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Chapter 4

On Kierkegaard’s Side: Re-situating Henri de Lubac’s Theology amid the Non-humanist Turn in France

Joshua Furnal


Abstract

This chapter explores the significant ways in which de Lubac’s (1896–1991) theological reception of Kierkegaard informed his stance toward humanism. By surveying the default position of negative anthropology in the historiography of the nonhumanist turn in French thought, the chapter locates de Lubac at the center of the debate and observes that de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard is neglected, and as a result, scholars wrongly try to conform his views to that of Nietzsche or Heidegger. To identify the origin of this interpretive trajectory, the chapter revisits and evaluates Maurice Blanchot’s critical review of de Lubac’s The Drama of Atheist Humanism (1945), entitled “On Nietzsche’s Side” (1946). Furthermore, the chapter argues that to avoid conflating de Lubac’s theological anthropology with a nonhumanist inheritance, one must not ignore his treatment of Kierkegaard. The chapter re-establishes the link between de Lubac’s correspondence network and his engagement with Kierkegaard studies to suggest that de Lubac’s interest in Kierkegaard was not ornamental but rather fundamental to his ressourcement project. Like this, the chapter recovers the Kierkegaardian inheritance of de Lubac’s Christian humanism that transformed Catholic theology in the twentieth century.
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Introduction

The present absence of Søren Kierkegaard in many scholarly accounts of the intellectual and political history of twentieth century France is striking given the prominence of his reception by philosophers and theologians alike. Moreover, the relevance of Henri de Lubac’s theological contribution to the French reception of Kierkegaard is often overlooked despite de Lubac’s unique place in this history.
 In An Atheism that is not Humanist Emerges in French Thought, Stefanos Geroulanos chronicled the historical shift in France from atheistic humanism to atheistic nonhumanism.
 As a radicalized alternative to humanism in both its atheistic and Catholic forms, the post-Heideggerian shift to a “negative philosophical anthropology” treated human nature as an empty category. However, the shift left intact a postlapsarian framework without any hope of redemption. One motivating rationale was the widespread failure of collectivistic political agendas – on both the left and right sides of the spectrum – to ground the prominence of the human species as the guarantor of knowledge and dignity. Other historians like Edward Baring have explored in depth how, prior to 1945, the emergence of these philosophical developments actually were indebted to Neo-Scholasticism.
 Recently, Sarah Shortall has contributed to these ground-breaking studies by showing how Catholic theologians have shaped the intellectual and political landscape during this period – specifically ressourcement theologians like Henri de Lubac.
 However, in all three of these insightful forays, the relevance of de Lubac’s theological reception of Kierkegaard is neglected. Although Geroulanos and Baring have mapped the ways in which the shift from humanism to atheistic nonhumanism was indebted to both Heidegger and Neo-Scholasticism, Shortall wrongly asserted that ressourcement theologians like de Lubac are indebted to this post-Heideggerian inheritance. Space does not permit a more comprehensive rehearsal of the historiography, so I shall limit my discussion in what follows to the context of the nonhumanist turn in France and de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard.

To overcome any historiographical neglect of de Lubac’s engagement with Kierkegaard, and to resist the misidentification of de Lubac with a post-Heideggerian negative anthropology, this chapter will explore the significant ways that de Lubac’s theological reception of Kierkegaard informed his stance toward humanism, which still remains relevant to contemporary debates about the basic aim and role of de Lubac’s theology. My argument unfolds in three stages: In section one, following Geroulanos and Shortall, I survey the default position of negative anthropology in the historiography of the nonhumanist turn in French thought to locate de Lubac at the center of the debate. I observe that de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard is neglected, and as a result, scholars wrongly try to conform his views to that of Nietzsche or Heidegger.

In section two, I revisit and critically evaluate Maurice Blanchot’s critical 

review of de Lubac’s The Drama of Atheist Humanism (1945),
 entitled “On Nietzsche’s Side” (1946).
 Blanchot’s critique of de Lubac’s Christian humanism represents the interval of the nonhumanist turn that undermines the presumption that de Lubac shared Blanchot’s negative anthropology. I suggest that to avoid conflating de Lubac’s theological anthropology with a nonhumanist inheritance, one must not ignore his treatment of Kierkegaard. Yet Blanchot limited his review to de Lubac’s treatment of Nietzsche and Dostoevsky, when de Lubac presented Kierkegaard as an indispensable theological resource for the project of humanism after two world wars. The relevance of de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard opens up a distinctive trajectory that does not conform to the same path as his post-Heideggerian, neo-scholastic, or nonhumanist critics.

In section three, 

I re-establish the link between de Lubac’s ressourcement project and the French reception of Kierkegaard by exploring de Lubac’s correspondence network and his engagement with Kierkegaard studies. I suggest that de Lubac’s interest in Kierkegaard was not ornamental but rather fundamental to his ressourcement project. The benefit of this study is to recover the Kierkegaardian inheritance of de Lubac’s Christian humanism that transformed Catholic theology in the twentieth century.

1
A Brief Historiographical Survey

When reading contemporary portrayals of the historical and philosophical context of European debates about humanism during the twentieth century, one might think that de Lubac only offered a theological version of the same negative philosophical anthropology advanced and secularized by nonhumanism. Alternatively, I suggest that because de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard is overlooked, scholars have tried to present de Lubac’s views as an extension of his contemporaries, which, I argue, distorts de Lubac’s theology and leaves certain textual problems unresolved.

According to Geroulanos, it was not until Alexandre Kojève’s and Jean Wahl’s translation of Heidegger’s philosophy in the 1930s that an antifoundational realism emerged, which privileged the necessity of indeterminacy to overturn Leon Brunschvicg’s Neo-Kantian framework.
 In particular, Geroulanos argued that the work of Alexandre Koyré marked the shift from Descartes and scholasticism to German Idealism, Romanticism, and mysticism in France.
 Yet adherents of both Catholic personalism and atheistic existentialism in France during this period shared the same target of secular humanism.
 In passing, Geroulanos acknowledged the Catholic rejection of atheistic humanism in the 1930s by Jacques Maritain, Henri de Lubac, Gabriel Marcel, and Gaston Fessard.

Geroulanos explained that the term “negative philosophical anthropology” claims that human finitude remains an undetermined or unclaimed category, and the perfection of human desire remains perpetually inexistent as an incomplete answer to the question “What is Man?”
 Each human individual is a dependent creature that speaks with others and produces artifacts. Yet to be human is to be nothing but subject to circumstance, time, and environment as a finite creature.
 On this view, the human is an evaluative creature that cannot maintain or evaluate its own value because one relative value cannot transcend another.
 Geroulanos suggested that this is why Heidegger subordinated the abstract anthropological question (what is Man?) to the concrete existential question (what is the meaning of being?) since what Man is “cannot be given a lasting, comprehensive, transcendental answer” and “we can only know what he is not, what others and other things are, what his approach to them can reveal.”
 In short, the emergent negative anthropology views the human creature as simultaneously abandoned and dependent without any purpose or Creator while struggling to maintain the rivalrous asymmetry between other humans, time, and our environment.

Yet other historians have portrayed de Lubac as an heir to existentialism by pointing to a shared negative anthropology. For example, Sarah Shortall’s recent work on the Catholic political resistance is well-documented and explored in depth. In the chapter entitled “The Drama of Atheist Humanism and the Politics of History,” Shortall does not examine de Lubac’s book which shares the same title, nor does she treat de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard therein. Instead, Shortall surveyed texts from 1943–1947 to claim that de Lubac presented himself as one of “the authentic heirs to the existentialist tradition, above and beyond both its atheist and Thomist misinterpreters.”
 However, in Shortall’s presentation of de Lubac’s theology, the negative anthropology of post-Heideggerian philosophy is left intact to be re-theologized despite his rejection of atheistic humanism. Shortall advanced an unsupported claim that de Lubac “defined the human being not as an essence, but as a process – one driven by a negativity or lack that was constitutive of human nature itself.”
 Moreover, Shortall explained that for de Lubac, “this negativity was nothing other than the desire to see God, which is written into human nature itself,”
 which “refused the neo-Thomist distinction between the natural and the supernatural ends of human life.”
 Shortall’s depiction echoes Jean-Yves Lacoste suggestion that de Lubac’s claim about the natural desire for God “rejects an eschatology within the confines of verification” and yet “may leave the Heideggerian hermeneutic of facticity in place.”
 However, in his Brief Catechesis on Nature and Grace, de Lubac explicitly says that he “does not suppose any systematic philosophy,” nor does he begin with indifference and move to (un)belief, but rather says that “at the outset” nature and grace co-exist in tension as “spiritual otherness and infinite distance; but that if man so wills, it resolves itself finally in an association of intimate union.”
 Indeed, de Lubac resisted the complete separation of theology and philosophy because that separation operated with a dualistic anthropology that splits divine revelation from human reason.
 For these textual reasons, one must reconsider how de Lubac used Kierkegaard’s paradox to indicate a non-rivalrous tension between grace and glory especially when de Lubac explicitly rejects countersigning Heidegger’s negative anthropology as the default description of human finitude.

It is true that many historians have overlooked the importance of the dialogue ad extra between Catholic theologians and existential thought, which aimed to link eschatologically the transcendence of salvation history to the immanence of historicity. However, I challenge Shortall’s assertion that ad intra, de Lubac adopted a negative anthropology against Neo-Thomists like Maritain.
 Following Shortall’s presentation, one might think that de Lubac theologizes a negative anthropology, which would group him alongside religious existentialists like Paul Tillich or Gabriel Marcel. It is not the case that ressourcement theologians re-theologized a negative philosophical anthropology of immanence without transcendence like Georges Bataille where the human sinner indefinitely opts to leave the “wound” open, but the Christian mystic opts to enclose it with the divine.
 Yet, Shortall says de Lubac “insisted that human nature was defined above all by a wound or lack” that signaled the “unique dignity” of human life and “raised humans above the level of a thing.”
 On Shortall’s view, de Lubac’s remarks not only indicate agreement with Bataille, but also indicate how the wounding “call of the divine within us” resists the political claim of social utopias and situates the dignity of human being in and beyond its environment.
 It must be noted that de Lubac used the phrase of “the open wound [la blessure demeurerait ouverte]” in a caveat, but attributed it to Engels and Marx rather than to Bataille.
 As a theologian, de Lubac resisted the label of “existentialist philosopher,”
 but often he used the Kierkegaardian term “paradox” rather than “wound.”
 However accurate Shortall’s general position may be regarding the link between the shared aims of existential thought and ressourcement theology, attributing Bataille’s term to de Lubac here is ventriloquized.

At an interpretive level, Shortall’s projection of Bataille’s negative anthropology on to de Lubac leaves unexplained how human dignity gets re-theologized in its postlapsarian enframing. Moreover, a contradiction gets introduced between de Lubac’s critique of atheistic humanism (1945) and his alternative to the Neo-Scholastic view of the supernatural end of humanity (1946). In the former, he critiques the negative anthropology of atheistic humanism, but then in the latter, he allegedly endorses it.
 For Shortall, our desire for glory is at once natural and formally bears “something of God” so that “there can be only one end of man: the supernatural end.”
 However, the formal indication of the “lack” or “wound” does not settle the a priori alternative between supernaturalizing the natural or naturalizing the supernatural. In presenting de Lubac’s position in this way, it seems that he merely swaps our natural end with our supernatural end to dissolve the a priori parallel into an a posteriori lack, based on the shared negative anthropology of atheistic humanism (as if it conformed with the Neo-scholastic condemnation of de Lubac for his refusal of parallel ends and for fusing together what is not distinct). If de Lubac fused together two parallel ends into one, then does he offer a theopanistic picture of supernaturalizing the natural or pantheistic vision of naturalizing the supernatural?

As Shortall indicates, theopanism leaves no room for “work with nonbelievers,”
 yet pantheism leaves no room for believers. Shortall explains that for Neo-Scholasticism, pure nature refers to the buffered self without grace, which, for secular humanism, becomes a default negative anthropology without religion. In both cases, our natural and supernatural ends are not related but rather secularizing parallels, which may or may not be added on to the postlapsarian situation.

For Shortall, de Lubac endorsed the affirmation that “humans are created with a desire for the beatific vision that inheres within our very nature” as a reference to “the constitutive lack at the heart of human nature” that “repudiated the liberal vision of the autonomous self.”
 Moreover, de Lubac “envisioned the negativity at the heart of human nature as the very source of human dignity, as that which raises us above every other element of the natural order and indicates that we are made to participate in divine life.”
 Thus, Shortall argued that this experiential lack formally refers to glory and so resources the refusal of social utopias and provides human dignity with an eschatological source.
 But how does this position resist supernaturalizing the natural?

To sum up, by interacting with the historiographical material it becomes clear that the nonhumanist turn in French intellectual history overlooked not only de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard, but also introduced interpretive problems for understanding de Lubac’s theological anthropology. In the next section, I will examine the counter-evidence of Blanchot’s endorsement of negative anthropology and his criticism of de Lubac for not doing so. As we shall see, the nonhumanist criticism of de Lubac brackets out his treatment of Kierkegaard, which shall warrant a reconsideration of de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard in part three.

2
Nietzsche without Kierkegaard: Maurice Blanchot’s Nonhumanist Critique of de Lubac

To explore the outcome of a negative anthropology, I will reassess Maurice Blanchot’s critical review of de Lubac’s The Drama of Atheist Humanism (1945) as a neglected parting of ways between Catholic humanism and atheistic nonhumanism. To suggest that de Lubac appropriated a negative anthropology during the humanist debates in France overlooks his nonhumanist critics. In fact, Blanchot criticized de Lubac’s humanism for not endorsing the “lack” of a negative anthropology. For Blanchot in particular, it no longer makes sense to describe the human person as made in the image of God since after two world wars, Europe can no longer claim to be the bearer of transcendence, life, and the future.

In this section, I survey how Blanchot (and not de Lubac) understood the human as an undetermined category possessed by a natural desire for unmediated satisfaction in the form of a negative possibility. I offer a concrete example of the post-Heideggerian transition from humanism to nonhumanism in France, by surveying Blanchot’s 1946 critical review of de Lubac’s The Drama of Atheist Humanism.
 A rehearsal of this intellectual transition is warranted because (1) Blanchot’s nonhumanism involved adopting an account of indeterminate freedom on the basis of a negative anthropology that neglected de Lubac’s treatment of Kierkegaard, and (2) Blanchot’s negative anthropology continues to frame contemporary portrayals of de Lubac’s theological anthropology. My claim is that Blanchot’s nonhumanist account of indeterminate freedom falls apart without the positive desire for God, and that de Lubac’s theological anthropology provides an account of religious existence for human nature that retains a link between the single individual and the human race. By contrasting the various positions about the (im)possibility of humanism, the freedom from or for God, and the (ir)rationality of faith, one can see how Christian humanism is abandoned by Blanchot and endorsed by de Lubac.

In his review, Blanchot criticized de Lubac because he focused on the perceived threat of Nietzsche’s atheistic humanism and missed Nietzsche’s actual contribution to atheistic nonhumanism. Blanchot’s charge is that de Lubac entertains humanism as a form of reality avoidance. In negative agreement with Nicolas Berdyaev’s remark “where there is no God, there is no man either,” Blanchot claimed that it was humanism rather than atheism that refused to confront the tragedy of our situation.
 For Blanchot, this refusal is reflected in de Lubac’s failure to acknowledge Nietzsche’s real threat to the Christian faith, which is not his refusal to appropriate faith, but rather his approximation of faith. Nietzsche’s liminality is neither pagan nor Christian and his self-alienating approximation at once invites and repels our hope in the perfection of humanity. In short, Blanchot argued that de Lubac’s portrayal of the natural desire for the God who provides the gift and condition of desire’s perfection, wrongly covers up the nonhumanist refusal of desire’s perfection as an impossibility. Blanchot presupposed the impossibility of moral perfection on the basis of the mortality of what is natural. However, de Lubac asserted the possibility of moral perfection on the basis of the grace of our freedom before God.

Throughout his review, the rationality of unbelief and the irrationality of belief remain incommensurable situations. Blanchot assumed the task of expressing what de Lubac’s faith allegedly does not understand, making visible to de Lubac what remains unseen: that Nietzsche “does not assert the absence of God but chooses this absence; he takes sides, he decides to make God die.”
 Blanchot confined himself to de Lubac’s treatment of Nietzsche because de Lubac did not acknowledge sufficiently that mortality also presents difficulties to religious interpreters of Nietzsche.
 However, Blanchot wrongly assumed that what makes sense to Christians is nonsensical to non-Christians and de Lubac’s apologetic was “addressed undoubtedly only to Christians, and it has meaning only for them.”
 Moreover, since Blanchot argued that religious existence operates without understanding and with faith, existence must be pruned of faith to obtain the understanding it seeks. Indeed, Blanchot asked whether it is “possible for a religious existence to enter into a situation in which, to come to actual understanding, it must lose itself as religious existence?” Blanchot’s question presumed that faith is a private interpretation added to bare existence that must resist making public its understanding to preserve its nonsense from being transformed into sense. Blanchot implied that de Lubac failed to grasp that one must leave religious existence behind for bare existence because what faith understands is nothing more than a view from nowhere. Even today some scholars unwittingly extend Blanchot’s critique when denouncing de Lubac for criticizing atheistic humanism on the basis of “haughty dogmatic principles” that are alien to unbelievers – as if de Lubac was not first listening to non-Christians for the sake of understanding their natural indifference to God according to their own epoch.
 Nevertheless, Blanchot pressed this point using an image of a “disinterested spectator” peering into a room that cannot be exited but only described “as if I were looking at it from without, through the keyhole.”
 If the keyhole represents our final end, then it must be named death and not God since the aim of humanism – whether atheistic or Christian – is subverted when the search for complete understanding of what is human is cut short in death.

To sum up, Blanchot recognized the impossibility of moral perfection in terms of our freedom from God, which restlessly upholds the refusal of both our perfection and God. Blanchot’s nonhumanism naturalizes the supernatural in terms of this refusal, which inescapably presents a rivalry between one’s self-actualization and self-annihilation. Blanchot mischaracterized de Lubac as supernaturalizing what is natural in his argument for the possibility of moral perfection by grace, which Blanchot viewed as a foundational illusion that only predetermined our freedom. Yet there must be something formally indicated for freedom to accept or refuse as (im)possible. However, Blanchot rejects any notion of formal indication as illusory because Blanchot’s radicalized negative anthropology is inseparable from his negative view of indeterminate freedom, which animates the unending refusal of self-transcendence.

On Blanchot’s reading of Nietzsche, God remains the final end but not the beginning of humanity. This impacts his view of history as not-yet-over and of death as not-yet-here. The question of God still contains an enigma for Blanchot that intelligibly wounds us and yet also invites the therapeutic solution of an unintelligible cure. What is familiar refers to the avowal of an unconditioned constraint that prompts the refusal of God and moral perfection – that conditions conscious freedom – without any foundation beyond the transfinite relation of universal and particular.

By defending de Lubac’s theological humanism against his critics and uncovering his reception of Kierkegaard, I have attempted to resituate de Lubac’s theological contribution amid the nonhumanist turn in France during the twentieth century.

On Nietzsche’s side, Blanchot struggles to transform the contingent fact of our existence into the necessary occasion for the rivalrous refusal of God as the alien end of history which “can only be the object of an endless misunderstanding” because Blanchot lacks “the ambiguity that constantly makes unknown to us what we think we know.”
 By refusing God as the alien source and end of humanity, the tragedy inevitably manifests itself when I perish before history comes to an end, and yet, with the time that remains, I must also refuse my own death to avow responsibility for the survivor’s guilt of having lived until now. What is unfamiliar about the claim of moral perfection prompts the disavowal of the cure that rivals the promise of self-transcendence, which “courageously” must be shrugged off for what is familiar. Yet to negotiate what is familiar and unfamiliar to avow and disavow responsibility in the right way, and to avoid self-deception, will require that I have a complete perspective of the labyrinth and already to know the difference between truth and untruth. Moreover, by asserting the necessity of contingency as freedom’s only condition, the tragedy of despair cannot be resisted prior to one’s own labyrinthine annihilation. Thus, by leaving intact a formal distinction between what is familiar and unfamiliar, Blanchot invites a desire for perfection that seeks to understand what is unfamiliar yet refuses this tendency so as to leave the unfamiliar for what is only familiar as if there were a keyhole to a room with no exit.

How does de Lubac engage Kierkegaard’s writings to illuminate our supernatural destiny beyond our natural death? Blanchot’s nonhumanism endorsed the indeterminacy of life and refused God as the present lack of a solution because death frustrated all our striving for perfection; whereas the Catholic humanism of de Lubac asserts the paradoxical mystery of a natural desire for the supernatural as the key that anticipates and turns our striving for perfection to the grace of divine transcendence beyond the striving of labyrinthine immanence. De Lubac’s eschatological hope in the resurrection presupposes the experience of death with the presence of eternity.
 For divine mystery makes use of myth and purifies the familiar part to bring unfamiliar healing.
 If the end of history has already come, then no human activity remains significant.
 Nietzsche’s Dionysian promise of a new humanity emerging from the ashes is rejected as an illusion by Blanchot in exchange for despair. De Lubac’s critique recalls Jean Jaurès’s remark that one must tend and pass on the fire of the past not its ashes, and de Lubac reminds us via Kierkegaard that this is the work of love’s flame.
 After reconsidering de Lubac’s philosophical and theological retrieval of Kierkegaard in The Drama of Atheist Humanism, the historical shift from humanism to nonhumanism in general and Blanchot’s critical review of de Lubac’s work in particular provides a lens through which this transition occurred. My claim was that instead of opting for Nietzsche’s labyrinthine tragedy, or for Heidegger’s negative anthropology, or for the immanence of French Spiritualism, or the parallel ends of Neo-Scholasticism, de Lubac chose Kierkegaard’s side by responding to the question of what is human in terms of the analogous paradox of dignity and divine mystery to retain the theological language of image and likeness. De Lubac’s paradox of the natural desire for God is not an illusory refusal of death, but rather its presupposition and promissory redemption.

Against any historiographical conflation, the point of departure for Blanchot’s nonhumanist critique of de Lubac’s humanism recognized that they do not share the same anti-foundational anthropology. Blanchot faulted de Lubac for not despairing over the alleged impossibility of moral perfection. Instead, de Lubac retained the paradox of faith since God is the mysterious source and destiny for all humanity beyond death. For this reason, de Lubac explicitly contested Nietzsche’s anti-foundationalism and presented Kierkegaard as a theological alternative for humanism. But since Kierkegaard was bracketed out from Blanchot’s review, which radicalized Nietzsche’s side, let us now reconsider de Lubac’s presentation of Kierkegaard’s side.

3
Henri de Lubac’s Retrieval of Kierkegaard

When de Lubac’s theological humanism appears in discussions about the nonhumanist turn in France, either he is made to conform to a secularizing anthropology along this trajectory by historiographers, or he is faulted for repudiating it altogether by reviewers. In both cases, de Lubac’s contribution to the French reception of Kierkegaard is neglected. Scholars rightly highlight his conversation with atheism and existential thought as an example of his spiritual and intellectual resistance against Nazism.
 However, scholars fail to see de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard as a theological resource of his spiritual and intellectual resistance because it is wrongly presumed that de Lubac’s only treatment of Kierkegaard is in The Drama of Atheist Humanism (1945), or that it reflects a marginal post-war concern.
 Yet it is often overlooked that de Lubac’s treatment of Kierkegaard first manifested as an extensive review article written in 1941.
 Moreover, scholars have missed that de Lubac’s correspondence network included important figures in the French reception of Kierkegaard. To better appreciate the inseparability of de Lubac’s ressourcement project and his treatment of Kierkegaard, I will explore the intersection of these two features in de Lubac’s correspondence network and his sustained engagement with Kierkegaard studies during the same period as his resistance to Nazism. My claim is that de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard’s theological anthropology was coextensive with his intellectual and spiritual resistance of Nazism, and surfaces with the impact of Paul Petit in de Lubac’s correspondence network.

3.1
Kierkegaard in de Lubac’s Correspondence Network

The shared commitment of ressourcement theologians to Kierkegaard’s Catholic reception in France surfaces in the way de Lubac and Jean Daniélou used the journal Témoinage Chrétien.
 In fact, de Lubac’s correspondence network reveals that his interest in Kierkegaard was not a marginal concern. For example, de Lubac used the journal to keep alive the memory of their close friend, the Catholic-Jewish diplomat and Kierkegaard translator, Paul Petit (1893–1944) who had been murdered by the Nazis.
 Petit participated in various meetings and conferences that eventually led to the publications of the journal Dieu Vivant and often Kierkegaard was a topic of discussion.
 For example, Petit participated in “a long discussion about Luther, Kierkegaard, and Protestantism” with Pierre Burgelin and George Halley-Desfointaines about whether the phrase “fear and trembling” was “foreign to early Christianity until at least St. Augustine” because it was “not mentioned in the Fathers of the Church.”
 Also Petit made no secret that he wondered whether Kierkegaard would have become a Catholic had he lived longer.
 Between 1940–1942, Petit opposed the Vichy regime by publishing tracts and contributing to the resistance newspaper La France continue, which documented the persecution of the Jews.
 In response to his public statements, Petit was arrested and taken to Germany on 7 February 1942 where he was condemned to death on 16 October 1943 and beheaded in Cologne on 24 August 1944.
 It is worth remembering the sequence of these historical events in connection with de Lubac’s first article on Kierkegaard in 1941 and the publication of The Drama of Atheist Humanism in 1945.

At the beginning of his original review article, de Lubac mentioned that Paul Petit’s French translation of Kierkegaard’s Postscript prompted him to compare it with Geneviève Bianquis’ translation of Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy (1938).
 Yet, de Lubac hoped that his “untimely” yet not “irrelevant” reflection on these translations would illuminate “the very fact of their fortuitous association and contrast, which, seems to me, to enhance their virtue.”
 Although most of the review article was expanded and republished as a chapter in The Drama of Atheist Humanism with added material in footnotes, there are a few details from the original article that are worth mentioning.

In the expanded version of The Drama of Atheist Humanism, de Lubac included a remark after the murder of Paul Petit: that Kierkegaard was “outlawed by his Church” yet he was “the witness chosen by God to compel a world that increasingly disowned it to contemplate the greatness of faith; that, in a century carried away by immanentism, he was the herald of transcendence” who taught us how to become more “attentive to Christianity” through a “deeper immersion in existence.”
 In other words, de Lubac’s high estimation of Petit’s suffering for the truth coincides with the censoring of de Lubac, which de Lubac casts in Kierkegaardian terms. For instance in 1941, de Lubac had already been censored by the Vichy regime for trying to publish an immanent critique of Nazism.
 De Lubac argued that anti-Semitism is also an attack on Christianity by explicitly linking Nietzsche’s critique of Christianity to the Nazi abhorrence of the Jewish roots of Christianity. For this reason, de Lubac’s review article on Nietzsche and Kierkegaard was not written merely as a favor for his friend, Paul Petit, but instead reflected a genuine engagement with Kierkegaard as theological alternative to Nietzsche and to Nazism by extension. Moreover, some of de Lubac’s earlier remarks in the review article differ slightly from the extended version in The Drama of Atheist Humanism when he says that the thinker disinterestedly insulates himself from martyrdom, but the one “who does not forget that he exists in himself” has a quite different attitude especially when that person is “the believer, who grasps the paradox within himself.”
 In other words, by attending to the historical context one can better understand how de Lubac saw Petit as an exemplar who grasped the paradox of faith in martyrdom, which made concrete the kind of spiritual resistance de Lubac promulgated.

By examining de Lubac’s correspondence with Jean Daniélou during the second world war, the theological relevance of Kierkegaard’s writings becomes more explicit. For example, in 1942, Daniélou congratulated de Lubac for his article on Kierkegaard and wrote that he took “great pleasure” in reading it.
 One year later, Daniélou wrote to tell de Lubac that he had started reading Kierkegaard’s Either/Or.
 Daniélou also indicated that “under these conditions” he understood that de Lubac was unable to contribute anything to the inaugural issue of Dieu Vivant. Instead Daniélou included an extract from Hans Urs von Balthasar’s reading of Kierkegaard.
 After sending de Lubac a copy of his forthcoming ressourcement manifesto, Daniélou wrote that he would “tone down” some of the “more lively remarks about neo-Thomism and the biblical commission.”
 Daniélou also mentioned how he wanted to synthesize the “currents” of Teilhard de Chardin on one hand, with Kierkegaard on the other to inform a lay Christian anthropology.
 Daniélou’s aim here is striking given a letter he received from Balthasar who “is rather curious about Barth, saying not to trust him,” but Daniélou tells de Lubac that what needs to be grasped is “the religious crisis in Germany today goes above and beyond Barthianism and is more important than Barth.”
 De Lubac also defended the aim of incorporating Kierkegaard in the ressourcement project. For example, when Louis Bouyer referred to Przywara’s work on Kierkegaard as a “childish attempt of annexation [essais enfantins d’annexion],” de Lubac lamented these “brutal” criticisms as a customary judgment that wrongly also would extend to the Catholic convert, Erik Peterson who first introduced Cornelio Fabro to Kierkegaard’s Journals.

To sum up, I have rooted de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard historically in connection with not only figures from the ressourcement movement, but also important journals like Témoignage Chrétien and Dieu Vivant. By highlighting the connection between de Lubac’s correspondence network and the French reception of Kierkegaard, one is better attuned to reconsider de Lubac’s retrieval of Kierkegaard for Christian humanism. In the next section, I explore how de Lubac recovers significant theological and philosophical resources in Kierkegaard’s writings in service of the divine mystery that analogically holds human dignity and divine perfection in paradoxical tension as image and likeness, illuminating the positive ground of our natural desire for God and our ultimate destiny beyond mortality.

3.2
Reconsidering de Lubac’s Retrieval of Kierkegaard

Following Paul Petit’s remarks in the preface of his translation, de Lubac resisted a subjectivist reading of Kierkegaard in his original review essay.
 The extended version of his review article in The Drama of Atheist Humanism displays the breadth and depth of de Lubac’s further engagement with Kierkegaard scholarship by adding footnotes, which indicate de Lubac’s sustained interest.
 In what follows, I spell out at least five features of de Lubac’s interest in Kierkegaard.

First, for de Lubac, the Climacus authorship represented a philosophical masterpiece regarding the distinction and paradoxical relation of the subjective act and objective content of faith. For instance, de Lubac cautioned readers against a flat-footed interpretation of Kierkegaard’s pseudonyms.
 For this reason, de Lubac interprets the authorship of Climacus in two ways: Philosophical Fragments provided an objective philosophy of dogma, whereas the Postscript provided a subjective philosophy of faith “to show in what conditions the individual receives the mystery (Kierkegaard calls it the paradox) into himself without stripping it of its essentially mysterious quality.”
 The revealed mystery that faith understands as mystery nourishes faith as it responds inwardly to the improbable, which enables the interiority of freedom to participate in the transcendence of Providence. Indeed, de Lubac rates the Postscript as “a great work, perhaps Kierkegaard’s masterpiece and in any case one of the masterpieces of the philosophical and religious literature of all time.”
 It is remarkable that de Lubac understands Kierkegaard’s paradox not in terms of a logical contradiction, but rather the divine mystery.
Second, Kierkegaard’s critique of Hegel provided de Lubac with intellectual resources to resist historical determinism for eliminating human agency from the occurrence of historical events, which also informed de Lubac’s retrieval of a theology of history. As a close reader of Kierkegaard, de Lubac distinguished the historicist understanding of modern speculation that entertains the essence of Christianity in an aesthetic-intellectual way from Kierkegaard’s understanding of Christianity that asserts its truth in an ethico-religious way: “the feat of understanding the whole of Christianity, but in a speculative way [is] precisely where the misunderstanding comes in, for Christianity is the antithesis of speculation.”
 For de Lubac, the historicist approach to Christianity with aesthetic-intellectual understanding dispassionately brackets out the sacred, whereas Kierkegaard’s approach to an ethico-religious understanding of the Christian faith passionately responds to the sacred in faith linking together paradox, mystery, and vocation. It must be noted that although Climacus explored both approaches to understanding Christianity, de Lubac contrasts these approaches, which may not always appreciate sufficiently Climacus’s Socratic use of paradox as the passion of thought from his non-Socratic use of the absolute paradox as the object of faith.

Following Jean Wahl, de Lubac initially linked Nietzsche and Kierkegaard in “the struggle against Hegelianism both as a rational system and as a “historicist” way of thought.”
 However, de Lubac argued that although they share similar targets, Kierkegaard emphasized the paradoxical difference of divine mystery for theological reasons to associate the Absolute with divine transcendence rather than the relative end of world history.
 For this reason, de Lubac argued for Kierkegaard’s Socratic theology of history,
 which prioritized the religious as a locus of transformation instead of Nietzsche’s anti-Socratic historicism, which eliminated the religious and must be repudiated.

The problem emerges when the historian entertains an aesthetic-intellectual stance toward mere historical explanation without taking an ethico-religious stance addressed by history toward the course of the historian’s life. De Lubac writes that the “idolatrous worship of facts” is prone to totalitarian subversion insofar as it seeks to eliminate the sacred.
 De Lubac acknowledged that Kierkegaard’s “vigorous” ethical criticism “does not reach Hegel himself but only certain more or less self-seeking interpretations of his philosophy.”
 Recalling Benedetto Croce’s candid remark about Hegel’s philosophy, de Lubac writes that “the eternal temptation of philosophy” is to “dissolve religion in itself and substitute itself for it.”
 However, Kierkegaard offered a qualitative dialectic that does not eliminate the religious but rather designates it “in its specific sphere, equally distinct from the “aesthetic” and the “ethical.”
 Rather than subordinating the religious to philosophy like Croce, Kierkegaard reversed the priority in negative agreement. As a result, Kierkegaard “restores faith to its towering height, and he brings man back into genuine contact with God.”
 In short, the metaphysical realism of Kierkegaard is reflected in his deployment of a Christian Socrates that accords absolute value to the object of faith and its impact upon the transformation of the will in the act of faith beyond morality, which is historically determined.

Third, with the distinction between the aesthetic-intellectual and the ethico-religious Kierkegaard provided philosophical resources to defend religious and ethical questions from philosophical absorption. At the same time, Kierkegaard provided theological resources for understanding the role of interiority in the act of faith and the divine mystery as absolute paradox. As we shall see, de Lubac connected Kierkegaard’s emphasis on interiority to the act of faith to Kierkegaard’s emphasis on paradox with the content of faith in the divine mystery to recover the task of edification, which does not go beyond faith, but rather deepens faith.

For de Lubac, the problem of historicism lies in the attempt to explain away the paradox of faith as if it were a logical contradiction that needed more dispassionate reflection and exposition: “‘Not only do we believe in Christianity, but we can explain it’ – without perceiving that for that very reason it eludes them” as they “set forth to solve the paradox to which that believer clings – not realizing that wisdom lies in seeing it more clearly as a paradox.”
 Following Kierkegaard, de Lubac argued that an aesthetic-intellectual approach to truth only preserves one from having “no relation to it in the future but an intellectual one and to save themselves from the passionate entanglement of faith.”
 For de Lubac, dispassionately entertaining an historical observation can create an obstacle to the act of faith unless:

The believer who grasps that “faith is a sphere in itself” and welcomes the paradox in it for its own sake [embodies a] faith [that] does not seek to transcend itself but to grow deeper, that is to say, to find itself more completely, to realize itself more thoroughly as faith … Faith struggles – and triumphantly – “with the understanding against it, like those Romans of old, blinded by the light of the sun.” In proportion as its inwardness grows, probability diminishes rather than increases.

For de Lubac, faith is not a phase one grows out of but a welcoming stance toward the divine mystery that does not resolve but embraces the absolute paradox. One does not move on from faith to secular reason as one moves on to adulthood. Instead, de Lubac deploys Kierkegaard’s insistence upon abiding in faith to grow deeper in faith despite any diminishment of probability. Faith projects what is not understood into a new context to be united more intimately to its object. The objective uncertainty that faith freely takes up involves understanding what one does and does not comprehend – what resists understanding and explanation, but nevertheless addresses us as that pure act whereby everything is understood. Instead of setting faith aside for less primitive discussions, Kierkegaard holds open the possibility for faith to take a maximal interest in the divine wisdom it fails to grasp fully.
 On de Lubac’s reading of Kierkegaard, faith grows deeper into actuality as faith when it inwardly responds to the divine address not in terms of a thought-experiment but rather embodiment. Recall de Lubac’s remarks about Paul Petit and consider Kierkegaard’s prioritization of the imitation of Christ and the witness to the truth. The emphasis upon living out the faith is not to foster fideistic admiration, but rather to underscore the importance of edification by following the model exemplar.

When de Lubac explains the interiority of the paradox he turns to Climacus’s emphasis on truth as subjectivity, not as a reference to subjectivism or inventing falsehoods, which “would be an enormous misinterpretation,” but rather refers to the personal encounter and inward appropriation of the truth of Christianity.
 Following Kierkegaard, de Lubac distinguished the ethico-religious appropriation of faith and its paradoxical object, from the aesthetic-intellectual approximation of speculation that dissolves the paradox to a mere possibility to refuse disinterestedly. In this way, de Lubac can distinguish the affirmation of what is paradoxical from mere subjectivism.

De Lubac described Kierkegaard as both “the philosopher of transcendence” and “the theologian of inwardness” because he articulates the positive relation between the finite creature and the Infinite Creator in personal terms that is valid for each individual.
 Moreover, de Lubac retrieved the theological value of Kierkegaard’s emphasis on truth as subjectivity and his emphasis on the paradox of divine transcendence for receiving and responding to the truth, by distilling Climacus’s account of paradox, interiority, and faith in terms of a deeper immersion in actuality.
 In other words, de Lubac argues for faith as a free response to the divine, which cannot be eliminated.

De Lubac writes that “the improbable is not the enemy but the food of faith. Faith spends its time in discovering it and firmly maintaining it – in order to be able to believe.”
 The revealed truth of dogma can seem improbable in its content but nevertheless still nourishes the act of faith. For this reason, Kierkegaard characterizes the act of faith not as one relaxing episode but the tireless and unending striving to stay afloat in the deep.

To be sitting quietly in a boat in calm weather is not an image of faith. But when the boat has spung a leak, to keep it afloat by enthusiastically manning the pumps, yet with no thought of returning to port – that is an image of faith … While the understanding, like a desperate passenger, stretches out its arms to terra firma but in vain, faith works with all its might in the deep waters: joyfully and triumphantly it saves the soul.

The work of faith brings about joy and edifies the soul in the perilous situation, yet when the understanding seeks instead a nostalgic impossible possibility it brings despair. The missing fragment in de Lubac’s citation above analogically illuminates faith’s content and act as true yet imperfect referral: “And if, in the long run, the image contains an impossibility, then this is an imperfection only in the image, but faith holds out.”
 When faith encounters the impossible it seeks rearticulation in a new context but not surrender. Recalling Blanchot’s review of de Lubac, one would think that de Lubac is the desperate passenger reaching alongside Nietzsche for the terra firma of humanism. But after considering de Lubac’s treatment of Kierkegaard, which Blanchot and others ignore, the triumphant joy that faith brings is salvific even as it cannot see beyond the limit of thought. Nevertheless, de Lubac associated Kierkegaard’s paradox with the personal encounter of divine mystery which arrives as a call from the Free Creator to respond freely in faith.

To believe is neither to know nor to understand, still less, of course, is it simply to profess a doctrine. Mystery is not a rational system; faith is not a “starting point for thought;” belief is not speculative; the real is face to face with a real God: that is the quite simple truth that Kierkegaard is never weary of repeating.

For de Lubac, revealed truth opens up faith and invites faith to deepen itself through an encounter with the living God. In short, de Lubac explained that for Kierkegaard, the divine mystery is not a totalizing system of concepts but rather the paradoxical truth that opens up all systems of thought to the object and act of faith. The decisive pursuit on the path of faith incorporates the interiority of the individual when faith’s act imperfectly yet truly refers to its object.

Fourth, Kierkegaard informed de Lubac’s defense of Christian humanism, which was a central feature of the ressourcement project. With the content and act of faith illuminating the nature and destiny of the human person, communion with God and each other becomes inseparably linked. For example, with the help of Kierkegaard’s emphasis on the dual offense of sin and forgiveness, de Lubac connected his task of patristic ressourcement to the existential task of becoming a single individual before God in such a way that faith’s deposit and call become inseparable from the vocation of communion with God and each other. One must not forget that Kierkegaard’s fondness for the Church Fathers also coincides with de Lubac’s theological project. For example, Kierkegaard once wrote that along “the very reverend tree-lined avenue of Church Fathers, in whose shade I can still at times find rest.”
 To better appreciate de Lubac’s use of Kierkegaard’s writings, one can look behind explicit citations to the original context to see how de Lubac redeploys it. For example, de Lubac explicitly associates Kierkegaard’s remark that “wine ferments before it becomes clear” with his own aims to “return to the golden age of medieval thought” exemplified in “Saint Thomas and Saint Bonaventure” by “gradually restoring the climate of “mystery” that was eminently the climate of patristic thought” to meet “the need to go back to the deep springs, to investigate them with other instruments than clear ideas alone, to reestablish a life-giving and fruitful contact with the fostering soil.”
 De Lubac picked up the Kierkegaardian emphasis on fermentation but left aside but presumed the wider context of Kierkegaard’s 1835 remark:

One [must] stand on the soil to which one really belongs, but that is not always so easy to find … [there are those] so decisively inclined in a particular direction that they faithfully follow the path once assigned to them, undeterred for a moment by the thought that perhaps they should really be treading another. There are others who let themselves be so completely directed by their surroundings that they never become clear about what they are really after … it is altogether proper that wine ferments before becoming clear … [and] this has special importance for the person who, through it, becomes clear about what he is destined for, not only because of the peace of mind that follows upon the preceding storm, but also because one then has life in an entirely different sense from before.

For Kierkegaard, the maturation and enculturation of personal growth is obtained not through an uncritical stance toward one’s social role or vocation, but rather with an awareness of one’s destiny. Kierkegaard’s sense that our personal vocation involves a spiritual fermentation of our destiny, peace of mind, suffering, and vitality opened up for de Lubac the task of retrieving the theological tradition as internally related to the task of retrieving one’s true self. The implication is that one grows in faith by reacclimating to rather than dismissing the patristic and medieval sources. For example, this Pauline emphasis on transformation is also picked up by Teilhard de Chardin, who depicted the “supernatural [as] a ferment, a soul, not a complete organism; it comes to transform ‘nature.’”
 To retrieve our true destiny beyond the recognition of mortality as our natural end, one must adopt a stance toward unclarity as episodic rather than permanent. Our true desire and destiny may be unclear amid the storm of life but peace shall come. Kierkegaard will later explore this distinction between the givenness and alienation of birth and the wholeness of rebirth with Johannes Climacus. But it is Kierkegaard’s emphasis on vocation here that signals to de Lubac the notion of divine transcendence as our final end. De Lubac writes that the divine mystery invites us to retrieve the deposit of faith handed on from the apostles to us today as the heavenly gift of peace and the spirit of freedom.
 Thus, de Lubac understood his ressourcement project not strictly in academic terms but with an emphasis on personal growth in the life of faith.

If the retrieval of oneself is bound up with the free response in faith to divine mercy, then sin represents the refusal of such a vocation. The stubborn refusal of our vocation in exchange for a social or environmental circumstance is associated with the ambiguity of sin since the possibility of refusal negatively belongs to freedom and is sustained in doubt. For Kierkegaard, the Faustian refusal of God as the true source of enlightenment requires doubting the credibility of truth itself, which is not courageous but sinful.
 The doubter stubbornly refuses to trade doubt for the dawning of one’s vocation. Yet Kierkegaard tarries with the stubborn deception to reach for the truth on the other side of it through faith’s expectant, imperfect, yet true referral. Instead of bracketing out sin as senseless, Kierkegaard takes seriously the riddle structure of humanity, which makes us unknown to ourselves. Moreover, divine revelation makes known to us in riddles what is unknown about our true destiny.
 The difference that sin makes actually and originally, and that of the forgiveness of sin characterizes the dual offense of Christianity, which Kierkegaard and de Lubac present to their readers.
 The preservation of offense as a possibility is intended positively to keep hold of the reality of divine revelation, which exceeds the phenomenological horizon. De Lubac writes that Kierkegaard does not offer “immunity from any martyrdom” as he holds open the possibility of offense regarding the act of faith passionately entangled with faith’s object in an ethico-religious way.
 Yet, my point is that, for de Lubac, Kierkegaard highlights how the task of ressourcement and the goal of becoming a self are both internally related to the acknowledgement of sin and the act of faith.

Fifth, as an intervention to the French reception of Kierkegaard, de Lubac made a distinctive contribution that distinguished Kierkegaard from Nietzsche and Heidegger to highlight not only the philosophical but also the theological integrity of Kierkegaard’s writings. De Lubac’s contribution provided an alternative to the prevalent derivative readings and distortions of Kierkegaard’s thought. For example, much of what Blanchot had criticized was already accounted for in de Lubac’s treatment of the atheistic humanism of Feuerbach and Nietzsche, which signaled the pitfall of Heidegger’s negative anthropology.
 De Lubac’s argumentative strategy deploys Kierkegaard’s view of paradox and his defense of the act of faith from conflation with disinterested speculation, which reflects and sets apart Kierkegaard’s “faith that is amply, richly expressed” against “the nihilism of men like Nietzsche and Heidegger.”

Moreover, de Lubac did not subordinate Kierkegaard to either Nietzsche or Heidegger as his contemporaries did.
 Indeed, Jean Wahl’s depiction of Heidegger and Kierkegaard was influential for Alphonse de Waelhens, with whom de Lubac explicitly disagreed.
 Against de Waelhens’s view that “the God of Kierkegaard is only a myth,” merely “nothingness in disguise,” de Lubac responds that

To judge faith solely according to the value of its rational “preambles” would, I think, be to place it on a naturalistic basis. It should not be forgotten that the “despair” analyzed by [de Waelhens] implies consciousness of eternity, or at any rate is to be accounted for by eternity. I do not admit that the distinction which he draws between aesthetic existence and religious existence “is only an optical illusion” … Heidegger no doubt owes much to Kierkegaard, but the debt is not such that Kierkegaard can be held responsible for Heidegger’s nihilism.

In his astute rebuttal of de Waelhens, de Lubac resisted reducing the religious to something merely aesthetical, which stems from de Waelhens’s Heideggerian conclusion to naturalize the supernatural. However, as de Lubac rightly shows, Kierkegaard argued that despair already indicates a misrelation to the presence of the supernatural, which overcomes theologically the nihilism of Blanchot’s Nietzsche and de Waelhens’s Heidegger.

For instance, de Lubac alluded to Anti-Climacus in The Sickness Unto Death to invoke Kierkegaard’s theological anthropology of the human being as the tension between time and eternity, which cannot be destroyed by despair – even when admitting that I am in despair.
 For Kierkegaard’s pseudonym Anti-Climacus, faith avows oneself and sin disavows oneself when one transparently rests in the power that established the self as a relating relation.
 For de Lubac, a natural desire without any need for supernatural perfection can only wait for its natural fulfillment to pass away into the nothingness that it already is.
 If we are born merely to die then human mortality is a shared feature of the wider collective of finite creatures that individualizes me as a finite creature but is an end that remains unintelligible. If death is our final end, then it also cannot illuminate anything for us to be concerned about in our environment, which supposedly absorbs the ambiguously human into the unambiguous. In light of divine revelation, de Lubac argues that death is not our final end and to understand how to grasp this by faith, de Lubac turned to Kierkegaard who claimed that faith finds use for what seems absurd to reason, which is not an impossible experience but the paradox that invites and resists thought at once.

To sum up, de Lubac’s awareness of Kierkegaard’s pseudonyms, key terms, and the connection between human freedom and the divine mystery underscores de Lubac’s appreciation of Kierkegaard’s critique of Hegelian historicism and his crucial distinction between a speculative and existential understanding of the Christian faith. Moreover, de Lubac’s engagement with Kierkegaard scholarship reveals how he distinguished Kierkegaard from Nietzsche and Heidegger in important ways. I suggested that Kierkegaard’s writings at least provided de Lubac with: firstly, philosophical resources that informed de Lubac’s theology of history – namely, a critique of Hegel’s philosophy of history that converged with de Lubac’s resistance to totalitarian ideologies that eliminated human freedom and the divine mystery; and secondly, terminological resources of paradox and interiority that fundamentally informed his theological anthropology.

4
Concluding Remarks

Although de Lubac devoted more pages to Dostoevsky than to Kierkegaard in The Drama of Atheist Humanism, I suggest that scholars wrongly neglect Kierkegaard, who represented for de Lubac an important resource and transition from the irrationalism of Nietzsche and Dostoevsky to a paradoxical act of faith.
 The manifold tendency to focus solely upon Maurice Blondel in the secondary literature is striking when there is no mention of Blondel in The Drama of Atheist Humanism. Indeed, de Lubac’s decision to follow Paul Petit’s work on Kierkegaard rather than the other available scholars at that time indicates how de Lubac sought to recover Kierkegaard from the irrationalist charge, which is unique in the Catholic reception of Kierkegaard. Moreover, by highlighting the impact of Petit upon de Lubac, I suggest that this is not merely an intellectual feature of the Kierkegaard reception in France, but rather an exemplary model for what it meant to put Kierkegaard’s writings to use in the context of a totalitarian situation. Finally, by highlighting de Lubac’s correspondence network and treatment of Kierkegaard, one sees the deep connection between ressourcement theology and Kierkegaard scholarship, which has been overlooked until now.

To account for how de Lubac employed Kierkegaard’s writings to affirm God as the source and destiny of humanity in a non-competitive way, I turned to his emphasis on the paradox of faith which involves a positive response of human freedom without conflating the supernatural with the natural, but rather holding them both in a proper tension. Moreover, I have sought to uncover and address a problem regarding de Lubac’s place in the historiography of the twentieth century French turn toward nonhumanism. To prevent subsuming de Lubac into this trajectory, I located the source of misunderstanding in Blanchot’s critical review of de Lubac and reconsidered the place of Kierkegaard in de Lubac’s writings and correspondence network. What was neglected, and what I have sought to highlight is that de Lubac had an important role in the French Catholic reception of Kierkegaard’s theology as an alternative to the political ideology of National Socialism and post-Heideggerian negative anthropology.

My claim was that de Lubac’s engagement with Kierkegaard involved a distinctive critique of a post-Heideggerian negative philosophical anthropology amid the turn from humanism to nonhumanism in France before the end of the second world war. I highlighted the relevant aspects of de Lubac’s theological anthropology and theology of history in his reception of Kierkegaard that resituate his role in historiographical portrayals of this period. Moreover, by critically evaluating Blanchot’s nonhumanist alternative, and fashioning a theological reply on the basis of de Lubac’s reception of Kierkegaard, I uncover a new insight about the inseparability of de Lubac’s correspondence network and the French Kierkegaard reception.

With de Lubac’s previously neglected retrieval of Kierkegaard’s theology in view, I argue that de Lubac’s theological humanism still offers important resources for the return to the task and goal of human flourishing as a theological project. Not only does de Lubac provide a helpful interpretation of Kierkegaard as a theological alternative to negative philosophical anthropology, but de Lubac’s retrieval of Kierkegaard also invites us to reconsider the companionship between philosophy and theology that is left unclaimed in contemporary portrayals of historical developments in existentialism and phenomenology. My suggested alternative was that de Lubac used the Kierkegaardian term of paradox to represent what is unrepresentable by distinguishing our mysterious destiny from our inevitable demise. In doing so, de Lubac also asserted the theological Absolute beyond the political universal to affirm the relation and tension between the image of God in the human creature and our supernatural redemption.

Blanchot’s negative anthropology reflects the pure nature that de Lubac criticized as a methodological starting point. Where Blanchot placed the emphasis on seeing through the futility of death’s keyhole, de Lubac emphasized divine transcendence as the key that presupposes the keyhole: “Revelation gives us the key, but we may not yet know how to use it; or perhaps we may fear to enter that sphere of mystery which it suddenly opens for us.”
 Blanchot entertains an entrapped perspective with complete knowledge of our definitive circumstance, de Lubac’s paradoxical key of a natural desire for God suggests a mysterious riddle that is partly familiar and partly unfamiliar. Like Kierkegaard’s pseudonym Climacus, de Lubac argues that the gift and condition of truth must be given to us by God. For de Lubac, grace elevates and perfects the relating relation to God that we are as a single existing individual.
 De Lubac’s argument is that without a theological view of humanity as made in the image of divine transcendence, the anti-foundationalism of atheism tragically ends in its own self-destruction and despair over death as the ultimate end of humanity. De Lubac’s point is not to refuse or prolong death, but to show how the resurrection of Christ presupposes and defeats death through death itself.
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