kicrkcgærd railcd againsl thc

prcvirc¡aiism o[ Copcnhagco, which he was

find of rcf<ingtoæa"markct town"' b{rl wh¡lc

a fcw o[ his contemPoruics publishql w<'rks in

tåtin or Gemil in thc hopc of rcaching rvidcr

audirc, it sæ for thc inh¿bitants o[ this

"markct (own" that he wro(e' and this' pcrhapr

morcthan anythingclsc, has madeand conti¡¡ucs

1o nrâkc lranslatim of his works diffiolt.
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