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Possibility Superior to Actuality; Actuality Superior to Possibility;
Poetic and Intellectual Ideality; Ethical Ideality

Aristotle remarks in his Poetics that poetry is superior to history, because his-
tory presents only what has occurred, poetry what could and ought to have
occurred,® i.e., poetry has possibility at its disposal. Possibility, poetic and
intellectual, is superior to actuality; the esthetic and the intellectual are dis-
interested. But there is only one interest, the interest in existing; disinter-
estedness is the expression for indifference to actuality. The indifference is
forgotten in the Cartesian cogito—ergo sum, which disturbs the disinterest-
edness of the intellectual and offends speculative thought, as if something
else should follow from it. I think, ergo I think; whether T am or it is (in the
sense of actuality, where I means a single existing human being and it means
a single definite something) is infinitely unimportant. That what I am think-
ing is in the sense of thinking does not, of course, need any demonstration,
nor does it need to be demonstrated by any conclusion, since it is indeed
demonstrated. But as soon as I begin to want to make my thinking teleo-
logical in relation to something else, interest enters the game. As soon as it
is ‘there, the ethical is present and exempts me from further trouble with
demonstrating my existence, and since it obliges me to exist, it prevents me
from making an ethically deceptive and metaphysically unclear flourish of
a conclusion.
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While the ethical in our day is ignored more and more, this ignoring has also
had the harmful result that it has confused both poetry and speculative
thought, which have relinquished the disinterested elevation of possibility in
order to clutch at actuality—instead of each being given its due, a double
confusion has been created. Poetry makes one attempt after the other to look
like actuality, which is altogether unpoetic; within its sphere, speculative
thought repeatedly wants to arrive at actuality and gives assurances that what
is thought is the actual, that thinking is not only able to think but also to pro-
vide actuality, which is just the opposite; and at the same time what it means
to exist is more and more forgotten. The age and human beings become less
and less actual—hence these surrogates that are supposed to replace what is
lost. The ethical is more and more abandoned; the single individual’s life be-
comes not only poetically but world-historically disturbed and is thereby
hindered in existing ethically; thus actuality must be procured in other ways.
But this misunderstood actuality is like a generation or individuals in a gen~
eration who have become prematurely old and now are obliged to procure
youthfulness artificially. Existing ethically is actuality, but instead of that the
age has become so predominantly an observer that not only is everyone that
but observing has finally become falsified as if it were actuality. We smile at
monastic life, and yet no hermit ever lived as nonactual a life as is being lived
nowadays, because a hermit admittedly abstracted from the whole world, but
he did not abstract from himself. We know how to déscribe the fantastical
setting of a monastery in an out-of-the-way place, in the solitude of the for-
est, in the distant blue of the horizon, but we do not think about the fan-
tastical setting of pure thinking. And yet the recluse’s pathos-filled lack of
actuality is far preferable to the comic lack of actuality of the pure thinker,
and the recluse’s passionate forgetfulness that takes the whole world away is
far preferable to the comic distraction of the world-historical thinker who
forgets himself.

From the ethical point of view, actuality is superior to possibility. The eth-
ical specifically wants to annihilate the disinterestedness of possibility by
making existing the infinite interest. Therefore the ethical wants to prevent
every attempt at confusion, such as, for example, wanting to observe the world
and human beings ethically. That is, to observe ethically cannot be done,
because there is only one ethical observing——it is self~observation. The eth-
ical immediately embraces the single individual with its requirement that he
shall exist ethically; it does not bluster about millions and generations; it does
not take humankind at random, any more than the police arrest humankind
in general. The ethical deals with individual human beings and, please note,
with each individual. If God knows how many hairs there are on a person’s
head, then the ethical knows how many people there are, and the ethical
census is not in the interest of a total sum but in the interest of each indi-
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vidual. The ethical requires itself of every human being, and when it judges,
it judges in turn every single individual; only a tyrant and a powerless man
are satisfied with taking one out of ten. The ethical grips the single indi-
vidual and requires of him that he abstain from all observing, especially of
the world and humankind, because the ethical as the internal cannot be ob-
served by anyone standing outside. The ethical can be carried out only by
the individual subject, who then is able to know what lives within him—
the only actuality that does not become a possibility by being known and
cannot be known only by being thought, since it is his own actuality, which
he knew as thought-actuality, that is, as possibility, before it became actu-
ality; whereas with regard to another’s actuality he knew nothing about it
before he, by coming to know it, thought it, that is, changed it into possi-
bility.

With regard to every actuality outside myself, it holds true that I can grasp
it only in thinking. If I were actually to grasp it, I would have to be able to
make myself into the other person, the one acting, to make the actuality alien
to me into my own personal actuality, which is an impossibility.

The how of the truth is precisely the truth. Therefore it is untruth to answer
a question in a medium in which the question cannot come up: for exam-
ple, to explain actuality within possibility, within possibility to distinguish be-
tween possibility and actuality. By not asking esthetically and intellectually
about actuality, but asking only ethically about actuality—and ethically in
turn with regard to his own personal actuality—every individual is ethically
set apart by himself. With regard to the observational question about ethical
interiority, irony and hypocrisy as antitheses (but both expressing the con-
tradiction that the outer is not the inner—hypocrisy by appearing good,
irony by appearing bad) emphasize that actuality and deception are equally
possible, that deception can reach just as far as actuality. Only the individual
himself can know which is which. To ask about this ethical interiority in an~
other individual is already unethical inasmuch as it is a diversion. But if the
question is asked nevertheless, then there is the difficulty that I can grasp the
other person’s actuality only by thinking it, consequently by translating it into
possibility, where the possibility of deception is just as thinkable. —For ex-
isting ethically, it is an advantageous preliminary study to learn that the in~
dividual human being stands alone.

To ask esthetically and intellectually about actuality is a misunderstanding;
to ask ethically about another person’s actuality is a misunderstanding, since
one ought to ask only about one’s own. Here the difference between faith
(which sensu strictissimo [in the strictest sense] refers to something histori-
cal) and the esthetic, the intellectual, the ethical, manifests itself. To be in-
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finitely interested and to ask about an actuality that is not one’s own is to
will to believe and expresses the paradoxical relation to the paradox. Es-
thetically it is not possible to ask in this way, except thoughtlessly, since es-
thetically possibility is superior to actuality. It is not possible intellectually,
since intellectually possibility is superior to actuality. Nor is it possible eth-
ically, because ethically the individual is simply and solely interested infi-
nitely in his own actuality. —Faith’s analogy to the ethical is the infinite in-
terestedness by which the believer is absolutely different from an esthete
and a thinker, but in turn is different from an ethicist by being infinitely in-
terested in the actuality of another (for example, that the god [Guden] ac-
tually has existed).

Esthetically and intellectually, it holds true that only when the esse of an ac-
tuality is dissolved into its posse is an actuality understood and thought. Eth-
ically, it holds true that possibility is understood only when each posse is ac-
tually an esse. When the esthetic and the intellectual inspect, they protest
every esse that is not a posse; when the ethical inspects, it condemns every
posse that is not an esse, a posse, namely, in the individual himself, since the
ethical does not deal with other individuals. —In our day everything is mixed
together; one responds to the esthetic ethically, to faith intellectually, etc. One
is finished with everything, and yet scant attention is given to which sphere
it is in which each question finds its answer. This produces even greater con-
fusion in the world of spirit than if in civic life the response to an ecclesias-
tical matter would be given by the pavement commission.

Is actuality, then, the outer?®” By no means. Esthetically and intellectually, it
is quite properly emphasized that the outer is nothing but deception for one
who does not grasp the ideality. Frater Taciturnus declares (p. 341%8) “Knowl-
edge {of the historical] merely assists one into an illusion that is infatuated
with the palpably material. What is that which I know historically? It is the
palpably material. Ideality I know by myself, and if I do not know it by my-
self, then I do not know it at all, and all the historical knowledge does not
help. Ideality is not a chattel that can be transferred from-one person to an-
other, or something thrown in to boot when the purchase is a large one. If
I know that Caesar was great, then I know what the great is, and this is what
I see—otherwise I do not know that Caesar was great. History’s account—
that reliable men assure us of it, that there is no risk involved in accepting
this opinion since it must be obvious that he was a great man, that the out-
come demonstrates it—does not help at all. To believe the ideality on the

word of another is like laughing at a joke not because one has understood it
but because someone else said that it was funny. In that case, the joke can re-
ally be omitted for the person who laughs on the basis of belief and respect;
he is able to laugh with equal emphasis [significance].” —What, then, is ac-
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tuality? It is ideality. But esthetically and intellectually ideality is possibility
(a transfer ab esse ad posse). Ethically, ideality is the actuality within the indi-
vidual himself. Actuality is interiority infinitely interested in existing, which
the ethical individual is for himself.

When I understand a thinker, then, precisely to the same degree to which I
understand him, his actuality (that he himself exists as an individual human
being, that he actually has understood this in such a way etc. or that he him-
self has actually carried it out etc.) is a matter of complete indifference. Phi-
losophy and esthetics are right in this, and the point is to maintain this prop-
erly. But in this there is still no defense of pure thought as a medium of
communication. Just because his actuality is a matter of indifference to me,
the learner, and conversely mine to him, it by no means follows that he him-
self dares to be indifferent to his own actuality. His communication must be
marked by this, not directly, of course, for it cannot be communicated di-
rectly between man and man (since such a relation is the believer’s paradox-
ical relation to the object of faith), and cannot be understood directly, but
must be present indirectly to be understood indirectly.

If the particular spheres are not kept decisively separate from one another,
everything is confused. If one is inquisitive about a thinker’s actuality, finds
it interesting to know something about it, etc., then one is intellectually cen-
surable, because in the sphere of intellectuality the maximum is that the
thinker’s actuality is a matter of complete indifference. But by being such a
blatherer in the sphere of intellectuality, one acquires a confusing similarity
to a believer. A believer is infinitely interested in the actuality of another. For
faith, this is decisive, and this interestedness is not just a little inquisitiveness
but is absolute dependence on the object of faith,

The object of faith is the actuality of another person; its relation is an in-
finite interestedness. The object of faith is not a doctrine, for then the rela-
tion is intellectual, and the point is not to bungle it but to reach the maxi-
mum of the intellectual relation. The object of faith is not a teacher who has
a doctrine, for when a teacher has a doctrine, then the doctrine is eo ipso more
important than the teacher, and the relation is intellectual, in which the point
is not to bungle it but to reach the maximum of the intellectual relation. But
the object of faith is the actuality of the teacher, that the teacher actually ex-
ists. Therefore faith’s answer is absolutely either yes or no. Faith’s answer is
not in relation to a doctrine, whether it is true or not, not in relation to a
teacher, whether his doctrine is true or not, but is the answer to the ques-
tion about a fact: Do you accept as fact that he actually has existed? Please
note that the answer is with infinite passion. In other words, in connection
with a human being it is thoughtless to lay so infinitely much weight upon
whether he has existed or not. Therefore, if the object of faith is a human
being, the whole thing is a prank by a foolish person who has not even
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grasped the esthetic and the intellectual. The object of faith is therefore the
god’s actuality in the sense of existence. But to exist signifies first and fore-
most to be a particular individual, and this is why thinking must disregard
existence, because the particular cannot be thought, but only the universal.
The object of faith, then, is the actuality of the god in existence, that is, as a
particular individual, that is, that the god has existed as an individual human
being.

Christianity is not a doctrine about the unity of the divine and the human,
about subject-object, not to mention the rest of the logical paraphrases of
Christianity. In other words, if Christianity were a doctrine, then the rela-
tion to it would not be one of faith, since there is only an intellectual rela-~
tion to a doctrine. Christianity, therefore, is not a doctrine but the fact that
the god has existed. ,

Faith, then, is not a lesson for slow learners in the sphere of intellectual-
ity, an asylum for dullards. But faith is a sphere of its own, and the immedi-
ate identifying mark of every misunderstanding of Christianity is that it
changes it into a doctrine and draws it into the range of intellectuality. What
holds as the maximum in the sphere of intellectunality, to remain completely
indifferent to the actuality of the teacher, holds in just the opposite way in
the sphere of faith—its maximum is the quam maxime [in the greatest degree
possible] infinite interestedness in the actuality of the teacher.

God does not think, he creates; God does not exist [existere], he is eternal. A
human being thinks and exists, and existence [Existents] separates thinking
and being, holds them apart from each other in succession.

‘What is abstract thinking? It is thinking where there is no thinker. It ignores
everything but thought, and in its own medium only thought is. Existence
is not thoughtless, but in existence thought is in an alien medium, What does
it mean, then, in the language of abstract thinking to ask about actuality in
the sense of existence when abstraction expressly ignores it? —What is con-
crete thinking? It is thinking where there are a thinker and a specific some-
thing (in the sense of particularity) that is being thought, where existence
gives the existing thinker thought, time, and space.

What does it mean to say that being is superior to thinking? If this statement
is something to be thought, then in turn thinking is indeed eo ipso superior
to being. If it can be thought, then the thinking is superior; if it cannot be
thought, then no system of existence is possible. It is of no help whatever to
be either polite or rough with being, either to let it be something superior,
which nevertheless follows from thinking and is syllogistically attained, or
something so inferior that it accompanies thinking as a matter of course.
When, for example, it is said: God must have all perfections, or the highest
being must have all perfections, to be is also a perfection; ergo the highest
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being must be, or God must be—the whole movement is deceptive.* That
is, if in the first part of this statement God actually is not thought of as being,
then the statement cannot come off at all. It will then run somewhat like
this: A supreme being who, please note, does not exist, must be in possession
of all perfections, among them also that of existing; ergo a supreme being
who does not exist does exist. This would be a strange conclusion. The high-
est being must either not be in the beginning of the discourse in order to
come into existence in the conclusion, and in that case it cannot come into
existence; or the highest being was, and thus, of course, it cannot come into
existence, in which case the conclusion is a fraudulent form of developing a
predicate, a fraudulent paraphrase of a presupposition. In the other case, the
conclusion must be kept purely hypothetical: if a supreme being is assumed
to be, this being must also be assumed to be in possession of all perfections; to
be is a perfection, ergo this being must be-—that is, if this being is assumed
to be. By concluding within a hypothesis, one can surely never conclude
from the hypothesis. For example, if this or that person is a hypocrite, he will
act like a hypocrite, a hypocrite will do this and that; ergo this or that per-
son has done this and that. It is the same with the conclusion about God.
When the conclusion is finished, God’s being is just as hypothetical as it was,
but inside it there is advanced a conclusion-relation between a supreme being
and being as perfection, just as in the other case between being a hypocrite
and a particular expression of it.

The confusion is the same as explaining actuality in pure thinking. The
section is titled Actuality, actuality is explained, but it has been forgotten that
in pure thinking the whole thing is within the sphere of possibility. If some-
one has begun a parenthesis, but it has become so long that he himself has
forgotten it, it still does not help—as soon as one reads it aloud, it becomes
meaningless to have the parenthetical clause change into the principal clause.

When thinking turns toward itself in order to think about itself, there
emerges, as we know, a skepticism. How can there be a halt to this skepticism
of which the source is that thinking selfishly wants to think itself instead of
serving by thinking something? When a horse takes the bit in its teeth and
runs away, it would be all right, apart form the damage that might be done in
the meantime, for one to say: Just let it run; it will surely become tired. With
regard to thinking’s self-reflection, this cannot be said, because it can keep on
for any length of time and runs in circles. Schelling halted self-reflection and

understood intellectual intuition not as a discovery within self-reflection that

is arrived at by rushing ahead but as a new point of departure. Hegel regards

* Hegel, however, does not speak this way; by means of the identity of thinking and being
he is elevated above a more childlike manner of philosophizing, something he himself points
out, for example, in relation to Descartes.
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this as a mistake and speaks absprechend [deprecatingly] about intellectual in-
tuition—then came the method. Self-reflection keeps on so long until it can-
cels itself; thinking presses through victoriously and once again gains reality
[Realitef]; the identity of thinking and being is won in pure thinking.*

If what is thought were actuality, then what is thought out as perfectly as pos-

sible, when 1 as yet have not acted, would be the action. In this way there
would be no action whatever, but the intellectual swallows the ethical. That
I should now be of the opinion that it is the external that makes action into
action is foolish; on the other hand, to want to show how ethical intellectu-
ality is, that it even makes the thought into action, is a sophism that is guilty
of a doubleness in the use of the words “to think.” If there 1s to be a dis-
tinction at all between thinking and acting, this can be maintained only by
assigning possibility, disinterestedness, and objectivity to thinking, and action
to subjectivity. But now a confinium is readily apparent. For example, when I
think that I will do this and that, this thinking is certainly not yet an act and
is forevermore qualitatively different from it, but it is a possibility in which
the interest of actuality and action is already reflected. Therefore, disinter-
estedness and objectivity are about to be disturbed, because actuality and re-
sponsibility want to have a firm grip on them. (Thus there s a sin in thought.)

The actuality is not the external action but an interiority in which the in-
dividual annuls possibility and identifies himself with what is thought in
order to exist in it. This is action. Intellectuality seems so rigorous in mak~
ing the thought itself into action, but this rigorousness is a false alarm, be-
cause allowing intellectuality to cancel action at all is a relaxation. Just as in
the analogies cited earlier, it holds true that to be rigorous within a total re-
laxation is only illusion and essentially only a relaxation. If someone, for ex-

* It is quite certain that at the bottom of all skepticism there is an abstract certainty that is
the foothold of doubt and is like the line one draws as the base upon which the figure is
sketched. Therefore it is quite certain that nothing is accomplished even by the most rigorous
attempt of Greek skepticism to round off the hovering of skepticism by emphasizing that the
statement about doubt must not be understood Ot &g [as a position], but it still does not fol-
low that doubt overcomes itself. The basic certainty that sustains doubt can at no moment hy-
postatize itself as long as I am doubting, because doubt continually leaves it in order to doubst.
If T want to keep on doubting, I shall never in all eternity advance any further, because doubt
consists precisely in and by passing off that certainty as something else. If [ hold on to the cer-
tainty as certainty for one single moment, I must also stop doubting for that moment. But then
it is not doubt that cancels itself; it is I who stop doubting, Therefore 2 mediocre doubter will
be most likely to succeed in gaining certainty, and next a doubter who merely joins categories
in order to see how they look the best without bothering in the least to carry out any of them.
—1I cannot stop returning to this point, because it is so decisive. If it is the case that doubt over-
comes itself, that by doubting everything one in this very doubt wins truth without a break
and an absolutely new point of departure, then not one single Christian category can be main~
tained, then Christianity is abolished.
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ample, were to call sin ignorance, and then within this definition rigorously
interpret specific sins, this is totally illusory, since every definition stated
within the total definition that sin is ignorance becomes essentially frivolous,
because the entire definition is frivolousness.

With regard to evil, the confusion of thinking and acting deceives more
easily. But if one looks more closely, it appears that the reason for it is the
jealousy of the good for itself, which requires itself of the individual to such
a degree that it defines a thought of evil as sin. But let us take the good. To
have thought something good that one wants to do, is that to have done it?
Not at all, but neither is it the external that determines the outcome, because
someone who does not possess a penny can be just as compassionate as the
person who gives away a kingdom. When the Levite on the road from Jeri-
cho to Jerusalem passed by the unfortunate man who had been assaulted by
robbers, it perhaps occurred to him when he was still a little distance from
the unfortunate man that it would indeed be beautiful to help a sufferer. He
may even have already thought of how rewarding such a good deed is in it-
self; he perhaps was riding more slowly because he was immersed in thought;
but as he came closer and closer, the difficulties became apparent, and he rode
past. Now he probably rode fast in order to get away quickly, away from the
thought of the riskiness of the road, away from the thought of the possible
nearness of the robbers, and away from the thought of how easily the vic-
tim could confuse him with the robbers who had left him lying there. Con-
sequently he did not act. But suppose that along the way repentance brought
himback; suppose that he quickly turned around, fearing neither robbers nor
other difficulties, fearing only to arrive too late. Suppose that he did come
too late, inasmuch as the compassionate Samaritan had already had the suf-
ferer brought to the inn—had he, then, not acted? Assuredly, and yet he did
not act in the external world.

Let us take a religious action. To have faith in God—does that mean to
think about how glorious it must be to have faith, to think about what peace
and security faith can give? Not at all. Even to wish, where the interest, the
subject’s interest, is far more evident, is not to have faith, is not to act. The
individual’s relation to the thought-action is still continually only a possibil-
ity that he can give up. —It is not denied that with regard to evil there are
cases in which the transition is almost undetectable, but these cases must be
explained in a special way. This is due to the fact that the individual is so in
the power of habit that by frequently having made the transition from think-
ing to acting he has finally lost the power for it in the bondage of habit,

“which at his expense makes it faster and faster.

Between the thought-action and the actual action, between possibility and
actuality, there perhaps is no difference at all in content; the difference in form
is always essential. Actuality is interestedness by existing in it.

It is not denied that the actuality of action is so often confused with all
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sorts of ideas, intentions, preliminaries to resolutions, preludes of mood, etc.
that there is very seldom any action at all; on the contrary, it is assumed that
this has greatly contributed to the confusion. But take an action sensu emi-
nenti [in the eminent sense]; then everything shows up clearly. The external
in Luther’ action was his appearing at the Diet of Worms, but from the mo-
ment he with all the passionate decision of subjectivity existed in willing,
when every relation of possibility to this action had to be regarded by him
as temptation—then he had acted.* When Dion boarded ship to overthrow
the tyrant Dioniysius, he is supposed to have said that even if he died on the
way he would nevertheless have done a magnificent deed—that is, he had
acted. That the decision in the external is supposed to be superior to the de-
cision in the internal is the despicable talk of weak, cowardly, and sly people
about the highest. To assume that the decision in the external can decide
something externally so that it can never be done over again, but not the de-
cision in the internal, is contempt for the holy.

To give thinking supremacy over everything else is gnosticism; to make the
subjective individual’s ethical actuality the only actuality could seem to be
acosmism. That it will so appear to a busy thinker who must explain every-
thing, a hasty pate who traverses the whole world, demonstrates only that he
has a very poor idea of what the ethical means for the subjective individual.
If ethics deprived such a busy thinker of the whole world and let him keep
his own self, he would very likely think: “Is this anything? Such a trifling
thing is not worth keeping. Let it go along with all the rest”—then, then it
is acosmism. But why does a busy thinker like that talk and think so disre-
spectfully of himself? Indeed, if the intention were that he should give up
the whole world and be satisfied with another person’s ethical actuality, well,
then he would be in the right to make light of the exchange. But to the in-
dividual his own ethical actuality ought to mean, ethically, even more than
heaven and earth and everything found therein, more than world history’s
six thousand years, and more than astrology, veterinary science, together with
everything the times demand, which esthetically and intellectually is a prodi-

* Ordinarily the relation between thought-action and actual action (in the inner sense) is
recognizable by this, that whereas any further consideration and deliberation with regard to
the former must be regarded as welcome, with regard to the latter it must be regarded as temp-
tation. If it nevertheless appears to be so meaningful that it is respected, this signifies that its
path goes through repentance. When I am deliberating, the art is to think every possibility; the
moment I have acted (in the inner sense), the transformation is that the task is to defend my-
self against further deliberation, except insofar as repentance requires something to be done over
again. The decision in the external is jest, but the more lethargically a person lives, the more
the external becomes the only decision he knows. People have no idea of the individual’s eter-
nal decision within himself, but they believe that if a decision is drawn up on stamped paper,
then it is decided, not before.
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gious narrow-mindedness. If it is not so, it is worst for the individual him-
self, because then he has nothing at all, no actuality at all, because to every-~
thing else he has at the very most only a relation of possibility.

The transition from possibility to actuality is, as Aristotle rightly teaches,
xivnoig, a movement.®® This cannot be said in the language of abstraction at
all or understood therein, because abstraction can give movement neither
time nor space, which presuppose it or which it presupposes. There is 2 halt,
a leap. When someone says that this is because I am thinking of something
definite and not abstracting, since in that case I would discern that there is
no break, then my repeated answer would be: Quite right; abstractly thought,
there is no break, but no transition either, because viewed abstractly every-
thing is. However, when existence gives movement time and I reproduce this,
then the leap appears in just the way a leap can appear: it must come or it
has been. Let us take an example from the ethical. It has been said often
enough that the good has its reward in itself, and thus it is not only the most

- proper but also the most sagacious thing to will the good. A sagacious eu-

daemonist is able to perceive this very well; thinking in the form of possi-
bility, he can come as close to the good as is possible, because in possibility
as in abstraction the transition is only an appearance. But when the transi-
tion is supposed to become actual, all sagacity expires in scruples. Actual time
separates the good and the reward for him so much, so eternally, that sagac-
ity cannot join them again, and the eudaemonist declines with thanks. To
will the good is indeed the most sagacious thing—yet not as understood by
sagacity but as understood by the good. The transition is clear enough as a
break, indeed, as a suffering. —In the sermon presentation there often ap-
pears the illusion that eudaimonistically transforms the transition to becom-~
ing a Christian into an appearance, whereby the listener is deceived and the
transition prevented.
Subjectivity is truth; subjectivity is actuality.

The Subjective Thinker; His Task; His Form, That Is, His Style

The subjective thinker is a dialectician oriented to the existential; he has the
intellectual passion to hold firm the qualitative disjunction. But, on the other
hand, if the qualitative disjunction is used flatly and simply, if it is applied al-
together abstractly to the individual human being, then one can run the lu-
dicrous risk of saying something infinitely decisive, and of being right in
what one says, and still not say the least thing. Therefore, in the psychologi~
cal sense it is really remarkable to see the absolute disjunction deceitfully used
simply for evasion. When the death penalty is placed on every crime, the
result is that no crimes at all are punished. It is the same with the absolute

_ disjunction when applied flatly and simply; it is just like a silent letter—it
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cannot be pronounced or, if it can be pronounced, it says nothing. The sub-
jective thinker, therefore, has with intellectual passion the absolute disjunc-
tion as belonging to existence, but he has it as the final decision that prevents
everything from ending in a quantifying. Thus he has it readily available, but
not in such a way that by abstractly recurring to it he just frustrates existence.
The subjective thinker, therefore, has also esthetic passion and ethical pas-
sion, whereby concretion is gained. All existence-issues are passionate, be-
cause existence, if one becomes conscious of it, involves passion. To think
about them so as to leave out passion is not to think about them at all, is to
forget the point that one indeed is oneself an existing person. Yet the sub-
jective thinker is not a poet even if he is also a poet, not an ethicist even if
he is also an ethicist, but is also a dialectician and is himself essentially exist-
ing, whereas the poet’s existence is inessential in relation to the poem, and
likewise the ethicist’s in relation to the teaching, and the dialectician’s in re-
lation to the thought. The subjective thinker is not a scientist-scholar; he is
an artist. To exist is an art. The subjective thinker is esthetic enough for his
life to have esthetic content, ethical enough to regulate it, dialectical enough
in thinking to master it.

The subjective thinker’s task is to understand himself in existence. True
enough, abstract thinking does indeed speak about contradiction and about
the immanental forward thrust of contradiction,?% although by disregard-
ing existence and existing it cancels difficulty and contradiction. But the sub-
jective thinker is an existing person, and yet he is a thinking person. He does
not abstract from existence and from the contradiction, but he is in them,
and yet he is supposed to think. In all his thinking, then, he has to include
the thought that he himself is an existing person. But then in turn he also
will always have enough to think about. One is soon finished with human-
ity in general and also with world history, for the hungry monster—the
world-historical process—swallows even such enormous portions as China
and Persia etc. as if they were nothing. One is soon finished with faith viewed
abstractly, but the subjective thinker, who as he thinks is also present to him~
self in existence, will find it inexhaustible when his faith is to be declined in
the manifold casibus [cases] of life. It is not waggery either, because existence
is the most difficult for a thinker when he must remain in it, inasmuch as the
moment is commensurate with the highest decisions and yet in turn is a little
vanishing minute in the possible seventy years. Poul Maller has correctly
pointed out that a court fool uses more wit in one year than many a witty
author in his whole life,1°! and why is that if it is not because the. former is
an existing person who every moment of the day must have wittiness at his
disposal, whereas the other is witty only momentarily.

In a certain sense, the subjective thinker speaks just as abstractly as the ab-
stract thinker, because the latter speaks about humanity in general, subjec-
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tivity in general, the other about the one human being (unum noris, omnes [if
you know one, you know all]). But this one human being is an existing
human being, and the difficulty is not left out.

To understand oneself in existence is also the Christian principle, except that
this self has received much richer and much more profound qualifications
that are even more difficult to understand together with existing. The be-
liever is a subjective thinker, and the difference, as shown above, is only be-
tween the simple person and the simple wise person. Here again this oneself
is not humanity in general, subjectivity in general, and other such things,
whereby everything becomes easy inasmuch as the difficulty is removed and
the whole matter is shifted over into the Schattenspiel {shadow play] of ab-
straction. The difficulty is greater than for the Greek, because even greater
contrasts are placed together, because existence is accentuated paradoxically
as sin, and eternity paradoxically as the god [Guden] in time. The difficulty
is to exist in them, not abstractly to think oneself out of them and abstractly
to think about, for example, an eternal divine becoming!®? and other such
things that appear when one removes the difficulty. Therefore, the existence
of the believer is even more passionate than that of the Greek philosopher
(who to a high degree needed passion even in connection with his ataraxia),
because existence yields passion, but existence accentuated paradoxically
yields the maximum of passion. : :

Every human being must be assumed to possess essentially what belongs
essentially to being a human being. The subjective thinker’s task is to trans-
form himself into an instrument that clearly and definitely expresses in ex-
istence the essentially human. To depend upon differences in this regard is a
misunderstanding, because being a little smarter and the like amounts to
nothing. That our age has taken refuge in the generation and has abandoned
individuals has its basis quite correctly in an esthetic despair that has not
reached the ethical. It has been discerned that to be ever so distinguished an
individual human being makes no difference, because no difference makes
any difference. Consequently a new difference has been selected: to be born
in the nineteenth century. So everyone as quickly as possible attempts to de-
fine his little fragment of existence in relation to the generation and consoles
himself. But it is of no use and is only a loftier and more glittering delusion.
And just as in ancient times and ordinarily in every generation there have
been fools who in their conceited imaginations have confused themselves
with some great and distinguished man, have wanted to be this one or that,
so the distinctiveness of our time is that the fools are not satisfied with con-
fusing themselves with a great man but confuse themselves with the age, the
century, the generation, humankind. —To will to be an individual human
being {which one unquestionably is) with the help of and by virtue of one’s
difference is flabbiness; but to will to be an individual existing human being
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(which one unquestionably is) in the same sense as everyone else is capable
of being—that is the ethical victory over life and over every mirage, the vic-
tory that is perhaps the most difficult of all in the theocentric nineteenth
century.

The subjective thinker’s form, the form of his communication, is his style.
His form must be just as manifold as are the opposites that he holds together.
The systematic eins, zwei, drei is an abstract form that also must inevitably run
into trouble whenever it is to be applied to the concrete. To the same degree
as the subjective thinker is concrete, to the same degree his form must also
be concretely dialectical. But just as he himself is not a poet, not an ethicist,
not a dialectician, so also his form is none of theirs directly. His form must
first and last be related to existence, and in this regard he must have at his dis-
posal the poetic, the ethical, the dialectical, the religious. Compared with that
of a poet, his form will be abbreviated; compared with that of an abstract di-
alectician, his form will be broad. That is, viewed abstractly, concretion in
the existential is breadth. For example, relative to abstract thinking the hu-
morous is breadth, but relative to concrete existence-communication it is by
no means breadth, unless it is broad in itself. Relative to his thought, an ab-
stract thinker's person is a matter of indifference, but existentially a thinker
must be presented essentially as a thinking person, but in such a way that as
he expresses his thought he also describes himself. Relative to abstract think-
ing, jest is breadth, but relative to concrete existence-communication it is not
breadth if the jest itself is not broad. But because the subjective thinker is
himself essentially an existing person in existence and does not have the
medium of imagination for the illusion of esthetic production, he does not
have the poetic repose to create in the medium of imagination and estheti-
cally to accomplish something disinterestedly. Relative to the subjective
thinker’s existence-communication, poetic repose is breadth. Subordinate
characters, setting, etc., which belong to the well-balanced character of the
esthetic production, are in themselves breadth; the subjective thinker has only
one setnng—exmtence——and has nothing to do with localities and such
things. The setting is not in the fairyland of the imagination, where poetry
produces consummation, nor is the setting laid in England, and historical ac-
curacy is not a concern. The setting is inwardness in existing as a human
being; the concretion is the relation of the existence-categories to one an-
other. Historical accuracy and historical actuality are breadth.

But existence-actuality cannot be communicated, and the subjective
thinker has his own actuality in his own ethical existence. If actuality is to be
understood by a third party, it must be understood as possibility, and a com-
municator who is conscious of this will therefore see to it, precisely in order
to be oriented to existence, that his existence~-communication is in the form
of possibility. A production in the form of possibility places existing in it as
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close to the recipient as it is possible between one human being and another.
Let me elucidate this once again. One would think that, by telling a reader
that this person and that person actually have done this and that (something
great and remarkable), one would place the reader closer to wanting to do
the same, to wanting to exist in the same, than by merely presenting it as pos-
sible. Apart from what was pointed out in its proper place, that the reader can
understand the communication only by dissolving the esse of actuality into

_ posse, since otherwise he only imagines that he understands, apart from this,

the fact that this person and that person actually have done this and that can
just as well have a delaying as a motivating éffect. The reader merely trans-
forms the person who is being discussed (aided by his being an actual person)
into the rare exception; he admires him and says: But I am too insignificant
to do anything like that.

Now, admiration can be very legitimate with regard to differences, but it
is a total misunderstanding with regard to the universal. That one person can
swim the channel and a second person knows twenty-four languages and a
third person walks on his hands etc.—one can admire that si placet [if you
please], but if the person presented is supposed to be great with regard to the
universal because of his virtue, his faith, his nobility, his faithfulness, his per-
severance, etc., then admiration is a deceptive relation or can easily become
that. What is great with regard to the universal must therefore not be pre-
sented as an object for admiration, but as a requirement. In the form of pos-
sibility, the presentation becomes a requirement. Instead of presenting the
good in the form of actuality, as is ordinarily done, that this person and that
person have actually lived and have actually done this, and thus transforming
the reader into an observer, an admirer, an appraiser, it should be presented
in the form of possibility. Then whether or not the reader wants to exist in
it is placed as close as possible to him. Possibility operates with the ideal
human being (not with regard to difference but with regard to the univer-
sal), who is related to every human being as requirement. To the same de-
gree as one insists that it was this specific person, the exception is made eas-
ier for others.

The Essential Expression of Existential Pathos: Suffering—
Fortune and Misfortune as an Esthetic Life-View in Contrast
to Suffering as a Religious Life-View (Illustrated by the Religious Address)—
the Actuality of Suffering (Humot)—the Actuality of Suffering in the Latter
State as a Sign That an Existing Individual Relates Himself to an Eternal
Happiness—the Hlusion of Religiousness— Spiritual Trial—the Basis
and Meaning of Suffering in the Former State: Dying to Immediacy
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and Yet Remaining in the Finite—an Upbuilding Diversion— Humor
as the Incognito of Religiousness

The meaning of the religious suffering is dying to immediacy; its actual-
ity is its essential continuance, but it belongs to inwardness and must not ex-
press itself externally (the monastic movement). When we take a religious
person, the knight of hidden inwardness, and place him in the existence-
medium, a contradiction will appear as he relates himself to the world around
him, and he himself must become aware of this. The contradiction does not
consist in his being different from everyone else (this self-contradiction is
precisely the law for the nemesis the comic brings upon the monastic move-
ment), but the contradiction is that he, with all this inwardness hidden within
him, with this pregnancy of suffering and benediction in his inner being,
looks just like all the others—and inwardness is indeed hidden simply by his
looking exactly like others.* There is something comic here, because here is
a contradiction, and where there is a contradiction the comic is also present.
This comic aspect, however, is not for others, who know nothing about it,
but is for the religious person himself when humor is his incognito, as Frater
Taciturnus says (see Stages on Life’s Way'©2). This is worth understanding more
precisely, because next to the confusion in recent speculative thought that
faith is immediacy, perhaps the most confusing confusion is that humor is the
highest, because humor is still not religiousness, but its confinium [border ter~
ritory]. There are already some comments about this above, which I must ask
the reader to recall. ,

But is humor the incognito of the religious person? Is not his incognito
this, that there is nothing whatever to be noticed, nothing at all that could
arouse suspicion of the hidden inwardness, not even so much as the hu-
moristic? At its very maximum, if this could be reached in existence, this
would no doubt be s0,** yet as long as the struggle and the suffering in in-

* Another author has correctly traced {in Either/Or) the ethical to the qualification that it
is every human being’s duty to become open—thus to disclosure. Religiousness, on the other
hand, is hidden inwardness, but, please note, not the immediacy that is supposed to become
open, not the untransformed inwardness, but the inwardness whose transformed qualification
is to be hidden. —Incidentally, it hardly needs to be recalled that when I say the religious per-
son’s incognito is to look exactly like all the others, this does not mean that his incognito is the
actuality of a robber, a thief, a murderer, because the world certainly has not sunk so deep that
an open breach of legality can be regarded as the universally human. No, the expression “to
look exactly like all other human beings” naturally makes sure of legality, but this may very
well also be without there being any religiousness in a person.

** In Fear and Trembling, a “knight of faith” such as this was portrayed. But this portrayal was
only a rash anticipation, and the illusion was gained by depicting him in a state of complete-
ness, and hence in a false medium, instead of in the existence-medium, and the beginning was
made by ignoring the contradiction-—how an observer could become at all aware of him in
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wardness continue he will not succeed in hiding his inwardness completely,
but he will not express it directly, and he will hinder it negatively with the
aid of the humorous. An observer who mingled with people in order to find
the religious person would therefore follow the principle that everyone in
whom he discovered the humorous would be made the object of his atten-
tion. But if he has made the relation of inwardness clear to himself, he will
also know that he can be fooled, because the religious person is not a hu-
morist, but in his outer appearance he is a humorist. Thus an observer who
is looking for the religious person and intends to recognize him by the hu-
morous would be fooled if he met me. He would find the humorous, but
would be fooled if he drew any conclusion from it, because I am not a reli-
gious person but simply and solely a humorist. Perhaps someone thinks that
it is frightful arrogation to attribute the designation of “humorist” to myself,
and furthermore thinks that if I actually were a humorist he would surely
show me respect and honor. I shall not take exception to or dwell upon this,
because the person who makes this objection obviously assumes humor to
be the highest. I, on the contrary, declare that the religious person stricte sic
dictus fin the strict sense of the word] is infinitely higher than the humorist
and qualitatively different from the humorist. Moreover, concerning his un-~
willingness to regard me as humorist, well, I am willing to transfer the role
of observer from me to the one who is making the objection; let the ob-
server become aware of him: the result will be the same—the observer is
fooled.

There are three existence-spheres: the esthetic, the ethical, the religious.
To these there is a respectively corresponding confinium [border territory]:
irony is the confinium between the esthetic and the ethical; humor is the con-
finium between the ethical and the religious.

Let us take irony. As soon as an observer discovers an ironist, he will be at-
tentive, because it is possible that the ironist is an ethicist. But he can also be
fooled, because it is not certain that the ironist is an ethicist. The immediate

- person is distinguishable at once, and as soon as he is recognized it is a cer-

tainty that he is not an ethicist, because he has not made the movement of

such a way that he could place himself, admiring, outside and admire that there is nothing,
nothing whatever, to notice, unless Johannes de Silentio would say that the knight of faith is his
own poetic production. But then the contradiction is there again, implicit in the duplexity that
as poet and observer he simultaneously relates himself to the same thing, consequently as poet
creates a character in the medium of imagination (for this, of course, is the poet-medium) and
as observer observes the same poetic figure in the existence-medium, —Frater Taciturnus
seems already to have been aware of this dialectical difficulty, for he has avoided this irregular-
ity by means of the form of an imaginary construction. He is not in an observational relation
to Quidam of the imaginary construction®* but transforms his observation into a psycholog-
ical-poetic production and then draws this as close as possible to actuality by using the form
of the imaginary construction and the proportions of actuality rather than the foreshortened
perspective.
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infinity. The ironical rejoinder, if it is correct (and the observer is assimed to
be a tried and tested man who knows all about tricking and unsetdling the
speaker in order to see if what he says is something learned by rote or has a
bountifully ironic value such as an existing ironist will always have), betrays
that the speaker has made the movement of infinity, but no more. The irony
emerges by continually joining the particulars of the finite with the ethical
infinite requirement and allowing the contradiction to come into existence.
The one who can do it with proficiency and not let himself be caught in any
relativity, in which his proficiency becomes diffident, must have made a
movement of infinity, and to that extent it is possible that he is an ethicist.*
Therefore the observer will not even be able to catch him in his inability to
perceive himself ironically, because he is also able to talk about himself as
about a third person, to join himself as a vanishing particular together with
the absolute requirement—indeed, to join them together How strange that an
expression that signifies the final difficulty of existence, which is to join to-
gether the absolutely different (such as the conception of God with going
out to the amusement park), that the same expression in our language also
signifies teasing! But although this is certain, it is still not certain that he is
an ethicist. He is an ethicist only by relating himself within himself to the
absolute requirement. Such an ethicist uses irony as his incognito. In this sense
Socrates was an ethicist, but, please note, bordering on the religious, which
is why the analogy to faith in his life was pointed out earlier {Section II,
Chapter II).

What, then, is irony, if one wants to call Socrates an ironist and does not,
like Magister Kierkegaard, consciously or unconsciously want to bring out
only the one side? Irony is the unity of ethical passion, which in inwardness
infinitely accentuates one’s own I in relation to the ethical requirement—
and culture, which in externality infinitely abstracts from the personal I as a
finitude included among all other finitudes and particulars. An effect of this
abstraction is that no one notices the first, and this is precisely the art, and

* If the observer is able to catch him in a relativity that he does not have the strength to
comprehend ironically, then he is not really an ironist. In other words, if irony is not taken in
the decisive sense, every human being is basically ironical. As soon as a person who has his
life in a certain relativity (and this definitely shows that he is not ironical) is placed outside it
in a relativity that he considers to be lower (2 nobleman, for example, in 2 group of peasants,
a professor in the company of parish clerks, a city millionaire together with beggars, a royal
coachman in a room with peat cutters, a cook at a manor house together with women who
do weeding, etc.), then he is ironical—that is, he is not ironical, since his irony is only the il-
lusory superiority of relativity, but the symptoms and the rejoinders will have a certain sim-
ilarity. But the whole thing is only a game within a certain presupposition, and the inhu-
manity is distinguishable in the inability of the person concerned to perceive himself
ironically, and the inauthenticity is distinguishable by the same person’s obsequiousness when
a relativity shows up that is higher than his. This, alas, is what the world calls modesty—the
ironist, he is proud!
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through it the true infinitizing of the first is conditioned.* Most people live
in the opposite way. They are busy with being something when someone is
watching them. If possible, they are something in their own eyes as soon as
others are watching them, but inwardly, where the absolute requirement is
watching them, they have no taste for accentuating the personal 1.

Frony is an existence-qualification, and thus nothing is more ludicrous than
regarding it as a style of speaking or an author’s counting himself lucky to
express himself ironically once in a while. The person who has essential irony
has it all day long and is not bound to any style, because it is the infinite
within him.

Irony is the cultivation of the spirit and therefore follows next after im-
mediacy; then comes the ethicist, then the humorist, then the religious per-
son.

But why does the ethicist use irony as his incognito? Because he compre-
hends the contradiction between the mode in which he exists in his inner
being and his not expressing it in his outer appearance. The ethicist certainly
becomes open insofar as he exhausts himself in the tasks of factual actuality,
but the immediate person also does this, and what makes the ethicist an ethi-
cist is the movement** by which he inwardly joins his outward life together
with the infinite requirement of the ethical, and this is not directly apparent.
In order not to be disturbed by the finite, by all the relativities in the world,
the ethicist places the comic between himself and the world and thereby
makes sure that he himself does not become comic through a naive misun-
derstanding of his ethical passion. An immediate enthusiast bawls out in the
world early and late; always in his swagger-boots, he pesters people with his
enthusiasm and does not perceive at all that it does not make them enthusi-

* The desperate attempt of the miscarried Hegelian ethics to make the state into the court
of last resort of ethics is a highly unethical attempt to finitize individuals, an unethical flight
from the category of individuality to the category of the race (see Section II, Chapter I). The
ethicist in Either/Or has already protested against this directly and indirectly, indirectly at the
end of the essay on the balance between the esthetic and the ethical in the personality, where
he himself must make a concession with regard to the religious, and again at the end of the ar-
ticle on marriage (in Stages), where, even on the basis of the ethics he champions, which is di-
ametrically opposite to Hegelian ethics, he certainly jacks up the price of the religious as high
as possible but still makes room for it.

** When Socrates related himself negatively to the actuality of the state, this was consistent
in part with his discovering of the ethical, in part with his dialectical position as an exception
and extraordinaris, and finally with his being an ethicist bordering on the religious. Just as an
analogy to faith is to be found in him, so an analogy to hidden inwardness can also be found,
except that externally he expressed this only by negative action, by abstaining, and thus con-
tributed to drawing the attention of others to it. The hidden inwardness of religiousness in the
incognito of humor avoids atcention by being like the others, except that there is a background
tone of the humorous in the simple rejoinder and a flourish of it in the everyday way of life,
but one must indeed be an abserver to become aware of this. Everyone was bound to notice
Socrates’ reserve.
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astic, except when they beat him. No doubt he is well informed, and the
order calls for a complete transformation—of the whole world. Indeed, it is
here that he has heard wrongly, because the order calls for a complete trans-
formation of oneself. If such an enthusiast is contemporary with an ironist,
the latter naturally makes comic capital of him. The ethicist, however, is suf-
ficiently ironical to be well aware that what engages him absolutely does not
engage the others absolutely. He himself grasps this misrelation and places
the comic in between in order to be able more inwardly to hold fast the eth-
ical within himself. Now the comedy starts, because people’s opinion of a
person like that will always be: for him nothing is important. And why not?
Because for him the ethical is absolutely important: in this he is different from
the generality of people, for whom so many things are important, indeed, al-
most everything is important—but nothing is absolutely important. —Yet,
as mentioned, an observer can be fooled if he assumes an ironist to be an
ethicist, since irony is only a possibility.

So it is also with the humorist and the religious person, since according
to the above the special dialectic of the religious does not allow direct ex-
pression, does not allow recognizable difference, protests against the com-
mensurability of the outer, and yet esteems, if worst comes to worst, the
monastic movement far above mediation. The humorist continually (not in
the sense of the pastor’s “always” but at every time of day, wherever he is and
whatever he thinks or undertakes) joins the conception of God together with
something else and brings out the contradiction—but he does not relate
himself to God in religious passion (stricte sic dictus [in the strict sense of the
word]). He changes himself into a jesting and yet profound transition area
for all these transactions, but he does not relate himself to God.

The religious person does the same, joins the conception of God together
with everything and sees the contradiction, but in his innermost being he

relates himself to God, whereas immediate religiousness rests in the pious su~

perstition of seeing God directly in everything, and the revivalist imperti-
nently employs God to be present where he is, so that if one only sees him
one can be sure that God is there, since the revivalist has him in his pocket.
Therefore, religiousness with humor as the incognito is the unity of absolute
religious passion (inwardly deepened dialectically) and spiritual maturity,
which calls religiousness back from all outwardness into inwardness and
therein it is again indeed the absolute religious passion. The religious person
discovers that what engages him absolutely seems to engage others very lit-
tle, but he draws no conclusions, partly because he has no time for that and
partly because he cannot know for sure whether all these people are not
knights of hidden inwardness. He lets himself be constrained by his sur-
roundings to do what the dialectical inward deepening requires of him—to
place a veil between people and himself in order to guard and protect the in-
wardness of his suffering and his relationship with God. This does not mean
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that such a religious person becomes inactive; on the contrary, he does not
leave the world but remains in it, because precisely this is his incognito. But
before God he inwardly deepens his outward activity by acknowledging that
he is capable of nothing, by cutting off every teleological relation to what is
directed outward, all income from it in finitude, even though he still works
to the utmost of his ability—and precisely this is enthusiasm. A revivalist al-
ways adds God's name outwardly; the certitude of his faith is sufficiently sure.
But the certitude of faith is indeed indistinguishable by uncertainty, and just
as its certitude is the highest of all, so this same certitude is the most ironic
of all, otherwise it is not the certitude of faith. It is certain that everything
that pleases God will succeed for the pious—it is certain, oh, so certain; in-
deed, nothing is as certain as this.

Now we are standing at the boundary. The religiousness that is hidden in-
wardness is eo ipso inaccessible for comic interpretation. It cannot have the
comic outside itself, because it is hidden inwardness and consequently cannot
come into contradiction with anything. It has itself brought into conscious-
ness the contradiction that humor dominates, the highest range of the comic,
and has it within itself as something lower. In this way it is absolutely armed
against the comic or is protected by the comic against the comic.

When at times religiousness in Church and state has wanted legislation
and police as an aid in protecting itself against the comic, this may be very
well intentioned; but the question is to what extent the ultimate determin-
ing factor is religious, and it does the comic an injustice to regard it as an
enemy of the religious. The comic is no more an enemy of the religious—
which, on the contrary, everything serves and obeys—than the dialectical.
But the religiousness that essentially lays claim to outwardness, essentially
makes outwardness commensurable, certainly must watch its step and fear
more for itself (that it does not become esthetic) than fear the comic, which
could legitimately help it to open its eyes. There is much in Catholicism that
can serve as examples of this. With regard to the individual, it is true that the
religious person who wants all to be serious, presumably even just as serious
as he is, because he is obtusely serious, is in a contradiction. The religious
person who could not bear, if it so happened, that everyone laughed at what
absolutely occupies him lacks inwardness and therefore wants to be consoled
by illusion, that many people are of the same opinion, indeed, with the same
facial expression, as he has, and wants to be built up by adding the world-
historical to his little fragment of actuality, “since now a new life is indeed
beginning to stir everywhere, the heralded new year with vision and heart
for the cause”

Hidden inwardness is inaccessible to the comic. This would aiso be illus-
trated if a religious person of that kind could be stirred suddenly to assert his
religiousness in the external world, if, for example, he forgot himself and



vi
457

236 Concluding Unscientific Postscript

came into conflict with a comparable religious person and again forgot him-
self and the absolute requirement of inwardness by wanting comparatively
to be more religious than the other—in that case he is comic, and the con-
tradiction is: simultaneously wanting to be visible and invisible. Against ar-
rogating forms of the religious, humor legitimately uses the comic because
a religious person surely must himself know the way out if he only is will-
ing. If this may not be presupposed, then such an interpretation becomes du-
bious in the same sense as a comic interpretation of the busy trifler would
be if it was the case that he actually was mentally deranged.

The law for the comic is very simple: the comic is wherever there is con-
tradiction and where the contradiction is painless by being regarded as can-
celed, since the comic certainly does not cancel the contradiction (on the
contrary, it makes it apparent). But the legitimate comic is able to do it; oth-
erwise it is not legitimate. The talent is to be able to depict it in concreto. The
test of the comic is to examine what relation between the spheres the comic
statement contains. If the relation is not right, the comic is illegitimate, and
the comic that belongs nowhere is eo ipso illegitimate. Thus the sophistical
in connection with the comic has its basis in nothing, in pure abstraction,
and is expressed by Gorgias in the abstraction: to annihilaté earnestness by
means of the comic and the comic by means of earnestness (see Aristotle,
Rhetoric, 3, 18). The quittance with which everything ends here is rubbish,
and the irregularity that an existing person has changed himself into a fan-
tastical X is easily discovered, because it must still be an existing person who
wants to use this procedure, which only makes him ludicrous if one applies
to him the formula of exorcism used against speculative thinkers in the fore-
going: May I have the honor of asking with whom I have the honor of speak-
ing, whether it is 2 human being, etc.? In other words, Gorgias, along with
his discovery, ends up in the fantastic fringe of pure being, because, if he an-
nihilates the one by means of the other, nothing remains. But Gorgias no
doubt merely wanted to describe the ingenuity of a shyster lawyer, who wins
by changing his weapon in relation to his opponent’s weapon. But a shyster
lawyer is no legitimate court of appeals with regard to the comic; he will
have to whistle for legitimation-—and be satisfied with the profit, which
everyone knows has always been the Sophists’ pet conclusion—money,
money, money, or whatever is on the same level as money.

In the religious sphere, when this is kept pure in inwardness, the comic is
auxiliary. It might be said that repentance, for example, is a contradiction, ergo
is something comic, certainly not to the esthetic or to finite common sense,
which are lower, or to the ethical, which has its power in this passion, or to ab-
straction, which is fantastic and thereby lower (it wanted to interpret as comic
from this standpoint what was rejected as nonsense in the foregoing), but to
the religious itself, which knows a remedy for it, a way out. But this is not the
case; the religious knows of no remedy for repentance that disregards repen~
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tance. On the contrary, the religious continually uses the negative as the es-
sential form.* Thus the consciousness of sin definitely belongs to the con-
sciousness of the forgiveness of sin. The negative is not once and for all and
then the positive, but the positive is continually in the negative, and the neg-
ative is the distinctive mark. Therefore, the regulating principle ne quid nimis
[nothing too much] cannot be applied here. When the religious is interpreted
esthetically, when indulgence for four shillings is preached in the Middle Ages
and this is assumed to settle the matter, if one wants to cling to this fiction—
then repentance is to be interpreted as comic, then the person broken in re-
pentance is comic just like the busy trifler, provided he has the four shillings,
because the way out is indeed so easy, and in this fiction it is indeed assumed
that it is the way out. But all this balderdash is the result of having made the
religious a farce. But in the same degree as the negative is abolished in the re-
ligious sphere, or is allowed to be once and for all and thereby sufficient, in the
same degree the comic will assert itself against the religious, and rightfully so——
because the religious has become esthetics and still wants to be the religious.

Humor joins the eternal recollecting of guilt together with everything but
in this recollecting does not relate itself to an eternal happiness. Now we
have come to hidden inwardness. The eternal recollecting of guilt cannot be
expressed in the external realm, which is incommensurate with it, since every
expression in the external makes the guilt finite. But the eternal recollecting
of guilt in hidden inwardness is not despair either, because despair is always
the infinite, the eternal, the total in the moment of impatience, and all de-
spair is a kind of ill temper. No, the eternal recollecting is a mark of the re-
lation to an eternal happiness, as far removed as possible from being a direct
mark, but nevertheless always sufficient to prevent the shifting of despair.

Humor discovers the comic by joining the total guilt together with all the
relativity between individuals. The basis of the comic is the underlying total
guilt that sustains this whole comedy. In other words, if essential guiltlessness
or goodness underlies the relative, it is not comic, because it is not comic that
one stipulates more or less within the positive qualification. But if the relativ-
ity is based upon the total guilt, then the more or less is based upon that which
is less than nothing, and this is the contradiction that the comic discovers. In-
sofar as money is a something, the relativity between richer and poorer is not
comic, but if it is token money, it is comic that it is a relativity. If the reason
for people’ hustle-bustle is a possibility of avoiding danger, the busyness is not
comic; but if, for example, it is on a ship that is sinking, there is something

* This is also why the religious, even when it interprets the esthetic suffering with a certain
touch of the comic, nevertheless does it gently, because it is recognized that this suffering will
have its day. Repentance, however, viewed religicusly, will not have its day and then be over;
the uncertainty of faith will not have its day and then be over; the consciousness of sin will
not have its day and then be over—in that case we return to the esthetic.
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comic in all this running around, because the contradiction is that despite all
this movement they are not moving away from the site of their downfall.

Hidden inwardness must also discover the comic, which is present not be-
cause the religious person is different from others but because, although most
heavily burdened by sustaining an eternal recollecting of guilt, he is just like
everyone else. He discovers the comic, but since in eternal recollecting he is
continually relating himself to an eternal happiness, the comic is a continu-
ally vanishing element.

The religiousness that has been discussed up until now and that for the sake
of brevity will from now on be termed Religiousness A4 is not the specifi-
cally Christian religiousness. On the other hand, the dialectical is decisive
only insofar as it is joined together with the pathos-filled and gives rise to a
new pathos.

Ordinarily one is not simultaneously aware of both parts. The religious
address will represent the pathos-filled and cross out the dialectical, and
therefore—however well intentioned, at times a jumbled, noisy pathos of all
sorts, esthetics, ethics, Religiousness A4, and Christianity—it is therefore at
times self-contradictory; “but there are lovely passages in it,”especially lovely
for the person who is supposed to act and exist according to it. The dialec-
tical has its revenge by covertly and ironically mocking the gestures and big
words, and above all by its ironic critique of a religious address—that it can
very well be heard, but it cannot be done.

Scientific scholarship wants to take charge of the dialectical and to that
end bring it over into the medium of abstraction, whereby the issue is again
mistreated, since it is an existence-issue, and the actual dialectical difficulty
disappears by being explained in the medium of abstraction, which ignores
existence. If the turbulent religious address is for sentimental people who are
quick to sweat and to be sweated out, then the speculative interpretation is
for pure thinkers; but neither of the two is for acting and, by virtue of act-
ing, for existing human beings.

The distinction between the pathos-filled and the dialectical must, how-
ever, be qualified more specifically, because Religiousness A is by no means
undialectical, but it is not paradoxically dialectical. Religiousness A is the di-
alectic of inward deepening; it is the relation to an eternal happiness that is
not conditioned by a something but is the dialectical inward deepening of
the relation, consequently conditioned only by the inward deepening, which
is dialectical. On the other hand, Religiousness B, as it will be called from
now on, or paradoxical religiousness, as it has been called, or the religious-
ness that has the dialectical in second place,1%5 makes conditions in such a
way that the conditions are not the dialectical concentrations of inward
deepening but a definite something that qualifies the eternal happiness more
specifically (whereas in A the more specific qualification of inward deepen-
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ing is the only more specific qualification), not by qualifying more specifi-
cally the individual’s appropriation of it but by qualifying more specifically
the eternal happiness, yet not as a task for thinking but as paradoxically re-
pelling and giving rise to new pathos.

Religiousness A must first be present in the individual before there can be
any consideration of becoming aware of the dialectical B. When the indi-
vidual in the most decisive expression of existential pathos relates himself to
an eternal happiness, then there can be consideration of becoming aware of
how the dialectical in second place (secundo loco) thrusts him down into the
pathos of the absurd. Thus it is evident how foolish it is if a person without
pathos wants to relate himself to the essentially Christian, because before
there can be any question at all of simply being in the situation of becom-
ing aware of it one must first of all exist in Religiousness 4. But often enough
the mistake has been made of making capital, as 2 matter of course, of Christ
and Christianity and the paradoxical and the absurd, that is, all the essentially
Christian, in esthetic gibberish. This is just as if Christianity were a tidbit for
dunces because it cannot be thought, and just as if the very qualification that
it cannot be thought is not the most difficult of all to hold fast when one is
to exist in it—the most difficult to hold fast, especially for brainy people.

Religiousness A can be present in paganism, and in Christianity it can be
the religiousness of everyone who is not decisively Christian, whether bap-
tized or not. Of course, to become a wohlfeil [cheap] edition of a Christian
in all comfort is much easier, and just as good as the highest—after all, he is
baptized, has received a copy of the Bible and a hymnbook as a gift; is he
not, then, a Christian, an Evangelical Lutheran Christian? But that remains
the business of the person involved. In my opinion, Religiousness A (within
the boundaries of which I have my existence) is so strenuous for a human
being that there is always a sufficient task in it.

Note: Insofar as the upbuilding is the essential predicate of all religiousness,
Religiousness A also has its upbuilding. Wherever the relationship with God
is found by the existing person in the inwardness of subjectivity, there is the
upbuilding, which belongs to subjectivity, whereas by becoming objective
one relinquishes that which, although belonging to subjectivity, is neverthe-
less no more arbitrariness than erotic love and being in love, which indeed
one also relinquishes by becoming objective. The totality of guilt-conscious-
ness is the most upbuilding element in Religiousness A.* The upbuilding el-

" ¥ The reader will please recall that the direct relationship with God is esthetics and is actu-
ally no relationship with God, any more than a direct relation to the absolute is an absolute re-
lation, since the separation of the absolute has not commenced. In the religions sphere, the
positive is distinguishable by the negative. The highest well-being of a happy immediacy, which
jubilates joy over God and all existence, is very endearing but not upbuilding and essentially
not any relationship with God. '
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ement in the sphere of Religiousness A is that of immanence, is the annihi-
lation in which the individual sets himself aside in order to find God, since it
is the individual himself who is the hindrance.* Here the upbuilding is quite
properly distinguishable by the negative, by the self-annihilation that finds the
relationship with God within itself, that suffering-through sinks into the re-
lationship with God, finds its ground in it, because God is in the ground only
when everything that is in the way is cleared out, every finitude, and first and
foremost the individual himself in his finitude, in his cavilling against God.
Esthetically, the sacred resting place of the upbuilding is outside the individ-
ual; he seeks that place. In the ethical-religious sphere, the individual himself
is the place, if the individual has annihilated himself.

This is the upbuilding in the sphere of Religiousness A. If one does not
pay attention to this and to having this qualification of the upbuilding in be-
tween, everything is confused again as one defines the paradoxical upbuild-
ing, which then is mistakenly identified with an external esthetic relation.
In Religiousness B, the upbuilding is something outside the individual; the
individual does not find the upbuilding by finding the relationship with God
within himself but relates himself to something outside himself in order to
find the upbuilding. The paradox is that this apparently esthetic relationship,
that the individual relates himself to something outside himself, nevertheless
is to be the absolute relationship with God, because in immanence God is
neither a something, but everything, and is infinitely everything, nor outside
the individual, because the upbuilding consists in his being within the indi-
vidual. The paradoxical upbuilding therefore corresponds to the category of
God in time as an individual human being, because, if that is the case, the
individual relates himself to something outside himself. That this cannot be
thought is precisely the paradox. Whether the individual is not thrust back
from this is another matter—that remains his affair. But if the paradox is not
held fast in this way, then Religiousness A is higher, and all Christianity is
pushed back into esthetic categories, despite Christianity’s insistence that the
paradox it speaks about cannot be thought, is thus different from a relative
paradox, which héchstens [at best] can be thought with difficulty. It must be
conceded to speculative thought that it holds to immanence, even though it
must be understood as different than Hegel’s pure thinking, but speculative
thought must not call itself Christian. That is why I have never called Reli-
giousness A Christian or Christianity.

All interpretations of existence take their rank in relation to the qualifi-

cation of the individual’s dialectical inward deepening. Presupposing what

** The esthetic always consists in the individual’s fancying that he has been busy reaching
for God and taking hold of him, consequently in the illusion that the undialectical individual
is really clever if he can take hold of God as something external.
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has been developed on this subject in this book, I shall now only recapitu-
late and point out that of course speculative thought plays no role, since, as
objective and abstract, it is indifferent to the category of the existing sub-
Jjective individual and at most deals only with pure humanity. Existence-com-
munication, however, understands something different by unum [one] in the
saying unum noris, omnes [if you know one, you know all], understands some-
thing different by “yourself” in the phrase “know yourself,” understands
thereby an actual human being and indicates thereby that the existence-com-
munication does not occupy itself with the anecdotal differences between
Tom, Dick, and Harry.

If in himself the individual is undialectical and has his dialectic outside
himself, then we have the esthetic interpretations. If the individual is dialecti-
cally turned inward in self-assertion in such a way that the ultimate founda-
tion does not in itself become dialectical, since the underlying self is used to
surmount and assert itself, then we have the ethical interpretation. If the indi-
vidual is defined as dialectically turned inward in self-annihilation before
God, then we have Religiousness A. If the individual is paradoxical-dialecti-
cal, every remnant of original immanence annihilated, and all connection
cut away, and the individual situated at the edge of existence, then we have
the paradoxical-religious. This paradoxical inwardness is the greatest possible,
because even the most dialectical qualification, if it is still within immanence,
has, as it were, a possibility of an escape, of a shifting away, of a withdrawal
into the eternal behind it; it is as if everything were not actually at stake. But
the break makes the inwardness the greatest possible.*

The various existence-communications in turn take their rank in relation
to the interpretation of existing. (As abstract and objective, speculative
thought completely disregards existing and inwardness and, since Christian-
ity indeed paradoxically accentuates existing, is the greatest possible misun-
derstanding of Christianity.) Immediacy, the esthetic, finds no contradiction in
existing; to exist is one thing, contradiction is something else that comes from
without. The ethical finds contradiction but within self-assertion. Religious-
ness A comprehends contradiction as suffering in self-annihilation, yet within
immanence; but, ethically accentuating existing, it hinders the existing per-
son in abstractly remaining in immanence or in becoming abstract by want-
ing to remain in immanence. The paradoxical-religious breaks with immanence
and makes. existing the absolute contradiction—not within immanence but
in opposition to immanence. There is no immanental underlying kinship be-
tween the temporal and the eternal, because the eternal itself has entered into
time and wants to establish kinship there.

* According to this plan, one will be able to orient oneself and, without being disturbed by
anyone's use of Christ’s name and the whole Christian terminology in an esthetic discourse,
will be able to look only at the categories.
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APPENDIX

AN UNDERSTANDING WITH THE READER

The undersigned, Johannes Climacus, who has written this book, does not
make out that he is a Christian; for he is, to be sure, completely preoccupied
with how difficult it must be to become one; but even less is he one who, after
having been a Christian, ceases to be that by going further. He is a humorist;
satisfied with his circumstances at the moment, hoping that something better
will befall his lot, he feels especially happy, if worst comes to worst, to be born
in this speculative, theocentric century. Yes, our age is an age for speculative
thinkers and great men with matchless discoveries, and yet.I think that none
of those honorable gentlemen can be as well off as a private humorist is in se-
cret, whether, isolated, he beats his breast or laughs quite heartily. Therefore
he can very well be an author, if only he sees to it that it is for his own en-
joyment, that he remains in isolation, that he does not take up with the crowd,
does not become lost in the importance of the age, as an inquisitive spectator
at a fire be assigned to pump, or merely be disconcerted by the thought that
he might stand in the way of any of the various distinguished people who have
and ought to have and must have and insist upon having importance.

In the isolation of the imaginary construction, the whole book is about
myself, simply and solely about myself. “I, Johannes Climacus, now thirty
years old, born in Copenhagen, a plain, ordinary human being like most peo-
ple, have heard it said that there is a highest good in store that is called an
eternal happiness, and that Christianity conditions this upon a person’s rela-
tion to it. I now ask: How do I become a Christian?”

A FIRST AND LAST EXPLANATION

For the sake of form and order, I hereby acknowledge, something that really
can scarcely be of interest to anyone to know, that I am, as is said, the author
of Either/ Or (Victor Eremita), Copenhagen, February 1843; Fear and Trem-
bling (Johannes de Silentio), 1843; Repetition (Constantin Constantius), 1843;
The Concept of Anxiety (Vigilius Haufniensis), 1844; Prefaces (Nicolaus No-
tabene), 1844; Philosophical Fragments (Johannes Climacus), 1844; Stages on
Life’s Way (Hilarius Bookbinder—Williamn Afham, the Judge, Frater Tacitur-
nus), 1845; Concluding Postscript to Philosophical Fragments (Johannes Cli-
macus), 1846; an article in Feedrelandet, January 1846 (Frater Taciturnus).
My pseudonymity or polyonymity has not had an accidental basis in my
person (certainly not from a fear of penalty under the law, in regard to which
I am not aware of any offense, and simultaneously with the publication of
a book the printer and the censor qua public official have always been offi-
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cially informed who the author was) but an essential basis in the production
itself, which, for the sake of the lines and of the psychologically varied dif-
ferences of the individualities, poetically required an indiscriminateness
with regard to good and evil, brokenheartedness and gaiety, despair and
overconfidence, suffering and elation, etc., which is ideally limited only by
psychological consistency, which no factually actual person dares to allow
himself or can want to allow himself in the moral limitations of actuality.
What has been written, then, is mine, but only insofar as I, by means of au-
dible lines, have placed the life-view of the creating, poetically actual indi-
viduality in his mouth, for my relation is even more remote than that of 2
poet, who poetizes characters and yet in the preface is himself the author. That
is, I am impersonally or personally in the third person a souffleur [prompter]
who has poetically produced the authors, whose prefaces in turn are their pro-
ductions, as their names are also. Thus in the pseudonymous books there is
not a single word by me. I have no opinion about them except as a third
party, no knowledge of their meaning except as a reader, not the remotest
private relation to them, since it is impossible to have that to a doubly re-
flected communication. A single word by me personally in my own name
would be an arrogating self-forgetfulness that, regarded dialectically, would
be guilty of having essentially annihilated the pseudonymous authors by this
one word. In Either/ Oy, T am just as little, precisely just as little, the editor
Victor Eremita as [ am the Seducer or the Judge. He is a poetically actual
subjective thinker who is found again in “In Vino Veritas.” In Fear and Trem-
bling, T am just as little, precisely just as little, Johannes de Silentio as the
knight of faith he depicts, and in turn jut as little the author of the preface
to the book, which is the individuality-lines of a poetically actual subjec-
tive thinker. In the story of suffering (“*Guilty?’/‘Not Guilty?’”), I am just
as remote from being Quidam of the imaginary construction as from being
the imaginative constructor, just as remote, since the imaginative construc-
tor is a poetically actual subjective thinker and what is imaginatively con-
structed is his psychologically consistent production. Thus I am the indif-
ferent, that is, what and how I am are matters of indifference, precisely
because in turn the question, whether in my innermost being it is also a
matter of indifference to me what and how I am, is absolutely irrelevant to
this production. Therefore, in many an enterprise that is not dialectically
reduplicated, that which can otherwise have its fortunate importance in
beautiful agreement with the distinguished person’s enterprise would here
have only a disturbing effect in connection with the altogether indifferent
foster father of a perhaps not undistinguished production. My facsimile, my
picture, etc., like the question whether I wear a hat or a cap, could become
an object of attention only for those to whom the indifferent has become
important—perhaps in compensation because the important has become a
matter of indifference to them.
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In a legal and in a literary sense, the responsibility is mine,* but, easily un~
derstood dialectically, it is I who have occasioned the audibility of the pro-
duction in the world of actuality, which of course cannot become involved
with poetically actual authors and therefore altogether consistently and with
absolute legal and literary right looks to me. Legal and literary, because all
poetic creation would eo ipso be made impossible or meaningless and intol-
erable if the lines were supposed to be the producer’s own words (literally
understood). Therefore, if it should occur to anyone to want to quote a par-
ticular passage from the books, it is my wish, my prayer, that he will do me
the kindness of citing the respective pseudonymous author’s name, not
mine—that is, of separating us in such a way that the passage femininely be-
longs to the pseudonymous author, the responsibility civilly to me. From the
beginning, I have been well aware and am aware that my personal actuality
is a constraint that the pseudonymous authors in pathos-filled willfulness
might wish removed, the sooner the better, or made as insignificant as pos-
sible, and yet in turn, ironically attentive, might wish to have present as the
repelling opposition.

My role is the joint role of being the secretary and, quite ironically, the
dialectically reduplicated author of the author or the authors. Therefore, al-
though probably everyone who has been concerned at all about such things
has until now summarily regarded me as the author of the pseudonymous
books even before the explanation was at hand, the explanation will perhaps
at first prompt the odd impression that I, who indeed ought to know it best,
am the only one who only very doubtfully and equivocally regards me as the
author, because I am the author in the figurative sense; but on the other hand
I am very literally and directly the author of, for example, the upbuilding dis-
courses and of every word in them. The poetized author has his definite life-
view, and the lines, which understood in this way could possibly be mean~
ingful, witty, stimulating, would perhaps sound strange, ludicrous, disgusting
in the mouth of a particular factual person. If anyone unfamiliar with culti-
vated association with a distancing ideality, through a mistaken obtrusiveness
upon my actual personality, has distorted for himself the impression of the
pseudonymous books, has fooled himself, actually has fooled himself, by being
encumbered with my personal actuality instead of having the light, doubly
reflected ideality of a poetically actual author to dance with; if with paralo-
gistic obtrusiveness anyone has deceived himself by meaninglessly drawing
my private particularity out of the evasive dialectical duplexity of the qual-
itative contrasts—this cannot be truly charged to me, who, properly and in
the interest of the purity of the relation, have from my side done everything,

* For this reason my name as editor was firsc placed on the title page of Fragments (1844),
because the absolute significance of the subject requited in actuality the expression of dutiful
attention, that there was a named person responsible for taking upon himself what actuality
might offer.
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as well as I could, to prevent what an inquisitive part of the reading public
has from the very beginning done everything to achieve—in whose inter-
est, God knows.

The opportunity seems to invite an open and direct explanation, yes, al-
most to demand it even from one who is reluctant—so, then, I shall use it
for that purpose, not as an author, because I am indeed not an author in the
usual sense, but as one who has cooperated so that the pseudonyms could
become authors. First of all, I want to give thanks to Governance, who in
such multitudinous ways has encouraged my endeavor, has encouraged it
over four and one-quarter years without perhaps a single day’s interruption
of effort, has granted me much more than I had ever expected, even though
I can truly testify that I staked my life to the utmost of my capacity, more
than I at least had expected, even if to others the accomplishment seems to
be a complicated triviality. So, with fervent thanks to Governance, I do not
find it unsettling that I cannot quite be said to have achieved anything or,
what is of less importance, attained anything in the outer world. I find it iron-
ically in order that the honorarium, at least, in virtue of the production and
of my equivocal authorship, has been rather Socratic.

Next, after properly having asked for pardon and forgiveness if it appears
inappropriate that I speak in this way, although he himself would perhaps
find omission of it inappropriate, [ want to call to mind, in recollecting grat-
itude, my deceased father, the man to whom I owe most of all, also with re-
gard to my work.

With this I take leave of the pseudonymous authors with doubtful good
wishes for their future fate, that this, if it is propitious for them, will be just
as they might wish. Of course, I know them from intimate association; I
know they could not expect or desire many readers—would that they might
happily find the few desirable readers.

Of my reader, if I dare to speak of such a one, I would in passing request
for myself a forgetful remembrance, a sign that it is of me that he is reminded,
because he remembers me as irrelevant to the books, as the relationship re-
quires, just as the appreciation for it is sincerely offered here in the moment
of farewell, when 1 also cordially thank everyone who has kept silent and
with profound veneration thank the firm Kts!%®—that it has spoken.

Insofar as the pseudonymous authors might have affronted any respectable
person in any way whatever, or perhaps even any man I admire, insofar as the
pseudonymous authors in any way whatever might have disturbed or made
ambiguous any actual good in the established order—then there is no one
more willing to make an apology than I, who bear the responsibility for the
use of the guided pen. What I in one way or another know about the pseu-
donymous authors of course does not entitle me to any opinion, but not to
any doubst, either, of their assent, since their importance (whatever that may
become actually) unconditionally does not consist in making any new pro-
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posal, some unheard-of-discovery, or in founding a new party and wanting
to go further, but precisely in the opposite, in wanting to have no impor-
tance, in wanting, at a remove that is the distance of double-reflection, once
again to read through solo, if possible in a more inward way, the original text
of individual human existence-relationships, the old familiar text handed
down from the fathers.

Oh, would that no ordinary seaman®? will lay a dialectical hand on this
work but let it stand as it now stands.

Copenhagen, February 1846

S. Kierkegaard.

“THE ACTIVITY OF A TRAVELING
ESTHETICIAN AND HOW HE STILL HAPPENED TO
PAY FOR THE DINNER” (DECEMBER 27, 1845)
BY FRATER TACITURNUS

The most renowned literary controversy in Denmark was precipitated by one Latin line in
Frater Taciturnus’s article on P. L. Mpller, a collaborator on The Corsair. The immediate occa-
sion was Meller’s review of Kierkegaard’s Stages on Life’s Way, a review Georg Brandes charac-
terized as “frivolous, because its author had made no attempt whatsoever to put himself into
what he wrote about, and dishonorable because it {under the guise of evaluating Kierkegaard’s
authorship), as is customary in this kind of article, dealt with street gossip about his private life,
accused the hero in the diary of ‘placing his betrothed on the experimental rack, of dissecting
her alive, of torturing her soul out of her drop by drop, all of which accusations were made
as if directed against Kierkegaard himself’1°® Mgller had misunderstood the use in Stages of
the phrase “Experimenter og uvirkelige Constructioner [imaginary constructions and unreal fabri-
cations).”1%° The meaning of Experiment is made clear in the footnote in the article.!*®

B L. Moaller, not least through his own published autobiographical sketch, was known to be
associated with The Corsair. The Latin line at the end of the article was, therefore, not a dis-
closure of an unknown relationship but part of Kierkegaard's challenge to Meller and the ed-
itor of The Corsair, Meir Goldschmidt, because of the misuse of the comic and satire as “a char-
acterless instrument of envy and demoralization” (JP III 2417; Pap. IX A 30). Furthermore, as
an anonymous, gossipy, and at times libelous invasion of privacy, The Corsair maintained a
“reign of terror.’* 11 Kierkegaard had high expectations for Goldschmidt and his use of his tal-
ents, and Goldschmidt admired Kierkegaard, who laid down the challenge in order to separate
Goldschmidt from The Corsair and in an “action-response in personal costume”112 “to bene-
fit others by this step'113 :

The Corsair had always treated Kierkegaard's pseudonymous writings with guarded appre-
ciation, and even “immortalized” Victor Bremita.114 Now, however, after Taciturnus’s “would
that I might only get into The Corsair soon,” a long series of devastating cartoons and articles
appeared in this publication with the largest circulation in Denmark. Taunted in the streets,
Kierkegaard could no longer be the foremost peripatetic in Copenhagen. But he accomplished
his aims, After a wordless penetrating glance, “that moment packed with meaning,” when the
two met on the street a few months later, Goldschmidt on the way home decided to “give up
The Corsair.”11® The Corsair continued for a time but was never the same in kind and influ-
ence. Both Maller and Goldschmidt left the country. When Goldschmidt returned, he founded
the journal Nord og Syd, quite different from The Corsair. The episode had another, unintended,
consequence: Postscript, instead of being a conclusion, became the midpoint in an authorship
that began again with more signed works and a few pseudonymous works distinguished from
the earlier pseudonymous writings. Without the bruising controversy, would the so-called “sec-
ond authorship” have emerged? O felix culpal

ALTHOUGI—I New Year’s Day callers are extending more and more the
time for their courtesy calls, which properly were limited to New Year’s Day,





