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      Introduction

      
      
      No being exists in such ambiguity as a human being. We are at one and the same time
         fully nature and fully spirit, earthbound and otherworldly, beast and angel. Where
         is such a creature to turn in becoming? A beast relies on its instincts, enjoys the
         prowess of its natural capacities, and seeks out the finest conditions for flourishing.
         An angel, free from physical prejudices and burdens, attunes itself effortlessly to
         the eternal, receiving and carrying forth messages as both guide and protector. In
         either case, one becomes what one is meant to be without further ado. For a human
         being, however, becoming is never so straightforward. This is both the blessing and
         the curse of the human condition. We struggle from beginning to end in the ambiguity
         of our dual aspect. In our projects and dreams, we are inspired to become more than
         we are at any given moment; yet, in our honest self-appraisals, we are thrown back
         pitilessly into our materiality and situatedness. We are both utterly free to choose
         our own course and wholly dependent in our need for assistance. We are at once totally
         responsible and absolutely vulnerable.
      

      
      Neither beast nor angel needs education (Dannelse).[1]   Human beings, by contrast, for whom becoming is not a matter of course, require
         formation. In an 1854 journal entry toward the end of his life, Søren Kierkegaard
         (1813–1855) wrote down this short note: “Socrates doubted that one is a human being
         by birth; to become human or to learn what it means to be human does not come that
         easily” (JP 2: 1767, 278/SKS 26, 363, NB35:2). Kierkegaard was particularly attuned
         to the ancient observation that human beings have a unique struggle in becoming who
         they are. For this reason, the formation we receive not only in childhood but throughout
         life became a topic of notable interest for him. How we are shaped by our continued
         upbringing is decisive for how well we live our dual aspect. Ideally, as we have long
         believed, formation should help us actualize our powers in an emancipating independence.
         We thrive when we manage to stand on our own, enjoying the full extent of our abilities.
      

      
      Furthermore, becoming, in the sense of real transformation, is, for us, always an
         act of freedom. Freedom, as it comes to concern Kierkegaard, is not merely a lack
         of restriction or the liberty to do as we wish; he rather comes to identify human
         essence itself with freedom, so that to become free means to align ourselves with
         our ground. Meanwhile, Kierkegaard noticed, a formation that does justice to the ambiguity
         of our nature will also guide us in becoming receptive, learning in freedom how to ask for and accept what can only be granted from beyond ourselves. The secret
         of freedom is that a truly free human being cannot be otherwise than simultaneously
         dependent. Acknowledging this means honoring both our deeply dialogical nature and
         the need for trust or faith in becoming who we are. Thus, the most brilliant position
         of freedom knows in joy how to be vulnerable and in gratitude how to be in need.
      

      
      The present inquiry proposes to uncover in Kierkegaard’s thought a formative and dialogical
         education that guides a person in becoming free all while empowering her through faith
         and vulnerability to receive what is needed. We thus discover in Kierkegaard a unique
         conception of freedom—rather unlike the one of popular wisdom—that underscores the
         beneficial and productive role of human vulnerability. It bestows upon a human being
         the dignity that comes from being simultaneously powerful and humble. It emphasizes
         the need for trust and courage alike in our dialogical relations with ourselves and
         with others. And it frees us to receive the other’s help both in our need and through
         our own choosing. Freedom’s secret is that it is at the same time self-empowered and
         vulnerable, self-giving and receptive, independent and dependent.
      

      
      Upon our way, we discover that Kierkegaard’s approach, in both form and content, hinges
         upon the narrativity of human experience. No human being is immune to the seductive
         force of stories. We recognize, even when they begin as utterly foreign to us, that
         stories narrate the human drama that belongs to us. We ourselves enter constantly
         into narrative meaning-making, even, to be sure, when our narratives are fractured,
         provisional, revised, and shared. Kierkegaard recognizes the power of a story to captivate
         and to change us, to empower and to humble us, and he makes use of them as formative
         teachers with whom we enter into dialogue. We therefore examine indirect formation
         in Kierkegaard through poetry and storytelling, we explore the reaches and limits
         of narrative imagination, and we inquire into the dialogical and narrative struggle
         inherent in the formation of identity.
      

      
      It is worth noting that, while the following is intended in part to provide resources
         for the complexities of childhood education, the approach laid out here nevertheless
         does not restrict itself to early life alone. Though Kierkegaard took an interest
         in childhood, and though his insights speak aptly to the concerns of child educators,
         there is no doubt that education for him meant lifelong formation. We humans are creatures
         who from the start, and well into adult life, are learners on our way toward becoming
         who we might be. While some tools are most easily gained early on, and while we should
         not neglect what might be nurtured most fruitfully from the start, there is both the
         possibility of beginning work later that may have been neglected earlier, and the
         need to wait for the maturing person in order to face some essential tasks in becoming.
         Surely, Kierkegaard concerned himself with the human being as a whole, not only in
         the sense of a well-rounded development of one’s given capacities, but also inasmuch
         as we appropriate and re-appropriate our learning differently at different stages
         along life’s way. Thus, the following is intended as a resource in the philosophy
         of education for any stage in life.
      

      
      Likewise, this book itself is a story about becoming. Like all stories, it is incomplete,
         revisable, and ultimately belongs to whoever stumbles upon it and decides to make
         it his or her own.
      

      
      Reality and Ideality

      
      Immediately influential on Kierkegaard’s views on human duality and education was
         the forerunner of early German romanticism, Friedrich Schiller (1759–1805). Kierkegaard
         appreciates Schiller’s intention of restoring human wholeness by addressing a widespread
         neglect of our aesthetic sense, yet he is also critical of romantic overcompensation,
         which leads to yet another omission, this time of human concreteness. While romanticism
         rightly makes use of aesthetic sensibilities, especially narrative imagination, to
         deliver the individual to a realm of ideality or possibility (Mulighed), it does so to the neglect of other human capacities, particularly self-reflection,
         with the result that its subject is alienated from the realm of reality or actuality
         (Virkelighed). In the same struggle against romantic ideality, Kierkegaard becomes wary of how
         we use narrativity. When self-narrative takes the form of a grand narrative about
         the self, apart from life and under the illusion that one can create the self through
         this very narrating activity, we wind up with fantastical entities. To put it otherwise,
         the farther they are removed from life, the more we get lost in our stories about
         ourselves. Nevertheless, narrativity plays a key role in the formation of identity,
         but a different one than that of self-creation: The stories we tell, hear, and engage
         with are formative teachers, especially when they introduce us to phenomena beyond
         ourselves, as they incite us to real self-transformation. As we shall see, all the
         difference lies in how we relate to our narrative imaginings: whether they are a springboard
         away from the personal, or whether we put our personal lives at stake in them.
      

      
      In hopes of rescuing our wholeness as dual creatures, Schiller criticizes a modern
         overemphasis on intellectual capacities. He dedicates On the Aesthetic Education of Man (1795) to an educational reform that would redress this imbalance. The text comprises
         a series of letters responding in part to Immanuel Kant’s (1724–1804) Critique of Judgment (1790), where Schiller argues for a remaking of civilization through an education
         (Bildung) that develops moral character by way of the instrument of art.
      

      
      In letters eighteen and twenty (AE 87–90; 97–99), Schiller describes the need for
         a meeting place between a human being’s opposing conditions, of activity and passivity,
         of sensation and thought, of form and matter. This intermediate condition is neither
         moral, nor logical, but aesthetic in nature (AE 99), and it is reached as the mind
         passes through a phase “in which sensuousness and reason are active at the same time” (AE 98). The key to unifying a human being will be to nurture this condition, namely,
         through art. Undoubtedly, Schiller shares in the Greek insight that the tension between
         opposites—an in-between space—is a sacred ground for the experience of human beings.[2]  
      

      
      However, though he recognizes that reason’s single-minded demand for unity has neglected
         the multiplicity of concrete experience (AE 32), Schiller succumbs to the temptation
         to unify “in a completely pure combination” (AE 89) elements he would have done better
         to leave as opposed. As he writes, “since both conditions remain eternally opposed to one another, they
         can only be combined by cancellation” (AE 88).[3]   We must hope, in Schiller’s words, “to make this combination perfect, to accomplish
         it so purely and completely that both conditions entirely disappear in a third, and
         no trace of the division remains behind in the whole; otherwise we are isolating but
         not uniting them” (AE 89). In other words, Schiller wants wholeness: seamless, complete,
         without a trace of duality.
      

      
      This is where Kierkegaard takes issue with the romantics. The tension within the self
         that results from a human being’s opposed aspects cannot be smoothed out, as though
         the oppositions themselves could be eradicated. To the contrary, Kierkegaard assigns
         us the lifelong undertaking of holding together our dual aspects—as oppositions. A
         deep respect for both parts of the human condition leads Kierkegaard to his critique
         of romanticism and idealism alike. He fights, throughout his authorship, beginning
         with his dissertation, On the Concept of Irony (1841), for a formation of the human being that does not annihilate, combine by canceling,
         preserve by destroying, or neglect by any other fantastical treatment the different
         aspects of the self. While Kierkegaard has on ongoing love affair with romantic literature,
         praising, alluding to, imitating, and interpreting it, he is at the same time a critical
         lover: Above all, he remains suspicious of the romantic tendency to idealize, especially
         through the misuse of narrative imagination. We benefit most from Kierkegaard’s penetrating
         engagement with the romantics through his emerging ideas on the ambiguous relation
         between ideality and reality in the self’s becoming. 
      

      
      In The Concept of Irony, Kierkegaard addresses the use of irony in the works of the romantic thinkers Friedrich
         Schlegel, Johann Ludwig Tieck, and Karl Wilhelm Ferdinand Solger.[4]   Though irony belongs to the imaginative faculty, Kierkegaard does not critique
         romantic imagination per se, but rather the fantastical role given to it through irony.[5]   Kierkegaard identifies the “romanticists” with the “ironists” (CI 275n/SKS 1, 312n),
         thus emphasizing how the use of ironic distance holds the romantic subject apart from
         life. Ultimately, the romantics overextend the reaches of imagination just as much
         as the modern thinkers they criticize do with the intellect. The result is a subjectivity,
         no different from the Cartesian one, that is alienated from concrete existence. 
      

      
      Not long after his dissertation, Kierkegaard offers the pseudonymous Either/Or (1843) as both a convincing imitation and portrayal of the ironic romantic stance
         (part I) and a polemic against such fantasy-existence (part II). In part II, Judge
         Wilhelm signals the despair at work in the life of part I’s ironic and romantic dreamer,
         “the aesthete”: “You continually hover above yourself, but the higher atmosphere,
         the more refined sublimate, into which you are vaporized, is the nothing of despair”
         (EO2 198/SKS 3, 192). While Either/Or as a whole is far from a straightforward argument against romanticism, it presents
         convincingly the challenges inherent in the relation between possibility in our ideals
         and actuality in our concrete reality. As the pseudonym Johannes Climacus later claims
         in the Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments (1846), the life we encounter in the first part of Either/Or is “not existence, but existence-possibility oriented toward existence, and brought
         so close that one almost feels how every moment is wasted in which a decision has
         not yet been reached” (CUP1 253/SKS 7, 230). The danger of exalted imagination lies
         in the temptation to avoid life, to sneak out of the world (CI 329/SKS 1, 357), however
         close one hovers above it.
      

      
      By idolizing an ironic attitude toward life, as parodied in Either/Or, the romantics fail at their own goal of unity and harmony. Instead of beautiful
         subjects basking in their wholeness, they create fantastic entities doing nothing.
         As Kierkegaard suggests, romantic irony allows a person to spend her time slumbering:
         “Poetry awakens; the powerful longings, the mysterious intimations, the inspired feelings
         awaken; nature awakens; the enchanted princess awakens—the romanticist falls asleep”
         (CI 304/SKS 1, 337). Furthermore, relying too heavily on fantasy, the romantics dream
         up a subject that believes in the sheer power of its particular will. The romantic
         subject, like the Cartesian cogito, is self-sufficient, self-reliant, and independent—in
         short, a puff of air, a mere idea, that remains untouched by the vulnerability of
         life.
      

      
      The Outpourings of an Art-Loving Friar (1797), a cowritten pseudonymous work by Wackenroder and Tieck, is replete with the
         romantic irony Kierkegaard finds troubling. The friar gives a description of the young
         German artist, Joseph Berglinger, who wants nothing but for his “whole life [to] become
         an endless melody.”[6]   Joseph suffers immeasurably when faced with everyday people and concerns. Nothing
         is more bitter to him than when some banality interrupts his ethereal state. Such
         interruptions reduce him to “mingle with the vulgar throng” as, for example, “by his
         sisters quarreling over a new dress, or by his father’s inability to give his eldest
         daughter enough housekeeping money, or by his father telling of some pitiful and wretched
         patient, or by a crippled old beggar woman coming to the door, unable to protect herself
         from the winter’s frost with her rags.”[7]   Repulsed by the finite, Joseph orients himself toward exalted reverie, though finitude
         nauseatingly persists.[8]  
      

      
      For Joseph, mundane affairs represent a “demanding appendix” that has no validity
         (CI 283/SKS 1, 318) and leaves no trace. Though he resents them, these stories from
         below disappear just as suddenly as they appeared: “Often, for hours on end, he would
         torture himself with such thoughts, unable to find any way out of his dilemma. Yet
         almost before he knew it, the vile images which seemed to drag him down into the mire
         of this earth would vanish from his soul, and his spirit would be reveling again freely
         in the breezes.”[9]   Artistic flight from real context and actual environment disturbs Kierkegaard in
         The Concept of Irony. It represents the hubristic subject’s belief that it can create in imagination a
         higher actuality of its own, purified of life’s repulsive suffering and banality.
         Its goal, however, is an illusion and the life it gives itself contains nothing more
         than false comfort.[10]   In Kierkegaard’s terms, the question is whether one relates the narrative imagination
         to art such that one “let[s] oneself be poetically composed” by it, or whether one
         tries forcefully to “compose oneself poetically” (CI 283/SKS 1, 318). In other words,
         it is one thing to allow art to form who we are, and yet another to insist on creating
         ourselves through art. These two modes are differentiated by whether a person has
         a “definite context into which he has to fit” (ibid.) or whether “it is not his concern
         to form himself in such a way that he fits into his environment” (ibid.). It’s a matter
         of leaving the world behind or in every way taking it into account. The former way
         may keep us safe (from risk, responsibility, and the demands of others), but the cost
         is high: We thus forsake the whole moral order in which human beings have their actuality
         (ibid.).
      

      
      Significantly, the friar who narrates Joseph’s story protects himself from reality
         no less than does Joseph. In fact, his attitudes toward life and art mirror Joseph’s
         perfectly. In a passage on his longing for Italy (Sehnsucht nach Italien), he bemoans not being able to live for art alone.[11]   If only he could have this wish, his longing would be fulfilled. However, abstract
         longing is the friar’s ethos, which he is not likely to give up. Where actuality calls for him to get involved,
         as in his relationship with Joseph, he remains a mere observer. He maintains ironic
         distance, ironically enough, even while he wonders whether Joseph should fasten his
         imaginings to actuality.[12]   Kierkegaard comments on the romantic author’s tendency to see his own ironic project
         as restoring actuality. He notes that Solger describes irony’s role as teaching us
         to remain in actuality and to seek our truth in our limitations (CI 320/SKS 1, 350);
         but Solger’s irony, like romantic irony generally, remains speculative and abstract,
         it gives us the negative without affirming the positive, it does nothing to inspire
         us to a higher actuality (CUP 322–23/SKS). Incidentally, if the friar could have answered
         his own questions about actuality affirmatively, he might have been compelled to become
         the much-needed guide Joseph is wanting in moral life. 
      

      
      The pseudonymous friar’s lack of self-clarity may inspire us to wonder about the authors
         of the text themselves, Wackenroder and Tieck. Kierkegaard notes that while it is
         customarily of no concern to us how a poet, say a Shakespeare or a Goethe, leads his
         personal life, the misrelation between an ironist such as Solger and his actual existence
         can gain significance (CI 324–25/SKS 1, 353). It can reveal that a person does not
         orient and integrate himself in the age in which he lives, nor is he free in the actuality
         to which he belongs (CI 326/SKS 1, 354). For his part, Goethe’s greatness lies in
         his ability to mirror his poet-life in his actual life (CI 325/SKS 1, 353). Everything
         depends on how we relate to art’s ability to allow us to gain distance from our finite
         existence. Do we use it to escape our actual lives once and for all, or do we take
         distance temporarily in order to reflect critically about ourselves? These questions
         pertain to us today, just as much as they did to the romantic authors Kierkegaard
         critiqued centuries ago: “After all, what holds for the poet-
existence holds also in some measure for every single individual’s life” (CI 325–26/SKS
         1, 354). Does the art we relate to “stand in any conscious and inward relation” to
         us (CI 326/SKS 1, 354), or do we use it only for escape and entertainment?
      

      
      Kierkegaard thus warns against irony’s distance, which avoids the concretizing of
         possibility in actuality. In two later works, The Concept of Anxiety (1844) and, especially, The Sickness unto Death (1849), he attempts to work out explicitly the reasons for this avoidance, as well
         as possible ways for overcoming it. These texts, both rather “academic,” but also
         deeply psychological in nature, seek to preserve romantic ideality while doing justice
         to human reality. In The Sickness unto Death, Kierkegaard’s pseudonym Anti-Climacus identifies the refusal to be bound by actuality
         as a form of “defiance” (SUD 67–74/SKS 11, 181–87). Romantic irony is defiant inasmuch
         as it refuses the demands and limitations of a person’s real-world relations and situation.
         The ironic subject wants to answer to no one and to be bound only by the limits she
         sets for herself, namely none at all. In a way, ironic defiance is a flight from the
         inevitable suffering of life. Kierkegaard fears, however, that in removing herself
         from life because of suffering, a person also deprives herself of suffering’s dialectical
         other, that is, joy. As he suggests, “irony is indeed free, free from the sorrows
         of actuality, but also free from its joys, free from its blessing” (CI 279/SKS 1,
         315). In other words, harbored from the rough seas of everyday commitment, a person
         also loses out on its bounty.
      

      
      Furthermore, in losing her ties to finitude, a person also potentially loses herself,
         becoming “a word without meaning because it is wrenched out of its associations” (CI
         283/SKS 1, 318). The Sickness unto Death identifies the cause of this loss as not venturing to be so moved in inward life that
         one’s transformation becomes reflected outwardly, however difficult the consequences
         (SUD 34–35/SKS 11, 150–51). Kierkegaard was familiar with Goethe’s Sorrows of Young Werther (1774), where the hero undergoes the ultimate loss of himself for just this reason.[13]   A stranger in the small town of Wahlheim, the young artist Werther places all his
         romantic hopes on Charlotte, who is already engaged to his senior, Albert. Despite
         the close friendships Werther develops with both Lotte and Albert, and despite the
         opportunities for ethical involvement their relationships suggest to him, Werther
         succumbs to melancholy. In the end he flees into the ultimate defiance—namely suicide.
         Trapped in his own fantastic subjectivity, he is self-alienated from the circumstances
         that nonetheless shape him. This kind of dreamer, Kierkegaard writes, “stands proudly
         inclosed within himself, and just as Adam had the animals pass by, he lets people
         pass before him and finds no fellowship for himself” (CI 283/SKS 1, 318). Inclosed
         and without fellowship, Werther also neglects his moral duties toward others. Since
         he believes he may poetically compose his environment as much as himself (ibid.),
         the response he owes Albert, Lotte, and the other people in his life goes unanswered.
      

      
      And yet, despite all its dangers, we need ideality. Far from condemning it, Kierkegaard
         believes that our imaginative ability to abstract into possibility is essential to
         becoming oneself. Intolerance, impatience, fear, and simply being comfortable can
         hold a person back from ever leaving the bounds of her particular finitude. But a
         flexible imagination allows her to transcend them with ease. The boundlessness of
         abstraction calls forth the courage essential to moral and spiritual life. This realm
         provides us with the occasion for discovering the other, including the other within,
         the divine other, and the other person. Openness to the unknown and the indeterminate
         is a quality Kierkegaard praises as highly as do the romantics. In this openness lies
         a person’s potential for growth.
      

      
      Likewise, as testified by its appearance throughout the formal authorship, neither
         does Kierkegaard altogether reject the use of irony. What counts is whether one uses
         irony, or humor, or any other tactic, to take distance as a means for flight, or whether
         one does so in order to examine one’s own life.[14]   Irony can allow us to transcend our current state, become critical of the status
         quo, and imagine how things could be different. This is the beginning of personal
         life (CI 326/SKS 1, 355). But irony can also allow us to evade all contact with life,
         as an imagined self floats farther and farther away from the self we are in actuality.
         This is the romantic subject’s use of irony in a self-project, which requires that
         she take herself as her own source of truth, her own creator, and her own redeemer.[15]   By contrast, when irony is used as a “bath of regeneration and rejuvenation,” it
         nourishes the process of becoming (CI 326/SKS 1, 355). Then, Kierkegaard suggests,
         a person knows “the refreshment and strengthening that come with undressing when the
         air gets too hot and heavy and diving into the sea of irony, not in order to stay
         there, of course, but in order to come out healthy, happy, and buoyant and to dress
         again” (CI 327/SKS 1, 355). When irony is used correctly, that is, with a true relation
         to one’s personal life, it has the power to teach us “how to actualize actuality”
         (CI 328/SKS 1, 356).
      

      
      Significantly, if we simply take Kierkegaard for a romantic, as he appears in his
         more literary pseudonymous writings (such as Either/Or or Repetition), we may mistakenly attribute to him a self-determining, fully autonomous, and isolated
         subject. However, Kierkegaard rejects the subjectivity of romantic irony, as seen
         in his dissertation, as well as in a continued battle throughout his life against
         the flight into pure possibility and alienation. Where this is missed, so is the dialectic
         between possibility and actuality, activity and receptivity, characteristic of Kierkegaard’s
         thought. As the present work argues, formative education in Kierkegaard accentuates
         the need for receptivity just as much as independence, reality just as much as ideality.
         Inasmuch as he remains a romantic, Kierkegaard believes in striving beyond one’s present
         condition toward an ideal.[16]   Yet he insists: This movement always lands us again in the finite. As Climacus
         writes: “Leaping means to belong essentially to the earth and to respect the law of
         gravity so that the leap is merely the momentary” (CUP1 124/SKS 7, 119). For Kierkegaard,
         we are always in the process of becoming, which means striving contains repetition,
         and becoming always has a definite context, which means we allow ourselves to be formed
         by it.
      

      
      Furthermore, far from striving for striving’s sake, the leap is always in part about
         attaining one’s ideals. This contrasts with the romantics’ pure longing as Sehnsucht, where we indulge in longing for longing’s sake, but not for any particular fulfillment
         of our longing.[17]   For Kierkegaard, romantic Sehnsucht represents a limited perspective on striving. Climacus warns that striving “is not
         to be understood finitely as a continued and perpetually continued striving toward
         a goal without reaching it” (CUP1 92–93/SKS 7, 91). Viewed fully, striving continually
         gains material for concrete existence. The romantic subject, reaching out toward a
         goal it refuses to encounter, becomes comically and tragically lost upon itself. Isolated
         and alienated from lived experience and from the other, this subject relates to itself
         as a project, as a possibility, and no more. It is also likely to have weak attachments
         to its ideal, easily replacing it with another, so that even its dreams remain superficial.
      

      
      Everything depends upon how we relate to our imagined projections of our ideals, including
         our imagined selves. In The Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus writes, the “mirror of possibility is no ordinary mirror: it must
         be used with extreme caution, for, in the highest sense, this mirror does not tell
         the truth. That a self appears to be such and such in the possibility of itself is
         only a half-truth, for in the possibility of itself the self is still far from, or
         is only half of itself” (SUD 37/SKS 11, 152).[18]   The possibilities we encounter through narrative imagination are essential to moral
         and spiritual transformation; and yet, so long as we remain at the level of possibility,
         the actuality of the self does not emerge in its relation to life.[19]  
      

      
      Freedom and Anxiety

      
      The essence of human being, for Kierkegaard, is freedom. We become aware of this essence
         in our first desire to exercise our freedom. A yearning calls upon us from within,
         tempting and exciting us, daring us to make use of our ability to do something freely,
         to act from our own initiative. Ultimately, it asks us to align ourselves with our
         essence, that is, to become who we are. Becoming, then, entails actualizing ourselves
         by acting as free agents. However, for Kierkegaard, our free essence does not give
         us license to do whatever we want, which would manifest only a “negative” freedom.
         Being essentially free doesn’t mean that anything goes, or that any manifestation
         of freedom fulfills our essence. Negative freedom may entail simply being “free from,”
         that is, free from restrictions, prohibitions, and hindrances, so that we might even
         be said “freely” to choose evil, if we could do so unimpeded. But, in that case, we
         are “freely slaving” under an alien power to which we have subjected ourselves, as
         in the case of addiction. “Positive” freedom, in contrast, implies that we are “free
         for,” in the sense that we have been freed up for a free possibility, so that only
         then do we speak of a person being fully free, that is, freely choosing to be in the
         good. Being positively free means fulfilling what freedom sets out for us: In freedom,
         self-actively, responsibly, and with accountability, coming into what we are intended
         for within the power of the good.
      

      
      Kierkegaard was not the first to recognize human essence as freedom. F. W. J. Schelling
         (1775–1854) influenced Kierkegaard with his insight into freedom as the fundamental
         human category.[20]   In his Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom (1809), Schelling noted that the idealist tradition, while unknowingly taking freedom
         as its innermost presupposition in an abstract notion of the will (PI 21), failed
         to offer any guidance for understanding just how freedom actually operates (PI 22).
         He wanted to rectify this, treating freedom not abstractly but as a “real and vital
         concept” (PI 23), an inquiry into which Kierkegaard in turn joins, as later will Martin
         Heidegger (1889–1996).
      

      
      Following Schelling, Kierkegaard takes freedom not as an attribute of the human will
         (such that one’s will could be free or unfree), but rather as the ground for human
         being, that is, as the individual’s share and participation in being. Heidegger, who
         borrows this insight, states in his 1936 lectures on Schelling that freedom is “not
         the property of man, but the other way around: Man is at best the property of freedom.”[21]   In this approach, instead of presupposing that we know what a human being is, namely
         a rational will to which freedom may or may not be attributable, we inquire into freedom
         as a ground that may shed light on human being. As such, we shift from a perspective
         where freedom is my power to do this or that, to one where becoming entails attuning
         myself to the freedom at the core of my being. Furthermore, Kierkegaard would agree
         with Schelling, for whom “the concept of becoming is the only one appropriate to the
         nature of things” (PI 28). Thus, Kierkegaard places freedom in the process of becoming
         in order to observe its movements. Notably, beyond Schelling’s analysis, Kierkegaard
         discovers anxiety or dread (Angest) at the heart of freedom’s becoming.
      

      
      Schelling’s inquiry into freedom is fundamental to Kierkegaard’s particular and highly
         ambiguous conception of human duality. Schelling forgoes the classical dualisms Schiller,
         following Kant, had preserved, between God and nature, divine perfection and human
         finitude, or spirit and matter. Instead, he proposes that our duality is the same
         duality contained in God, the duality between ground and existence, possibility and
         actuality. This ground, which we share with God, is a yearning, but it is as yet without
         understanding (PI 28). In the ground there still lies anarchy and darkness (PI 29),
         though locked up within this ground is the possibility of light and life, which we
         glimpse in our yearning (PI 30). As we strive to retain this glimpse of life, as we
         strive toward light, toward understanding, and toward the good, darkness inevitably
         remains as our “necessary inheritance” (ibid.). The dual principle we perceive in
         human beings (of darkness and light) expresses the difference between potentiality
         and actuality (PI 31), between the merely possible and the concretely existing. In
         the darkness of potentiality, we have the blind will of pure craving and initial yearning;
         in the light of actuality, we have the will raised up to the level of understanding,
         which manifests at once as universal and truly particular will (PI 32). To put it
         otherwise, there is the negative freedom of blindly wanting whatever we want, and
         the positive freedom of wanting the good. Only the latter is truly free.
      

      
      Worth noting here is that for Schelling, as for Kierkegaard after him, a portrayal
         of the human condition as a whole will include an account of darkness, that is, of
         sin; such an account relays simply that this darkness is one aspect of a full, actual
         human being, not a defect or shortcoming. Schelling thus departs in his analysis from
         traditional theological solutions to the problem of evil. In addressing the question
         “What makes sin possible?” Schelling tells a story of human development as involving
         a break, a differentiation, which we might capture in the image of a child leaving
         the womb: This exit is entirely natural, and yet, it is traditionally called “sin.”
         In other words, to act, to enter into humanity is already to sin. Kierkegaard understood
         Schelling’s particular theological presupposition here: that sin is not necessarily
         an ethical category, but can be treated fruitfully as an ontological one. So it is
         that such terms as sin, guilt, and unfreedom can appear in Kierkegaard without carrying
         the same moral overtones we might expect them to have elsewhere. We do well to keep
         this in mind wherever we come across these traditionally loaded theological terms
         in Kierkegaard.
      

      
      For Schelling, freedom first manifests as a yearning (Sehnsucht) arising out of obscurity (PI 28ff). This is the yearning of an unactualized potential,
         the “nothing” of possibility that seeks to be actualized. Ultimately, in the case
         of human beings, what seeks actualization is selfhood or spirit, which would come
         to be in the transfiguration of darkness into light (PI 32). Crucial to both Schelling
         and Kierkegaard’s conception of freedom’s becoming is the impossibility of attributing
         this yearning to an arbitrary act of free will. There is as yet no “free” will to
         speak of, as the restless yearning we see in the ground only strives slavishly toward
         it knows not what. Rather, on Kierkegaard’s account, it is actuality itself that enters
         and “tempts” potentiality. As we see in The Concept of Anxiety, the spirit, still dreaming (CA 50/SKS 4, 347), rises up and confronts itself: Unactualized
         spirit wants to use its freedom.
      

      
      Notably, time becomes strange as we examine freedom’s movements. It seems as though
         one’s future self knocked on the door of a mere dream of the self. Yet the movement
         anticipated by yearning is a leap, which for Kierkegaard has the temporality of a
         circle rather than a line (see, e.g., CA 136/ SKS 4, 415). The ambiguity belonging
         to freedom rests first and foremost in this strange yearning that arises from nothing
         anxiously to tempt itself. Plato had identified this innermost force of the soul as
         eros. Kierkegaard discovered that inner yearning expresses itself as anxiety.
      

      
      Kierkegaard’s poetic insight relays that there is anxiety in Eden (see CA 54/SKS 4,
         350).[22]   By calling it poetic, we emphasize that the image is a metaphor. The analysis of
         the fall from Eden, given by the pseudonym Vigilius Haufniensis in The Concept of Anxiety, is a psychological one pertaining to every human being, not a theological one pertaining
         only to Adam and Eve. Adam and Eve are you and I, and the fall from grace is the fall
         from innocence of every one of us. This is worth underscoring, if the analysis of
         anxiety as an expression of freedom is to avoid remaining abstract.
      

      
      So long as spirit merely shows itself without actualizing itself, it remains a nothing
         that produces unease (CA 51/SKS 4, 348). As Haufniensis writes: “This is the profound
         secret of innocence, that at the same time it is anxiety” (CA 50/SKS 4, 347). Clearly,
         upon this view, anxiety does not manifest in an external relation between a subject
         and the object it perceives, desires, or fears; rather, produced from within, it is
         an internal relation between freedom and its own possibility for being. Haufniensis
         offers a compelling image to capture this anxious relation, which Kierkegaard is likely
         to have found in Schelling: Standing over the abyss of possibility, “anxiety is the
         dizziness of freedom” (CA 75/SKS 4, 365).[23]  
      

      
      Worth noting is that freedom in the ground is still value- and
 judgment-free. Freedom’s first stirrings bring about anxiety, not because we might
         in freedom choose good or evil, but, preceding any such choice, because freedom desires
         to manifest its ability, which makes us tremble.[24]   Haufniensis insists, “freedom’s possibility is not the ability to choose good or
         evil. . . . The possibility is to be able [kunne]” (CA 60/SKS 4, 354; trans. mod.). Confronted in yearning is an unqualified being
         able, which desires to manifest, the expression of which we experience as the emotional
         state of general anxiousness. Later, we may experience anxiety in a moral context,
         but its first manifestations precede such choices. Thus we emphasize how primal the
         phenomenon is: Anxiety lies in the pre-moral ground as possibility as such.
      

      
      At last, out of Eden and into the world as we know it, we have the qualitative leap.
         The anxious striving we identified as freedom now posits itself actually. In the biblical
         image, Adam and Eve taste of the forbidden fruit. As for us human beings, we move
         out of innocence, acting for the first time on our own initiative, no longer buffered
         by the unmovable adult world. No doubt, the loss of innocence does not happen only
         once, for example, in childhood or adolescence, though many will likely remember some
         significant early event from personal life. Rather, the movement captured in the image
         of the fall from Eden is a repetition of leaving the womb, being weaned, separating
         from God or the mother; it happens continually throughout life, wherever the basic
         freedom of being able is rediscovered as new and put into play. In any case, by positing
         itself, freedom enters directly into unfreedom; it becomes guilty of the separability
         of its dual aspect. That is, through our very first act of freedom, we enter into
         humanity, into the human saga, whereby we are no longer safely and innocently protected
         in the womb, but utterly exposed and totally responsible for ourselves. Before this
         act, we are not yet “separable,” we are one with God, or with the mother, or with
         the fixed adult world. Once we have acted freely, however, we can move away from these
         centers into our own deviations. There is now the real possibility of going astray,
         of committing a crime, of betraying ourselves or others. In the Bible story, Adam
         and Eve are thus banished from the Garden, made aware of their guilt, their nakedness,
         and their separation from God. In terms of our personal existence, we gain consciousness
         of the randomness of our free action, the lack of absolute law in the world, and the
         weight and loneliness of responsibility.
      

      
      Importantly, in Kierkegaard’s story, the yearning to actualize possibility originates
         in freedom itself. Thus, the temptation does not come from without, but metaphorically
         speaking from Adam as he talked to himself (CA 55/SKS 4, 351). Haufniensis notes how
         the myth of the serpent tempting Eve expresses in external narrative the phenomenon
         as it unfolds internal to each human being: “The myth gives outward expression to
         something that is inward” (CA 57/SKS 4, 352). What we have in the traditional biblical
         account is a description of how the first act of freedom comes about. In his psychological
         reinterpretation, Kierkegaard underlines that “each person is tempted by himself”
         (CA 58/SKS 4, 353; James 1:13–14). In other words, we are each responsible for the
         very act that makes us free acting agents for the first time.
      

      
      It is worth pausing to note again that there is no moral weight to the concept of
         temptation as it appears here. In Kierkegaard’s reinterpretation of the metaphor,
         what is traditionally a seeming theological problem that needs accounting for (if
         we are to be able to explain the possibility of evil), becomes for him an existential
         journey. The temptation, the transgression, and the fall are not our downfall, but rather apt and colorful metaphors for how we develop as human beings.
      

      
      Likewise, the dialectic of unfreedom, at least inasmuch as we first enter into unfreedom,
         does not carry moral connotations for Kierkegaard (the moral may be said to enter
         in later, when we remain in unfreedom despite opportunities for coming out of it).
         As we will unpack just below, the paradox exists that as soon as we act freely for
         the first time, as soon as we take hold of possibility, which seems to promise freedom,
         we become unfree. As with his other central terms, we must reinterpret the language
         of unfreedom along with Kierkegaard if we are to grasp his existential meaning. Unfreedom
         is not, as it may seem, the opposite of freedom, as though we had lost it as soon
         as we gained it, but rather an aspect of freedom itself.
      

      
      In fact, to fully understand freedom, we must grasp the possibility of the loss of
         freedom within it. Being able to act freely means being able to walk voluntarily along
         a path of our own making. It is rather impossible to avoid doing so as we make individual
         choices in life. This is the sense in which Kierkegaard takes the individual to be
         “guilty” of her own “unfreedom,” that is, responsible for her own wandering agency.
         Surely, the initial movements of freedom are our first attempts to be ourselves. However,
         human agency makes us “unfree” so long as we remain merely negatively free. To come
         into full, positive freedom, we will have to exercise this newly discovery ability
         toward meaningful, shared, and good possibilities.
      

      
      Kierkegaard offers the language of “hobbled [hildet] freedom” (CA 60/SKS 4, 354) in order to explicate the negative freedom that first
         posits the self. Our first acts of freedom are not totally free; they are in some
         way or another entangled, such as when they are tied to whim, to desire, to the momentary
         or the fleeting. Nonetheless, through hobbled freedom, a human being exercises the
         ability to choose for herself, apart from the whole, for the first time. As Haufniensis
         clarifies, the term “self” signifies “precisely the contradiction of positing the
         universal as the particular” (CA 95–6/SKS 4, 381). One yearns to realize one’s self,
         but this entails separating oneself out. Likewise, Schelling, in his search for the
         origin of evil (PI 40), describes this first movement as “tearing oneself away from
         God” (PI 25). As he suggests, selfhood as spirit can separate itself from the light
         (PI 33); acting on our own, we are capable of deviating from the good. As Schelling
         sees it, out of balance, this mere particular will rules on its own, not able to bring
         unity, and it must “strive to put together or form its own particular life from the
         forces that have moved apart from one another” (PI 34). So long as we remain merely
         with negative freedom, we are “an indignant host of desires and appetites”; if we
         never develop further than this, the individual is doomed to a life of mendacity,
         restlessness, and decay (ibid.).
      

      
      Strange that this should be called sin, being a human being, and that this should
         make us guilty, becoming who we are. Plato, who did not share our theological presuppositions,
         could posit eros without needing to account for sin, guilt, and unfreedom. I suggest that Kierkegaard
         too is a rather erotic thinker: The anxious desire that leads us to exercise freedom
         is the motor of our existential pilgrimage. But freedom is a great responsibility:
         Torn from the whole, we may may come out of harmony and deviate. To put it otherwise,
         leaving the innocence of childhood, a person becomes a personality, a particular I, separable from her source and ground. We remain only negatively free when we try
         to create ourselves apart and on our own, whereby we give ourselves a determinacy
         that is as yet unwarranted. To gain legitimacy, as I address in chapter 4, we must
         receive justification for ourselves from the other; only this can reunite us with
         our shared universal ground.
      

      
      Continual Becoming

      
      Kierkegaard presents us with a difficulty in becoming. On the one hand, it is in finitude
         that a first or negative self is posited, as there is no “self” in paradise, that
         is, there is no self before freedom exercises its freedom (CA 96/SKS 4, 382). On the
         other hand, this particular actuality is unjustified as it is by no means necessary.
         Further, it is posited as annulled possibility (CA 137/SKS 4, 415), though it was
         in possibility that freedom first awoke. In possibility, one had everything, so to
         speak; in actuality, one is trapped in the unfreedom of but one unwarranted something.
         “An Ecstatic Discourse” in Either/Or, part I, can be seen as a lesson in possibility lost: Choose this or choose that,
         you will regret it either way; for, no matter what you choose, possibility is thereby
         annulled (EO1 38–43/SKS 2, 47–52). To say that choice involves annulling possibility
         means that every time we walk through a particular door, an infinite number of other
         doors close behind us. This is the human condition: We cannot walk down every road,
         but we must set off on one of them. However, the dilemma of lost possibilities, that
         is, the drama of the nostalgic romantic hero, may torture us only insofar as we remain
         with negative freedom.
      

      
      In this sense, the first self is an unfree self, which, though given to a certain
         degree, now has the responsibility for becoming a deeper self. This first self does
         not develop toward a deeper self as a matter of course. Rather, it tends to flee this
         realization in one of two principal ways. In positing a particularity, one becomes
         trapped either in the principle of darkness (e.g., I am this; I am pure individuality) or the principle of light (e.g., I am pure reason; I am the race).[25]   In The Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus examines these tendencies as different manners of despair. Later,
         in Being and Nothingness (1943), Sartre calls this phenomenon “bad faith,” describing it as our attempt to
         seek refuge in either facticity or transcendence.[26]   A famous Sartrean example describes a woman on a first date, torn between wanting
         to be desired as body and wanting to be respected as freedom.[27]   Without finding a way to exist as both body and soul, the woman divorces the two,
         becoming “all intellect.”[28]   For Kierkegaard, the unfree self attempts either to burrow itself totally in its
         “whatness” or to project itself completely in its “not yet.” The woman in Sartre’s
         example could have gone either way; sometimes we shift between one manner of bad faith
         and another. Perhaps later in the story, she became “all body.” In either case, we
         flee from one part of our dual aspect.[29]   This is the sense in which the first self for Kierkegaard is not yet quite a self,
         or is still a negative self.
      

      
      Fortunately, Kierkegaard concerns himself with the positing of unfreedom primarily
         inasmuch as he looks ahead to the possibility of redemption. In other words, he draws
         attention to our dual nature, and the myriad ways in which we flee from it, primarily
         in order to discover indications for how we might develop in terms of positive freedom.
      

      
      What are the signs of the prospect of salvation? In unfreedom, possibility, though
         it has been annulled, remains as a trace of the loss of freedom. A remainder of what
         is not appears within what is, or nonbeing appears within being. Though we renounced endless possibilities when
         we made our choice, the very phenomenon of possibility itself remains present within
         us as a whisper. Though this may manifest as hankering over some particular lost possibility,
         Kierkegaard rather has in mind, more generally, the ever-present feeling that my particular
         existence lacks necessity: Things could very easily have been otherwise. Yet this
         very lack of necessity announces the possibility of retrieving freedom. Finitude’s
         fragility thus shows itself as a sign of salvation.
      

      
      The presence of what is not, that is, possibility, appears no differently to us in
         our state of unfreedom than it did when freedom first awoke—the relation remains one
         of anxiety. Unfreedom, as a phenomenon of freedom itself (CA 162–3n/SKS 4, 436n),
         continues to relate anxiously to possibility. We place ourselves again before endless
         doorways, trembling at the prospect of choosing. Anxiety outside of Eden is the signal
         that unfreedom yearns for the positive forms of freedom.
      

      
      As Haufniensis indicates, we are indebted to Plato for having approached the paradoxical
         thought that nonbeing is not an absence, or a nothing in the sense that we cannot
         even say anything about it (see CA 100–03n/SKS 4, 385n). Rather, as argued in The   Sophist, nonbeing is present as the Different, as the other, which has definite existence
         parceled out across the interrelation of beings.[30]   However, in everyday life, we tend to forget that choice does not cancel possibility
         as such. When we nestle ourselves into the facticity of some particularity, we think
         anxiety will disappear along with the moment of choice (CA 134/SKS 4, 413). We have
         faced the choice of career path, of whether to marry, of whether or not to risk an
         unknown; but once we’ve chosen, it seems as though we should be done with trembling
         before the abyss of possibility. We should find solid earth beneath us once again,
         and be free to settle into the comfort of a new familiar. And yet, in becoming, we
         are never rid of possibility. With new projects come new possibilities and new anxieties.
         The cycle never completes, as we are ever on our way.
      

      
      How we interpret the actualization of potentiality is key for understanding the self’s
         becoming in Kierkegaard. We often take actualization as an end-point, as the completion
         of some process. Thus, actuality represents the destruction of potentiality, a transition
         out of possibility that leaves the possible behind. What if, instead, we understood
         actuality as the preservation and working out of potentiality? If the possible is
         understood as contributing itself in the work of actualizing, we thereby save it from
         annihilation in the transition. Then, potentiality is a resourcefulness, which lends
         itself and remains itself in actuality. In this sense, the realization of actuality
         is an ongoing exploring and enacting of the possible. We thus glimpse the movements
         of freedom in the cycle of positing and breaking free from unfreedom. The reverse
         is no doubt glimpsed as well: Negative freedom can be seen in the cycle of positing
         and breaking free from freedom. This process is ongoing, for actuality is not found
         in the completed work, but in the working out. From this perspective, the exploring
         of potentiality, that is, actualization, is no longer fixed merely as an end-point,
         but draws the transitioning individual along its way. To put it simply, freedom, negative
         or positive, is always an activity.
      

      
      It may seem counterintuitive to find unfreedom at the beginning, luring freedom along.
         Yet this is to say that we find actuality “at the beginning,” drawing the unactualized
         potential toward its becoming. It is as though a person answered the door to her future
         self. Such an understanding of actuality implies we are never in a state of total
         completion or inactivity, no more “in the beginning” than “at the end.” In fact, these
         terminal loci lose their steadfast positioning. Freedom and unfreedom are no longer
         seen as opposed, but rather as intertwined.
      

      
      Both in actuality’s fetching of potentiality and in potentiality’s contributing to
         actualizing, anxiety lies in the relation. For in either case, something seemingly
         foreign (unactualized potential or lost possibility) lays hold of a person, which
         she both loves and does not love, but which she fears (see CA 52/SKS 4, 349). Thus
         I stare out the door ambivalently, both repelled by and drawn toward my future self.
         This is the ambiguity of anxiety (ibid.). So long as we remain in this state, so long
         as spirit is not made actual, we are torn between the desire to flee and the desire
         to become ourselves (see CA 53/SKS 4, 349).
      

      
      It may seem we are in a difficult predicament. However, through and even owing to
         unfreedom we come to recognize the possibility of becoming spirit. After all, only
         as a particular individual do I have the possibility of receiving myself. Certainly,
         Haufniensis emphasizes that a person sins by living only in the instant as abstracted
         from the eternal (CA 113/SKS 4, 396); however, once sin is posited as a leap into
         temporality, it is fruitless to try to abstract from the temporal (ibid.). In other
         words, we are our dual aspect, and we need not seek to be rid of either side. Haufniensis
         warns against the seductive question: What if Adam had not sinned (CA 60–61/SKS 4,
         355)? This amounts to asking: What if the human condition were otherwise than it is?
         We can, of course, ask this question. Such essential questioning belongs to our struggling
         nature. But we should also remember that if “Adam had not sinned, he would that very
         instant have passed over into eternity” (CA 113/SKS 4, 396). If the human condition
         were not split into a dual principle, we would simply be beasts or angels. However
         magnificent the nature of these other creatures, this is a story about human beings.
         As we discover our condition, our attention and efforts are best directed toward discovering
         how to live well as we are. For Kierkegaard, our task lies in learning to express
         the eternal in our outward existence as temporal beings (CA 128/SKS 4, 407), to let
         the infinite show through our finite particularity, and to enact the dialectic between
         freedom and unfreedom in continual becoming.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Dannelse is the Danish term for the German Bildung, which means cultivation
 or formation. The term Bildung, which came into popular use in Germany in the late eighteenth century, refers to
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            2.    Aristotle, in Nicomachean Ethics, cites Heraclitus as saying that opposites unite, attunement stems from opposing
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                  trying “to have one’s mouth full of crackers and to whistle at the same time” (CUP1
                  222/SKS 7, 203). 
               

            

         

         
            4. As for the use of the term “irony,” note that the romantics were originally self-titled
                  “ironists” (CI 275n./SKS 1, 213n.), who saw themselves as continuing the work of Socrates
                  in disrupting logos-centric discourse. On Kierkegaard’s relationship to romantic irony,
                  see K. Brian Söderquist, The Isolated Self: Truth and Untruth in Søren Kierkegaard’s On the Concept of Irony (Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 2013). On the romantics’
                  relationship to Socrates, see ibid., pp. 120–27.
               

            

         

         
            5. Notably, the Danish term Fantasie means both as “fantasy” and “imagination.” For a historical analysis of Kierkegaard’s
                  ideas on the imagination, see David J. Gouwens, Kierkegaard’s Dialectic of the Imagination (New York: Peter Lang, 1989), esp. chap. 1–2; “Kierkegaard on the Ethical Imagination,” in
                  Journal of Religious Ethics 10:2 (1982), pp. 204–19; and “Understanding, Imagination, and Irony in Kierkegaard
                  Repetition,” in Fear and Trembling and Repetition, vol. 6 of International Kierkegaard Commentary, ed. Robert L. Perkins (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1993), pp. 283–308; see
                  also George Pattison, “Kierkegaard and Imagination,” in Theology 87:6 (1985), pp. 6–12.
               

            

         

         
            6. W. H. Wackenroder and L. Tieck, Outpourings of an Art Loving Friar, trans. Edward Mornin (New York: Frederick Ungar Publishing, 1975), p. 106.
               

            

         

         
            7. Ibid., p. 110.

            

         

         
            8. Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) continues with the theme of the repulsiveness and persistence
                  of finitude in his novel Nausea (1938), as well as in his philosophical work Being and Nothingness (1943), as does Albert Camus in his novel The Stranger (1942). More recently, Tom McCarthy does so in his novel Remainder (2005).
               

            

         

         
            9. Wackenroder and Tieck, Outpourings of an Art Loving Friar, p. 110. 
               

            

         

         
            10. See K. Brian Söderquist, The Isolated Self, pp. 164–71. As Söderquist suggests, for Kierkegaard, “the more one becomes attracted
                  to the artificial order one has created for oneself, the more one is prevented from
                  seeking an authentic understanding of oneself and the finite conditions in which the
                  self resides.” Ibid., p. 167.
               

            

         

         
            11. A poem written in his youth now reawakens his longing: “Shall I languish here from
                  longing/And quite pine away with love?/And will destiny ignore me,/Ever damn to unfulfillment/All
                  this striving and desire?/Am I, then, indeed forsaken,/A companion of the damned?/Oh,
                  how happy is the mortal/Who is predestined by the gods/To devote his life to art?”
                  Wackenroder and Tieck, Outpourings of an Art Loving Friar, pp. 10–1.
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      Chapter 1

      Narrativity

      
         
         
      

      
      An often-overlooked premise for human development is that people love learning. When
         human essence is conceived in terms of freedom, the desire to learn can be seen as
         arising from within, and learning becomes a discovery of the world through given resources.
         In this light, rather than merely acquiring facts and information, the process of
         learning also entails making use of our emerging capacities; rather than chiefly a
         transferal of knowledge, teaching becomes an upbringing of potential from within.
         Today, however, with a growing focus on the bare utility of schooling and an increasing
         neglect of its humanity, teachers often discover themselves restricted by policy to
         methods that threaten to yawn to sleep kids’ natural love of learning. In contrast,
         as teachers know, a well-rounded upbringing involves lighting and kindling the fire
         within; it aims at arousing and guiding desire, which is there, striving to spill
         forth. As children and adults alike, we love to follow our desire in exercising our
         ability.
      

      
      The Socratic method of dialogue, as Kierkegaard among others intuited, awakens this
         ability, which is there, yearning to be activated, yet which requires the spark of
         self-activity. Socrates knew how to spark, or even sting or bite, his interlocutors.[1]   Yet the caustic, stinging ironist out to awaken his opponents, as we encounter
         in Plato’s Euthyphro or Gorgias, is not the Socrates I emphasize here. Rather, I have in mind the Socrates who acts
         as midwife, who coaxes and guides his friends in intimate conversation through the
         use of myths and stories, as we find in the Phaedrus or Phaedo.[2]    This chapter explores how Socratic dialogue as an educational method functions
         by tapping into human narrativity through directed questions and provisional answers
         concerning one’s own relation to phenomena. Socratic dialogue in this sense leads
         a person onto a personal path of questioning and narratively constructing and revising
         his or her own existential interpretations, decisions, and perspectives. Fostering
         an engaged relationship with human narrativity, it uses narrative critically to lure
         out a person’s capacities for imagination, sensory attentiveness, and emotional engagement,
         as well as self-reflection and critical judgment. Thus, the Socratic method cultivates
         wholeness by introducing earnest engagement in the learner’s playful exploration,
         continually helping him or her to make connections, reflect, and interpret just where
         he or she is most passionately engrossed. Further celebrating our natural desire to
         play, the Socratic method allows the creative, exploring impulse to prevail by nurturing
         an atmosphere for wonder, awe, and enchantment. Thus, as an educational method, the
         Socratic avoids the tendency to instruct by settling a person into habits, into adopting
         what “they” do and think, into a kind of self-determined security or even complacency.
         Rather, it encourages a person to maintain a good working relationship with the indeterminate,
         to allow the mysterious to engage us without devitalizing it, to move with ease within
         the unknown even though we are exposed and vulnerable. In sum, Socratic dialogue as
         I explore it here uses a critical approach to narrativity to encourage a diversity
         of modes of perception, as well as a free and playful interplay of capacities, allowing
         self-reflective and whole persons to emerge. 
      

      
      This chapter uncovers ideas on narrative learning through the Socratic method from
         the posthumously published papers of the young Kierkegaard, ideas which are then examined
         as they appear in later, published works. From this perspective, we get a Kierkegaard
         who is a lifelong, critical proponent of learning through narrativity, including the
         careful use of narratives in teaching.[3]   Along the way, I bring Kierkegaard into dialogue with ancient, modern, and contemporary
         theory on education, most notably in his relations to Plato and Jean-Jacques Rousseau
         (1712–1778). Significantly, throughout his authorship, Kierkegaard himself draws on
         stories, mythologies, and fables as narrative material for his own rather Socratic
         method of writing. Stories can change us, for better or worse, a fact of no small
         import for Kierkegaard. His own writings are arguably poetic rather than prosaic endeavors,
         and, like Socrates, he avails himself freely of myths, parables, and short tales from
         other texts and traditions. While narrative may not be the exclusive material for
         the Socratic method, Kierkegaard has evidently prioritized it in his own life and
         work.[4]   We are not amiss to ask: Why stories? This question becomes pressing by the end
         of the chapter, as we consider an oft-appearing historical suspicion of narrative
         means of educating, including Kierkegaard’s own caution against the use of romantic
         novels. A broader question is also considered: Why has the Socratic method so consistently
         both feared and revered the narrative material upon which it draws? A proposed response
         to this question rests upon the ambiguity of human narrativity itself, which both
         constructs and deconstructs, clarifies and obfuscates, seduces and alienates, provides
         meaning and destroys it. We are narrative creatures, and dialogical education, which
         seeks not only to bring out our abilities, but also to help us transform in essential
         ways, taps into our narrative tendencies, toward both darkness and light. How well
         we learn to make use of our abilities in relation to narratives will determine the
         degree to which we allow ourselves to be transformed by them. If our transformation
         is to be for the better, the tools we gain through Socratic dialogue are indispensable
         to the task.
      

      
      How to be a Child

      
      In a human being’s essential transformation (Omdannelse, literally re-
formation), Kierkegaard calls for “primitivity” (Primitivet), that is, for the honesty of children’s inquiries, the rawness of first experience,
         and the malleability of the not-yet-habitual.[5]   Even as adults, he advocates, a childlike and primitive quality is needed in our
         thinking and attitudes, especially if we hope to be changed by our learning.[6]   But the term “primitivity” seems to point to a state prior to formation (Dannelse), which may lead us to the question: Can we teach primitivity? Kierkegaard suggests
         that primitivity is not a subject one learns, but rather a way of being that one is
         naturally, though potentially, intended for; primitivity, available to all, is ultimately
         what allows us to transform ourselves spiritually.[7]   We may wonder, then, if we should clear the way “back” to nature or to childhood,
         in order to allow spirit to emerge unadulterated by society or by learning. As a rule,
         however, Kierkegaard does not tend to yearn for a now lost natural state, nor does
         he hanker after childhood as an altogether ideal time. He rather seems to signal a
         person’s given primitive resources, which are there at any age without needing to
         be instilled, but which need upbringing. Education, then, can be formative such that
         a person becomes unhindered in accessing primitive ways of being. We might say, in
         Kierkegaard’s Dannelse, the teacher is primitivity itself.
      

      
      Nevertheless, kids find themselves most easily in the primitive temperament. For this
         reason, Kierkegaard often looks to children as inspiring us in specific ways to access
         primitivity. In a set of early papers from 1837, where Kierkegaard elaborates on the
         methods of the Socratic art of storytelling with children, he also lays out some crucial
         features of childlike learning for any age (JP 1: 265, 113–9/SKS 17, 122–33, BB:37).
         He suggests that a Socratic guide understands children and, especially, learns from
         them herself.[8]   Such a person “knows how to be a child,” in that she “knows what this life requires, knows what is good for it” (JP
         1: 265, 113/SKS 17, 123, BB:37; emphasis added). This differs from being childish
         herself or wishing to be a child again. Rather, she taps into the life of childhood
         with understanding. We may note, then, that to use the Socratic method implies learning
         from children themselves how best to teach them, a methodology we can then apply in
         learning throughout life. The Socratic guide detects the capabilities present in children
         and recognizes ways to nurture them. Thus, for one, she sees the creativity already
         there and makes room for it to emerge. As Kierkegaard writes: “We ourselves ought
         to learn from children, from their marvelous creativity, which—unlike certain self-important
         tutors—we ought to allow to prevail” (JP 1: 265, 114n/SKS 17, 125n.3, BB:37). Further,
         she fosters the learners’ emotional engagement with their surroundings and imaginings.
         As Kierkegaard suggests: “It is better not to be quick with the prosaic switch . .
         . because children have deep feelings” (ibid.). By this, Kierkegaard invites a distinction
         between prose and poetry in our teaching: Instead of rushing children onto the straightforward
         prosaic path, in the Latin sense of prosa oratio (direct speech), with direct instruction, lecturing, and the imparting of knowledge
         as our primary techniques, we might allow the poetic and creative impulse to prevail,
         in the Greek sense of poiein (to make), with looser and less intrusive methods. We thus receive the hint that Socratic
         dialogue uses indirection, a theme to which I return in chapter 3. To use direct speech
         where learning is at stake is often to kill all the fun. The Socratic guide taps into
         a person’s ability for feeling her way through the world, using it and feeding it,
         rather than rushing to fill her with hard facts and information and thereby stifle
         her emotions and imagination.
      

      
      Further, the Socratic guide uses dialogue to question as a child questions (JP 1:
         265, 117n/SKS 17, 128n.8, BB:37). There’s an aptness to childlike questioning, with
         its roots in wonder and awe. As Kierkegaard suggests ten years later in his posthumously
         published lecture notes on indirect communication: “There is a fate which hovers over
         more primitive thought—namely, that it works at certain fundamental questions which
         otherwise are usually so taken for granted that it does not occur to anybody to dwell
         upon them” (JP 1: 657, 305/SKS 27, 431, Papir 371:2). Childlike questioning wonders
         at such things as the meaning of friendship, the possibility of pure love, the significance
         of eternity or the infinite, and what it means that something is. As Kierkegaard continues in the lecture notes: “The primitive existence always contains
         a reexamination of the fundamental” (JP 1: 657, 306/SKS 27, 432–33, Papir 371:2).
         Socratic dialogue thus leads a person—whatever her age—onto a path of fundamental
         questioning.
      

      
      Importantly, having faith in his or her natural impulses, the Socratic guide reveals
         a trustful attitude toward the learner. The beneficence brought by this affirmation
         of the individual cannot be overestimated, especially in children. In contrast to
         this trusting attitude, Kierkegaard notes in the papers on storytelling, there are
         “adults who ‘descend’ to children out of the conviction that childhood in itself is
         so empty and devoid of content that they wish, as it were, to breathe fullness into
         it” (JP 1: 265, 117/SKS 17, 129, BB:37). Thus, instructors, or rather more often,
         educational policy makers, presupposing “the emptiness of childhood,” believe they
         must impose their own adult framework and fixed content onto children, rather than
         allowing kids the space to discover and play within their own (ibid.). In contrast,
         the Socratic guide meets the learner in the resourcefulness of his or her own experience.
      

      
      Notably, implied in the Socratic guide’s faith in childhood is a valuing of this season
         in life for its own sake. The Socratic guide loves this early period, though, again,
         without romanticizing it. We tend to devalue childhood when we take it merely as a
         preparatory phase for later life, which is a utilitarian attitude just as common in
         our day as in Kierkegaard’s. As such, as teachers and learners, we are deprived of
         the opportunity to tarry together in dialogue, being forced instead to rush through
         the lesson or to focus exclusively on developing adult skills during childhood.[9]   With shocking imagery, Kierkegaard suggests, “people try to make time pass by—and
         if children could be shut up in the dark and force-fed on an accelerated schedule
         like chickens, everything would certainly be organized to this end” (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS
         17, 127, BB:37). Today, we force-feed in this way when we throw a person together
         with facts to memorize. Later, we open the door and demand that she produce so many
         eggs.
      

      
      We might be tempted to think we have long forgone such servile means in educating.
         However, we commonly hear today that “children are the future,” that skills in math
         and science will lead them to greatness, and that standardized education is the molder
         of the next generation. In extreme yet increasingly common form, we hear that schooling’s
         primary purpose is none other than to prepare people for jobs. Almost imperceptibly,
         when this attitude gains primacy, we bypass childhood itself, which becomes merely
         a means to an end. As such, no matter how much we invest in curricula and training,
         we do no more than mold another generation of human beings living for a future moment
         that never comes. In a crucial footnote, Kierkegaard writes: “This is rooted in the
         haste of the times, which basically misunderstands every age because it believes that
         each age-level exists merely for the sake of the next” (JP 1: 265, 116n/SKS 17, 127n7,
         BB:37). Such an approach may be good training for drones, but not for human beings.
         The Socratic guide, on the contrary, respects and loves the period of natural primitivity,
         whose own value shines forth simply from itself.
      

      
      Still, it cannot be overemphasized that the Socratic guide avoids the contrary trap
         of idealizing childhood. An idealizing adult looks longingly and nostalgically upon
         childhood as a time free from responsibility, when the world still promised much and
         dreams were limitless. This is how we teach children when we forget all that adulthood
         actually offers. As Kierkegaard warns, “a certain sentimentality can easily intrude
         if one forgets that adulthood has what childhood promised. We are inclined, however,
         to think that it promised a lot more . . . and so we intervene alarmingly in their
         lives” (JP 1: 265, 115/SKS 17, 126, BB:37). This adult attitude basically relays the
         message that life is not the blessing one feels it to be in childhood. 
      

      
      Children hear too often the ominous warning: “These are the best days of your life!
         Enjoy them while they’re here!” Such admonitions plant a damaging and anxious foreboding
         in children. Kierkegaard writes: “Those daily assurances, ‘You are happy now, but
         wait until you are older—then the troubles will come,’ etc., have a harmful effect, inasmuch as they strike at the roots of the child and instill a peculiar anxiety
         as to how long he can continue to be happy (and in this way they are already unhappy)” (ibid.). Such attempts wound the children they forewarn, maybe even
         irreparably. In a marginal note, Kierkegaard questions: “Is this a way to strengthen
         a child for life? Does this not enervate the child’s whole life by depriving it of
         enthusiasm’s perpetuum-mobile [perpetual motion]?” (JP 1: 265, 115n/SKS 17, 126n5, BB:37). Unfortunately, it is
         not altogether improbable that the desire to warn a child that joy and hope have expiration-dates
         reflects a morbid wish to deprive him or her of what the adult feels she herself has
         lost. Filling early years with such resignation ensures a person will never grow into
         the enjoyment of life. The Socratic guide still believes in life, she still receives
         the promises of childhood, both in their fulfillment and in their renewal as promises.
         Such a person understands the worth of children’s primitive enjoyment of the world
         and themselves. Their happiness is simple, but consuming, subtle, and expansive.
      

      
      The Socratic guide thus values childhood without thereby devaluing adulthood. Such
         a person knows how to introduce seriousness into play through dialogue, which the
         child welcomes. As Kierkegaard suggests: “Him they approach in an open, free, confident way, entrust themselves to him, initiate
         him into many little secrets, tell him about their play, and he knows how to join
         in, also knows how to give the game a more serious side. The children never distress
         him or pester him, for they have too much respect and esteem for him” (JP 1: 265,
         113/SKS 17, 124–25, BB:37). Children appreciate an adult who understands them, but
         has not made him- or herself childish by following any whim or trifle.
      

      
      However, while the Socratic guide introduces seriousness, she avoids becoming moralizing.
         We can all sense moralizing from afar, from which we tend to recoil. The Socratic
         guide’s trust in the learner’s abilities prevents her from trying to shape the person
         according to pre-given standards. Kierkegaard writes: “And now those children’s books
         for ‘well-behaved, industrious, obedient, lovable, innocent, unspoiled’ children—consequently
         by presenting them with a copy one says to them that they are such, since otherwise it would be a misunderstanding to give them the book” (JP 1: 265,
         119/SKS 17, 133, BB:37). Such moralizing rarely meets its intended goal: A Socratic
         guide knows how appealing something becomes as soon as it has been forbidden, and
         how repulsive as soon as it has been prescribed.
      

      
      Rather than moralizing, Kierkegaard thinks teaching should be an upbringing; its goal,
         to bring up what is already there. Notably, the difficulty in this art is that, not
         the Socratic teacher, but the learner must do the bringing up. As Kierkegaard suggests:
         “I believe it is necessary for all instruction and upbringing to allow the child to bring forth the life within him in all stillness” (JP 1: 265, 119/SKS 17, 131, BB:37). As the goal is self-activity in the learner,
         the Socratic guide’s responsibility is to make room, to provide stillness for this
         activity.
      

      
      Methods for a Socratic Guide

      
      As it so happened, by examining Kierkegaard’s ideas on how we can learn from primitivity
         in childhood, we have already seen some implicit guidelines for the practice of Socratic
         teaching, whether with children or at any time in life. In what follows, I lay out
         more systematically Kierkegaard’s suggestions for Socratic procedure from the early
         papers on telling stories to children. Then, in the sections that follow, some of
         these methods are unpacked yet more explicitly.
      

      
      Broadly speaking, to use the Socratic method of dialogue means to encourage the asking
         of questions, which empowers a person to think for herself. It is worth emphasizing
         again that the figure of Socrates inspiring us here is not the heavy-handed bully,
         who would shame an adversary into a corner, but the gentle guide who ultimately has
         the overall well-
being of the learner in mind. Thus, Kierkegaard writes, to guide Socratically implies
         “gradually correcting by questioning in such a manner that the child is by no means
         set straight under the coercion of a tutor but seems rather to be correcting others”
         (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17, 127, BB:37). The gradual, heartening, yet indirect encouragement
         of such a guide enables a person to take over the questioning for herself. Unfortunately,
         the standardized teaching forced upon us today often solicits questions a person knows
         the teacher wants to hear; or, even worse, it altogether drains the urge to inquire.
         However, as Kierkegaard notes: “One should arouse in children a desire to ask, instead of fending off a reasonable question . . .” (JP 1: 265, 114/SKS 17, 124,
         BB:37). Learning a questioning modality while engaging with stories teaches a person
         to learn critical thinking all while pursuing her passion. With Socratic guidance,
         the learner can be encouraged to explore the sequence of events, the relation between
         episodes, and the possible intentionality at play within a narrative; she can observe
         behaviors and movements within the story, taking note of similarities and contrasts;
         she can draw connections between what is internal and external to the story. Indirectly,
         the Socratic guide provokes the learner to relate the narrative to the world she already
         knows: Where else has she seen this behavior or that pattern, felt this excitement
         or that dread, heard this exclamation or that melody? 
      

      
      The self-empowerment the learner experiences through Socratic questioning is further
         promoted by encouraging her to take over the storytelling herself. This is reflected
         in the above-mentioned passage, worth quoting at greater length: 
      

      
      
         The child is allowed to read them [the stories] himself and tell them and is then
            Socratically corrected (gradually correcting by questioning in such a manner that
            the child is by no means set straight under the coercion of a tutor but seems rather
            to be correcting others—and anyone who otherwise understands how to handle children
            will certainly not be in danger of encouraging arrogance). (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17,
            127, BB:37)
         

         
      

      Significantly, empowering the learner to tell and interpret the story for herself
         does not breed arrogance or vanity. It teaches her that essential learning is always
         personal. Almost anything can gain personal significance for the learner. Any content
         she appropriates belongs to her; she “owns” what she knows. This perpetuates self-agency,
         giving the learner the creative reins, and fostering self-assurance. Confidence to
         do something for oneself is key to the self-activity of learning. We can easily observe
         the connection between self-confidence and courage: The Socratic method gives a person
         courage to do something for herself.
      

      
      The Socratic guide may also encourage a person to read or tell the story aloud. Many
         stories are meant to be read aloud, which has the function of bringing them to life.
         By analogy, if consonants are for reading, while vowels are for speaking, as in the
         Hebrew language, we could say that giving vowels to words animates them. Likewise,
         giving voice to a story allows it to stand up from the page. As such, the reader can
         come into dialogue with the story. Kierkegaard himself often asked his reader to read
         his writings aloud.[10]   No doubt, Kierkegaard’s pseudonymous works, signed philosophical texts, and even
         journals and notebooks often beg for orality. Some sentences when read silently may
         appear burdensome and too long. As soon we read them aloud, however, they are brought
         to life in their melodic flow. Kierkegaard at times uses commas bizarrely; but out
         loud they allow us to take a breath, to pause, or to emphasize humor. The oral games
         at play in Kierkegaard’s texts work best, of course, in their native Danish. Fortunately,
         though, not everything is lost in a good translation. It is likely Kierkegaard preferred
         oral narrative to visual narrative, such as silent reading, because the latter can
         remain merely receptive, while oral and performed narrative are active by essence.
         The activity into which we enter with them allows these modes to affect us as strongly
         as they do. Furthermore, Kierkegaard notes that reading aloud takes authority away
         from the author and highlights the reader’s task; so he suggests in the preface to
         For Self-Examination (1851): “My dear reader, read aloud, if possible! If you do so, allow me to thank
         you for it; if you not only do it yourself, if you also influence others to do it,
         allow me to thank each one of them, and you again and again!” (FSE 3/SKS 13, 33).[11]   Likewise, Kierkegaard often hopes for a reader willing enough to transform the
         otherwise cold words of the printed page into lively dialogue. As he writes in the
         preface to the 1844 discourses, “the book goes out into the world . . . [it] seeks
         and looks for only that favorably disposed person who takes an interest in the seeker,
         gives an opportunity to what is said, brings the cold thoughts into flame again, transforms
         the discourse into a conversation” (EUD 231/SKS 5, 231). Kierkegaard thus points to
         the dialogical nature of reading. Dialogue is oral, even when it is not literally
         audible. We engage in dialogue with a text or a tale when we give it voice, whether
         audibly or otherwise.
      

      
      Similarly, the Socratic guide may encourage a person to act out the story. Some stories
         work best when acted out. Perhaps together with others, a person acts out the story
         in a cooperative setting. Again, the actors and audience thus enter a world, which
         literally becomes animated. The Socratic guide may encourage taking over the story,
         altering it, or giving it one’s own interpretation. Children do this naturally, bringing
         anything they learn into their play. As Kierkegaard observes, “everything the children
         read in the classics became reflected; when they read of ostracism, they introduced
         it at once into their play, etc.” (JP 1: 265, 119/SKS 17, 131, BB:37). A Socratic
         guide hereby helps a person interpret stories for herself. A child will naturally
         introduce repetition, by revisiting the story and revising her interpretation in play
         as new things come to light. This is, again, how we may learn from the childlike in
         our adult procedures of learning. Learners may also be prodded to incorporate details
         from their own lives, to use the acting for exploring and possibly resolving an issue.
         This teaches communication, cooperative problem-solving, sympathetic reasoning, and
         the joy of doing something creative together with others. These are gifts a person
         has for a lifetime, never gained too soon, but for which it is also never too late.
      

      
      To use the Socratic method with stories also implies learning something meaningful
         from the story. So, Kierkegaard suggests, “above all one should not forget the point of the story” (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17, 127, BB:37). A learner may be encouraged in the activity
         of uncovering a deeper meaning in the tale. As such, Kierkegaard warns, we can take
         care not to “manufacture these readers of novels who devour a volume a day, one after
         the other, without any specific impression” (ibid.). In our day, some of us are familiar
         with the gobble-novel meant for passing the time; or yet, we indulge in its modern-day
         counterpart, the serial television show. How often do our “binge-watching” sessions
         give us food for thought? They certainly might, like novels, offer plenty of occasions
         for learning, but only in relation to how deeply we allow ourselves to be affected
         by them and how far we engage ourselves in responding. Meanwhile, Kierkegaard’s warning
         also applies to a wider ethos. Today, we are trained to be consumers, whose duty is to devour as much as possible
         without tarrying long enough to question what we eat. But if we don’t want to be affected
         by what we consume, should we really be ingesting it? We manage to overcome this consumerism
         whenever we pause long enough to let the nourishment take effect and significantly
         impress upon us.
      

      
      Nevertheless, we all turn our noses up at a forced “moral of the story.”[12]   To avoid this moralizing, the learner can be encouraged to uncover the story’s
         significance for herself. The Socratic guide utters nay a superfluous word. The challenge
         is to guide the learner to the story’s significance without imposing an interpretation
         that puts an end to her own thought process. This presupposes the Socratic guide’s
         maturity in self-reflection, especially pertaining to her habits, conceptions, and
         responsibilities as teacher, since her task is essentially to control herself so as
         to refrain from controlling the learner. In order to help the learner uncover meaning,
         the Socratic guide notes her way of questioning and answering, becomes familiar with
         her concerns and patterns of behavior. She assists in the process of discovering significance,
         modifying her teaching based on the learner’s needs, an ability Socrates demonstrated
         artfully, as his questioning always took his interlocutor(s) personally into consideration.[13]  
      

      
      Significantly, dwelling on the point of the story is utterly dissimilar from destroying
         it at the end by saying it was only a story (JP 1: 265, 117–8/SKS 17, 129, BB:37). Kierkegaard writes: “This sort of
         thing reappears later in people who have absolutely no sense for the poetic and consequently
         spoil the impression of every anecdote, etc., by probing its factual truth” (JP 1:
         265, 118/SKS 17, 129, BB:37). Discussing the point of the story with the learner allows
         her to play with interpretations. But to provide “the” meaning behind the story snuffs
         the life out of it. In a footnote, Kierkegaard asks: “Is the fairy tale then so meaningless that one must immediately destroy the story and its impression, that one
         must promptly break the glittering soap bubble in order to show that all its glory
         was nothing more than soapy water? Children crave fairy stories, and this alone is
         sufficient proof of their value” (JP 1: 265, 118n/SKS 17, 130n10, BB:37). Kierkegaard
         calls upon us to honor stories as stories. The resourcefulness of stories enables
         various interpretations and diverse ways of engagement with them.[14]   We can revisit them time and again, drawing ever renewed and deeper meaning from
         them. The indefiniteness at play in stories is thus preserved, and this sort of engagement
         with narratives teaches flexibility in the face of the unknown. Without being reduced
         to maxims, to verifiable truth-propositions, or to platitudes, stories lead us into
         dialogue and renewed interpretation by allowing for polyphony in thought and in life.
         In the following section, we see how Rousseau, and Plato before him, warned against
         the potentially harmful use of stories in educating children. As I propose, the methods
         we have laid out here become crucial in shaping the engaged and beneficial relation
         we can teach kids to have with narratives.
      

      
      A Defense of Poetry and Earnest Play

      
      The scene opens on a child playing outdoors, unrestricted by schedules and classroom
         walls, enjoying his sense of being alive. A trustworthy adult looks on attentively,
         without intruding. These images are illustrations from Rousseau’s 1762 Emile, where he advocates that a child should receive no teaching other than “negative
         education”: The art is to “do nothing and let nothing be done” (E 93). As Rousseau
         writes: “The first education ought to be purely negative. It consists not at all in
         teaching virtue or truth but in securing the heart from vice and the mind from error”
         (ibid.).[15]   Rousseau knew he was going against the grain, as conventional wisdom tells us that
         children are in dire need of instruction, and that we especially as trained adults
         are well-suited, if not also duty-bound, to give it to them. Yet Rousseau is dismissive
         of public institutions, which primarily aim at socialization and teaching people how
         to follow what is “good by opinion.” What we really learn in such places, he fears,
         is how to appear moral. The bourgeois man or woman created out of such institutions is “denatured,”
         always in contradiction with him- or herself, floating between inclinations and duties
         (E 40–41). Nevertheless, Rousseau anticipated the critique he would receive by promoting
         negative education, namely that he advocates abandoning children just where they need
         guidance most (E 79–80). A close look at Rousseau’s ideas, however, reveals that he
         too feels we have urgent duties toward children; though, in line with the ethos of
         negative education, these can more or less be captured in the duty to protect kids
         from adults’ bad habits (see E 37). Rousseau’s imaginary tutor, a true Socratic guide,
         is never far away, always vigilant, indirectly and consistently accompanying the learner,
         but all without ever imposing anything.
      

      
      Here we see the similarity between Kierkegaard’s Dannelse and a Rousseauian education. In The Concept of Anxiety, Haufniensis echoes Rousseau’s wisdom when he states: “The art is to be constantly
         present and yet not present, so that the child is allowed to develop itself, while
         at the same time keeping a clear overview. The art is, to the very highest degree
         and on the greatest possible scale, to leave the child to itself and to express this
         apparent abandonment in a way that one keeps up with everything without being noticed”
         (CA 152/SKS 4, 427). Kierkegaard’s ideas of leaving the child to itself while keeping
         up with the child unnoticed echo Rousseau’s ideas on negative education.[16]   And like Kierkegaard, Rousseau trusts in the resourcefulness of children, which
         leads him to shun early habit formation on the basis that it stifles the child’s ingenuity.
         For Rousseau, a child should never expect to eat, sleep, or be active at the same
         times of the day, nor be unable to entertain himself on his own. “The only habit that
         a child should be allowed,” Rousseau writes, “is to contract none” (E 63). Differing
         from Aristotle, who taught that good habits should be nurtured in our actions from
         the earliest age,[17]   Rousseau sees the petrification of spontaneity, discovery, and creativity in the
         fortress walls of habit.
      

      
      For Rousseau, there is greater wisdom in children’s play than in the worldly foresight
         of habituation and disciplined work. In contrast to the tedium of prosaic labor, play
         is active and resourceful, intelligent and bold. Rousseau writes: “You are alarmed
         to see him consume his early years in doing nothing. What? Is it nothing to be happy?
         Is it nothing to jump, play, and run all day? He will never be so busy in his life”
         (E 107). Rousseau knows that play—for children and adults alike—is our means for exploring
         and appropriating the world. Yet we often uncritically believe that “serious work”
         ought to be distinguished from playtime, and that “free time” is for relaxation and
         being entertained. This is true no doubt in adulthood as much as it is in childhood.
      

      
      Today, a prejudice still permeates our teaching when we insist on an artificial divorce
         between play and learning. Namely, we inherit a positive view on rote learning in
         part from Kant, who suggested in his “Lectures on Pedagogy” (1803) that school is
         precisely meant to be “compulsory culture.” “It is extremely harmful,” Kant warns,
         “if one accustoms the child to view everything as play. The child must have time to
         relax, but there must also be time for it to work.”[18]   If your kids don’t understand the compulsion now, Kant promises, they will thank
         you later when the fruits of their labor have ripened. Unfortunately, Rousseau fears,
         this preparatory attitude continually runs after a future that “retreats in proportion
         as we advance” (E 79). Again, as a result of such teachings, we are always somewhere
         else than here, and yet we never arrive where we aim to be. Meanwhile, we take all
         the fun out of learning. In The Gay Science (1882), Nietzsche also rallied against our misguided separation of gaiety and rigor.
         The prejudice of this serious beast called man, he complained, renders so-called good
         thinking verily burdensome.[19]   What if, instead, we allowed joy and seriousness to converge in the teaching of
         earnest play?
      

      
      Significantly, in order to free children to the joy of childhood, Rousseau does away
         with “the instrument of their greatest misery—that is, books” (E 116). Evidently referring
         here to information-textbooks of the sort often used in schooling today, he exclaims,
         “Books! What sad furnishing for his age!” (E 159). Notably, this ban on books aims
         primarily at teaching children to think for themselves. When we depend primarily on
         information and facts in our teaching, Rousseau argues, we teach kids to rely on authority
         rather than reason. Instead of giving children something to think, we ought to make
         space for them to discover thinking. In the meantime, Rousseau suggests, we just might
         succeed in rescuing a practice from which they could later derive great pleasure,
         namely, reading (E 116).[20]  
      

      
      However—and here’s where Kierkegaard disagrees with Rousseau—the latter would not
         only ban textbooks of the sort publishing giants heap upon us today: Gone, too, are
         fables and fairy tales. While Kierkegaard insists, “[c]ertainly, mythology and good
         fairy stories are what the child needs” (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17, 127, BB:37), Rousseau
         believes these traditional educational tales are essentially for adults, as children
         aren’t quite ready to grasp their ideas. Even worse, he warns, faced with the classic
         dilemmas appearing in these narratives, kids will gravitate toward the villain’s ruse
         over the dupe’s humiliation, preferring to be clever enough to get away with something
         over being tricked by someone else. In sum, hoping to teach children virtue, Rousseau
         suggests, we make them love vice instead (E 115–16).
      

      
      Rousseau wasn’t the first to worry about the seductive power of narrative. Plato expressed
         similar fears concerning an education by poetry in the Republic. While imaginatively building the kallipolis (an ideal and beautiful city), Socrates
         finds it necessary to censor poetry in the education (paideia) of its populace.[21]   Much bad behavior is found in Homer’s and Aeschylus’s portrayals of the gods; by
         engaging these stories, we give misleading messages to children on the ease and reward
         of acting viciously and on the hardship of acting virtuously: It is not likely that
         hearing things of this sort will have a good effect on the souls of young people.[22]   Children, Plato fears, are led astray by having bad examples to imitate in their
         own behavior: They are likely to be formed after the vicious. 
      

      
      For his part, Rousseau’s wariness of stories can be boiled down to his distrust of
         narrative imagination. Before a person has the intellectual tools needed to contain
         and pacify unruly imaginative yearnings, his or her fantasies have free rein simply
         to run wild. While imagination will no doubt emerge eventually, Rousseau hopes to
         stall it until the age of reason, when a person will be better able to curb it. In
         the end, imagination always brings misery, so he claims, making us want what we cannot
         have, growing our desires beyond the reach of our faculties (E 80). In the Postscript, Climacus pinpoints this same explanation for why poetry in particular becomes the
         censored element in educational treatises: People “oust and dismiss poetry as a surmounted
         element because poetry corresponds most closely to imagination” (CUP1 348/SKS 7, 318–19).
         He has aptly observed that what censors really want to control, when managing content,
         is where the imagination is allowed to go.
      

      
      However, Rousseau underestimates the potential of narrative to educate the moral imagination.
         As we know, children, like adults, love stories precisely because they play upon the
         imagination. In the imaginative “beyond” of fables and fairy tales, and of children’s
         own play, they encounter the unknown, make unfamiliar worlds familiar, and dream up
         possibilities for themselves. Thus they learn poetry in the original Greek sense:
         poesis, to create. Kids are bold in this creative exploration, which opens them to the experience
         of the Other. With theirs hearts and minds, they come to inhabit the situations, predicaments,
         and challenges other people face. And so, poetry, here broadly construed as narrative,
         goes hand in hand with empathy. Do not stories instruct us effectively, as we learn
         to negotiate paths through ambiguity and discover otherwise hard-earned kernels of
         moral wisdom? La Fontaine’s The Crow and the Fox, which Rousseau explicitly criticizes (E 113–15), teaches that we become slaves to
         flatterers when we take flattery seriously.[23]   Can’t a child be guided through this story to reflect on his or her urge to side
         with the villain? What is it about weakness that can frighten us? What about cleverness
         do we find so sympathetic? Why are we so easily seduced by compliments? Lessons children
         are not ready to understand will be planted like a seed, ready to sprout when the
         conditions are right. By the time they’re reading college texts, G. W. F. Hegel’s
         master-slave dialectic takes on a whole new light.
      

      
      There are certainly risks that accompany imagination, as poetry engages our hearts
         and guts, as well as our minds. So long as poetry and philosophy are set in opposition,
         poetry threatens as a seducing, manipulating force. We constantly see poetry’s lie
         put to work in politics, advertising, and courtrooms. But let’s not forget our reflective
         abilities, our capacities for narrative interpretation and for judgment, already materializing
         in childhood. These always lay in wait alongside our emotional and appetitive responses.
         Where poetry and philosophy converse, we have an interplay of faculties, emerging
         in children with the help of a Socratic guide, and which also must be cultivated in
         adults.
      

      
      Instead of alienating imagination, we would do better to guide its emergence harmoniously
         with other faculties. Before we make children reasonable creatures, Rousseau suggests,
         let us give them eyes with which to see (E 145). Yet the creative, that is, poetic
         imagination is responsible for weaving what we receive through the senses into meaningful
         narratives. The more we incorporate these narratives into actual experience, the farther
         we are prepared to engage in life in morally responsive ways. If we acknowledge that
         reason needs sensory exploration in order to develop, can we deny that reason is nothing
         without poetry? Instead of trivializing the importance of poetic narrative, we can
         allow it to infuse every kind of learning. Where we do so, reason will not be forced
         to abandon passion, joy, and creativity. Knowing how to think poetically is a gift
         for a lifetime.
      

      
      Certainly, when we produce or reproduce self-narratives, we often reduce ourselves
         to our narratives about ourselves. A series of events and the way we interpret them
         encompass how we view ourselves and how we reveal ourselves to others. In other words,
         our identity becomes reduced to a necessarily selective and interpreted biography,
         something we may naturally come to resist, especially when we feel it to be imposed
         from the outside.[24]   This is just where we need imagination the most. When Haufniensis, in The Concept of Anxiety, explains that a person is always both himself and the race (CA 35, 41/SKS 4, 335,
         340), he signals a need for constant reinterpretation and for beginning continually
         anew. Imagination raises us to the level of possibility, which reveals us to ourselves
         as always more than what can be encompassed by any single narrative. Imagination frees
         us from the reductive tendencies of logic and judgment. Imagination teaches us a playful
         relation with our narrative telling of the world and our place in it. As for the sober
         element at work in our teachings, imagination at work together with critical judgment
         introduces the earnestness in our play.
      

      
      The Socratic method of dialogue plays a central role in guiding the earnest play that
         teaches us to exercise our freedom. Yet the Socratic is often absent in standardized
         methods of schooling, which commonly insist above all that children should be introduced
         to the bounds of law, whether natural, social, or otherwise. However, where strict
         borders are too consistently maintained, we tend to hinder the development of freedom,
         especially freedom as a responsibility. As Kierkegaard writes: “He who in childhood
         has never been under the gospel but only under law never becomes free” (JP 1: 265, 115/SKS 17, 126, BB:37). What
         should concern us in modern-day schooling is that the spirit never fully awakens when
         the sky is bolted too securely in place. I borrow imagery here from Simone de Beauvoir,
         who, in The Ethics of Ambiguity, draws various detailed pictures of grown persons who never left the “absolute” world
         of childhood. For a child, it is natural to find himself “cast into a universe which
         he has not helped to establish, which has been fashioned without him, and which appears
         to him as an absolute to which he can only submit.”[25]   No superficial boundaries need be imposed, as the child’s situation naturally leads
         him to take the world as he finds it for a given fact, as ready-made; this apparent
         absolute nature of things provides the child with the tranquility to play freely without
         a sense of responsibility: “He feels himself happily irresponsible.”[26]   However, when a grown person wants to remain safely beneath this absolute ceiling,
         he “stubbornly engulfs his transcendence in the object which bars the horizon and
         bolts the sky,” essentially refusing to grow up, but making of himself a dangerous
         tool for whomever wishes to make use of him.[27]   As such, a person never becomes free, neither in the sense of acting freely from
         himself, nor as a responsible free agent. By contrast, under the “gospel,” our spiritual
         lessons teach us from early on that all our actions belong to us inalienably and that
         only we can stand up to give an account of ourselves. Such lessons are best begun
         early, while a child is still receptive and malleable.
      

      
      Furthermore, by propounding only the law, we also enervate a child, creating the conditions
         for mischief or worse. Kids truly resent the exclusivity of law. A person’s resentment
         over the severity with which he or she was educated is often carried into adulthood
         in various forms. As Kierkegaard suggests, “misrepresented rigor and discipline, a
         daughter of indolence, almost permits one generation to take revenge upon the next
         for the thrashing it received itself and for the mishandling it has suffered—by treating
         the next generation in like manner” (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17, 126–27, BB:37). When we
         rule as tyrants in the learning process, we perpetuate a cycle that crushes imagination
         and suppresses the emotional responsiveness necessary to moral life. Then, as a so-called
         complement to the classroom’s severity, we tend to reserve the playground, or “free
         time,” for frivolity and détente. So many occasions for Socratic learning are forsaken in this way.
      

      
      Undoubtedly, structure enjoys a proper role in upbringing. As Kierkegaard suggests,
         in the personality of the Socratic guide, we fulfill “a certain very proper demand
         for rigor and clear limitation” (JP 1: 265, 115/SKS 17, 126, BB:37). The Socratic
         guide introduces expectations by preserving the place of learning as a sacred, shared
         space to be respected. Likewise, she oversees the lines of inquiry, ushering them
         toward certain chosen themes or topics, and she helps the learner articulate short-
         and long-term goals. Thus, loose margins are introduced to serve as reference points
         for opening exploration of the possible, rather than—as strict borders tend to do—constraining
         or extinguishing it. Beauvoir notes that the natural situation of childhood provides
         limits that are not created by other people and are temporary; this situation “does
         not represent a limit which cuts off the individual from his possibilities, but, on
         the contrary, the moment of a development in which new possibilities are won.”[28]   Loose margins open up possibility, just as, in a word, consonants make room for
         vowels; but only a playful relation between consonant and vowel can make a meaningful
         word.[29]  
      

      
      In particular, while a person’s imagination knows no bounds, the Socratic guide introduces
         a bridge to reality by consistently directing the learner’s attention to lived experience,
         as well as to connections and contrasts between experiences. By refraining from overimposing
         structure, the spontaneity of play prevails, allowing learning individuals to make
         their own connections. The Socratic guide, Kierkegaard suggests, knows how “to let
         a glimpse [of the poetic] suddenly leap forth, to connect it in a special way to what
         usually occupies them, yet entirely en passant” (JP 1: 265, 115/SKS 17, 125, BB:37). Crucial to Socratic dialogue is this seeming
         casualness, where nothing appears forced, where the interlocutors are allowed to do
         the work for themselves. As Kierkegaard continues: “In this way an intellectual-emotional
         [aandelig, alternatively, ‘spiritual’] mobility is constantly nurtured, a continuing attentiveness
         to what they hear and see, an attentiveness which otherwise has to be produced by external means” (ibid.). By rendering imperceptible the margins provided, the Socratic guide
         allows for the spiritual independence of the learner, while also salvaging and protecting
         the indefiniteness that permits learning to thrive.
      

      
      Similarly, Kierkegaard suggests, the poetic should not be scheduled “for certain hours
         and certain days” (JP 1: 265, 114/SKS 17, 124, BB:37), as though it couldn’t infuse
         any moment in which we make room for it. Today, we send children to school at appointed
         times to sit for determined lengths; we allow them to play during their twenty-minute
         recess or at designated times on free days. How can creativity thrive in such preset
         restrictions? Perhaps we fill a child’s time for fear of instilling idleness or encouraging
         passivity. Yet of their own devices, children know very well how to make themselves
         busy.
      

      
      Thus, where structure does enter into a learner’s activities, through Socratic guidance,
         it should nevertheless forgo unnecessary scheduling. Kierkegaard soon continues: “But
         above all let this be impromptu, not at a set time and place; children should experience
         early in life that happiness is a fortunate constellation which one should enjoy with
         gratitude but also know how to discontinue in good time” (JP 1: 265, 116/SKS 17, 127,
         BB:37). The impromptu, the unscheduled in learning, the joy of learning that comes
         spontaneously deliver a person to the feeling of gratitude. Joyful play is felt as
         a blessing, rather than something expected at a certain hour. The feeling that play
         is a blessing allows a person to leave it without fear of losing it. She learns not
         to feel entitled, but to be grateful, and to willingly give creative momentum its
         rest without having used it up. What a contrast this is to the dread children feel
         at having to go to school at the appointed hour.
      

      
      Again, the same loosening of boundaries must apply outside the classroom. When we
         are taught abruptly to drop our work-hour engagements, we learn to distinguish between
         “learning” and its so-called opposite: “mere play.” But “mere play” does not merit
         the title, for this behavior becomes passive and accidental, which play is not. This
         opposition is reflected in adulthood, where free time is associated with letting loose,
         relaxing, and being entertained, rather than entertaining oneself and being active.
         This is also reflected in modern language, as we now understand “leisure” as freedom
         from the demands of work and duty, while in its ancient Greek origins the term referred
         to the time one had for learning: One had the “leisure” (schole) to pursue something educational.[30]   Children themselves appreciate margins on the playground, as they are sticklers
         for the rules of the game. An arbitrary and unmerited violation of the rules renders the game meaningless and
         is thus entirely forbidden. Fortunately, children also have an aptitude for creatively
         bending the rules so as to open new and unexpected possibilities.
      

      
      Somewhere along the road, Kierkegaard insists, we “developed a completely atomized
         knowledge which did not enter into a deeper relationship to children and their existence
         [Existents] which was not appropriated in an intellectual-emotional [sjælelig, alternatively, ‘soulful’] way” (JP 1: 265, 119/SKS 17, 130, BB:37). In our educational
         methods, we tend to set in opposition different modes of perception, such as intellectual
         and emotional. Instead, the Socratic method invites desire (eros) and emotion into intellectual pursuits. Rather than dividing a person as we divide
         her realms, the Socratic encourages the meeting of different types of sustained concentration
         and attentiveness.
      

      
      Martha Nussbaum, in a chapter on cultivating imagination, points to the need for interweaving
         intellectual and imaginative lessons. Why teach children that imagination is only
         relevant to the “domain of the unreal or imaginary,” or that sympathy is irrelevant
         to logical thinking?[31]   Nussbaum notes the destructive effect of discouraging imaginative play. In doing
         so, we prepare a child to experience serious relational challenges and crippling anxiety
         in adulthood.[32]   In contrast, where we allow play to prevail, we cultivate capacities needed for
         navigating difficult, anxiety-ridden circumstances in adulthood.[33]   Rather than ignoring the natural need to draw connections, a person can be encouraged
         to bring her sensuous attention into her learning, to inhabit her emotional just as
         much as her imaginative responses during cognitive reflection.
      

      
      Otherwise, as the Socratic guide knows, merely giving a person something to know,
         we are giving her something to forget. As Kierkegaard writes: “Out of such atomized
         knowledge it is not true that what is assimilated in youth is never forgotten in old
         age” (JP 1: 265, 119/SKS 17, 131, BB:37). In contrast to this fleetingness, Nussbaum
         notes how an education infused with passion, creativity, and delight endures in an
         “enlivening of the personality that continues on in one’s life when all learned facts
         are forgotten.”[34]   Superficially segregated teachings may be better forgotten, as ignorance beats
         a collection of lifeless facts. This is something kids understand well, as they are
         in good company with a fellow inquirer, and quickly bored by a know-it-all. Instead,
         anything the learner gets to know, she should get to know personally. In fact, with
         the Socratic method, getting to know something personally has priority over getting something to know. In other words, appropriation trumps acquisition. This is the subject of
         the third chapter of the present work. To embrace this view would entail a revolution
         in how we approach education today.
      

      
      Stories as Socratic Material

      
      Admittedly, an approach that moves a person to examine life personally is not restricted
         to stories. Socratic dialogue has other material at its disposal beyond stories. For
         instance, it might engage other traditional art forms, such as music, painting, dance,
         or sculpture. It might even take up geometrical figures, as does Socrates in the Meno,[35]   or simple objects, such as a snowflake or a hammer. Again, the Socratic might make
         use of human occupations, such as construction and design or astronomy, or natural
         phenomena, such as mountain formations or the flight patterns of birds. In fact, the
         material of the Socratic, by nature, is rather open. Socratic dialogue is the method,
         the way of approaching. It has no set content, as its content is life itself. Whatever
         the Socratic encounters, it approaches with playfulness, inviting and sustaining play
         as its way of doing. Meanwhile, it introduces guidance into the activity, rendering
         play earnest.
      

      
      Nonetheless, Kierkegaard seems to insist on turning to narrative material in dialogical
         education, despite the worries that the use of stories, or poetry, has traditionally
         caused educational theorists. Without a doubt, stories have a place of priority in
         the Socratic. This is evident already in Plato, where many-layered narratives take
         the form of myths, allegories, analogies, and richly situated dialogues. Stories also
         abound in Kierkegaard’s own work, in the form of fables, parables, brief anecdotes,
         the personal diaries of pseudonyms, and the epistolary form. In the papers on telling
         stories to children, Kierkegaard has fables and fairy tales in mind above all. He
         undoubtedly shares his generation’s general interest in fairy tales, which reflects
         the romantic fascination with the genre as expressing the Volksgeist.[36]   Kierkegaard likely values fairy tales for their richness in portraying life’s many
         moments in narrative form, and, above all, for how well they lend themselves to Socratic
         dialogue.
      

      
      When we use the Socratic method with narrative material, we embrace the narrativity
         native to human beings. In other words, the Socratic guide understands the presence
         and need of storytelling in life and so facilitates it. When children take their play
         seriously, they are always storytelling, that is, inventing or joining in to a narrative
         telling of the world. This is their coming to grips with the temporality of human
         freedom: For us, nothing can be seen all at once, but only successively, in an unfolding
         or uncovering. Thus children enter into a temporal experience of a world.[37]   The worlds they narrate may be shared or private, coherent or fractured, sustained
         or intermittent. Regardless of the form of narration, we see consistently that their
         emerging conceptions of self and world are narrated or co-narrated. Put anything you
         hope a child to learn in the form of a good story and you will have caught his or
         her attention. The same can be said of adults no less. The Socratic simply taps into
         the narrative tendency in human life—at any stage in life. Again, it does so without
         imposing a master narrative, as it evades such restrictiveness by its very methodology.
      

      
      However, while stories reflect the existence and need for narrativity, they themselves
         tend to be fantastic or imagined. Significantly, then, they provide a safe situation
         for narrative exploration, not simply in a person’s factual life, but in her imagination.
         Stories invite a person to enter and inhabit imaginary worlds, where she may explore
         untried possibilities relatively risk-free. A person learns thus to gain the courage
         to become vulnerable. Simply by making the movements of opening oneself and throwing
         oneself wholeheartedly into new situations imaginatively, a person becomes familiar
         with crucial motions needed for actual transformation in life. Moreover, Nussbaum
         notes how play teaches a person to connect vulnerability to curiosity and wonder,
         rather than to debilitating anxiety.[38]   Should it not give us pause, that children are so much more willing to make themselves
         vulnerable than adults? They have not yet learned to fear exposing themselves. And
         where shyness and hesitation hold some children back from exploration, play with stories
         can encourage them to discover the connection between their natural, primitive sense
         of wonder and a willingness to venture and take chances. If the Socratic art of storytelling
         taught nothing else, this would already be a blessing for life.
      

      
      Still, the safety of stories is relative, for truly to imagine a world is to own it,
         to live it, albeit imaginatively. The potential risk of being hurt by stories is also
         apparent here. So a Socratic guide always has the learner’s best interest in mind
         in choosing material. In this sense, stories are not fantastic worlds into which we
         might escape from life. Much more than that, they beckon us to draw near, they challenge
         us to enter, sometimes putting much at stake from our everyday lives. Imaginative
         engagement with stories requires courage, the courage to take on possibility. In chapter
         5, I come back to the courage needed and risk involved in engaging possibility.
      

      
      It is interesting, then, that stories often receive the reputation of offering an
         escape from reality, or of providing an unrealistic experience a person could never
         have in real life. Kierkegaard himself criticizes escapism as a way of relating to
         stories. Herein lies his critique of the romantics, namely that a person who lives
         purely in ideals never translates them into reality. So we receive the critique of
         an “education by novels” in Either/Or, part I, in the literary review of “The First Love,” a play by Eugène Scribe (1791–1861).
         This critique suggests an important distinction between, on the one hand, a beneficial,
         Socratic use of stories in educating and, on the other, a harmful, neglectful education
         by texts, such as novels (or any other narrative material for that matter), which
         the reviewer calls in this case “novel-nurturing.” The Socratic approach engenders
         self-activity by continually helping the learner relate the story to real life, that
         is, by encouraging appropriation. Meanwhile, so-called
 novel-nurturing blocks the path of learning by giving the book to the learner as
         a replacement for actual educational engagement. Letting the imaginary world of books
         stand in for teachers encourages a reader to treat them as leisurely escapes. The
         reviewer of “The First Love” suggests that a person raised on novels “either becomes
         more and more immersed in illusion or comes out of it and loses faith in illusion
         but acquires faith in mystification. In illusion, the individual is hidden from himself;
         in mystification, he is hidden from others—but both conditions are the consequences
         of being brought up on romantic novels” (EO1 250/SKS 2, 243). The reviewer fears that
         an education on romantic novels either leads a person to wed herself to a universe
         containing only fantastical others or, what is the same, to isolate herself just as
         fantastically in solitude. We see how Kierkegaard, himself a romantic in spirit, fears
         and warns against unleashed romanticism, much with the same wariness expressed by
         Rousseau. Pathos without concretion is nonsense, madness, frivolity—in a word, nothing.
         We might add another possibility left unsaid by Kierkegaard, but acknowledged by Rousseau,
         which is that to abandon a child to books can also be a sure way to turn him or her
         off from reading for life.
      

      
      Nevertheless, the critique that an education by novels receives in Either/Or does not contradict the positive role attributed to storytelling and to imagination
         in the papers on telling stories to children. On the contrary, Kierkegaard’s two texts
         complement one another by emphasizing the point that a learner must be met where she
         is, guided in critically reflecting upon the story and connecting it with her own
         life. This fosters not an unleashed imagination, but rather a finely tailored one:
         We have, then, imagination tempered, not merely by reason, but by concreteness, by
         the personal. While the children in Scribe’s play are tossed alone in a room with
         books to escape into a fantasy better than real life, the Socratic guide carefully
         and attentively accompanies the learner into the story and into life.
      

      
      Kierkegaard, like Plato and Rousseau, knows that children are impressionable and introduce
         everything they find in stories into their personal lives. After all, though he suggests
         no form of censorship, Kierkegaard would likely agree with his predecessors that not
         just any content is suitable for children. Still, the playfulness with which we enter
         stories makes them ideal material for guided Socratic learning. When the gods act
         viciously, a person can be Socratically questioned about the story, and eventually
         led to question and form judgments for herself. As we play with stories, which grip
         us at an emotional, sensory, and imaginative level, we are also guided to reflect
         upon them, thus cultivating our reasoning abilities. Plato and Rousseau alike seem
         to have missed the value of thus nurturing the various faculties together.
      

      
      Kierkegaard saw—as, ultimately, did Plato and Rousseau—the constructive and even irreplaceable
         usefulness of stories. Socrates invites poetry to return to the kallipolis so long
         as it is willing to offer an apology.[39]   For his part, Rousseau deems Emile ready for stories by the age of 12 or 13, though
         he introduces books begrudgingly: “I hate books. They only teach one to talk about
         what one does not know. . . . Since we absolutely must have books, there exists one
         which, to my taste, provides the most felicitous treatise on natural education” (E
         184). Rousseau has in mind Robinson Crusoe, which, make note, is given to Emile in order to excite his imagination in relation
         to his personal experience. Emile is to engage with the story by putting himself in
         it, by imagining himself as Crusoe. Stories can alter a life because storytelling
         is a borrowing and lending with experience. While imaginative journeys tend to explore
         the unknown or the unfamiliar, they borrow their fodder from sensuous experience.
         To imagine is to play with images, and whether we speak of productive or reproductive
         imagination, imaginings have a sensuous nature, as the image originates in the senses,
         or, more accurately, in sensuous experience. Likewise, actual experiences in life
         are enriched by the work of the imagination. Having played with images in the world
         of a story, the learner’s own world gains further subtlety. Familiar objects of sensory
         perception take on new light and gain additional layers. The spirit wakes up to its
         direct surroundings or discovers them anew. How one understands oneself and interprets
         the behaviors of others gains further complexity. A person opens her mind with a deeper
         appreciation for human psychology. Furthermore, she learns to distinguish between
         similar things and associate dissimilar ones. Having sustained attentiveness in a
         new manner, she realizes the particularities that set one thing apart from something
         else. Connecting previously isolated phenomena, she creates or becomes aware of something
         that did not exist before. Shakespeare was a master at creating the new by associating
         old things.[40]   So was Kierkegaard, who knew the stories of Shakespeare well. Every child or adult
         who learns the Socratic method with stories becomes his or her own Shakespeare to
         some degree.
      

      
      Through the imaginative movements we do with stories, we enter into narrativity. Narrativity
         is everywhere, as storytelling is native to human beings. Therefore, to find a story
         a person has all but to look for one. Sensitivity to stories is a gift from childhood,
         and hardly any child has been neglected in this regard. There is, in any case, no
         age too late to be awakened to stories. If an adult has misplaced this childhood sensibility,
         she need only redirect her attention to activate it once again. Entering a story by
         means of the imagination entails first of all sensory attentiveness. Being able to
         hear a story means knowing how to pay attention, how to hold quiet, how to receive
         what is present. Each sense becomes alert, searching, as with feelers, for the narrative
         element. Should one sense brush up against it, it calls the others to attention. The
         senses then gather in the imagination, presenting their booty, which this latter capacity
         arranges in narrative form. I do not say here whether a person creates the narrative
         arrangement or taps into it. This should depend on the situation.
      

      
      Incidentally, we may note how in our time it is far easier to get a story from any
         corner of the earth than it would have been in Kierkegaard’s. With our smartphones
         and laptops, we are simply always “online” with everything at our fingertips. Kierkegaard
         or Dostoevsky could take a wandering story, that is, a rumor or a newspaper article,
         and begin the most imaginative exercises with it. Today, bombarded with a constant
         stream of information, we often let stories pass right through us without effect.
         We content ourselves with moving them along (on Twitter, for example) as though on
         a conveyer belt, without having appropriated them ourselves, nor really asking anyone
         else to do so. We live in an information-crazed age that simply does not appropriate
         what it transports. Such conveyed information becomes all but self-loading and -unloading,
         leaving one to wonder at times what, if anything, is being done with it. Yet narrative
         material is all around us. When we are attuned to stories, we may “overhear” them
         quite frequently. Kierkegaard himself likely tuned into stories on his daily strolls
         through the streets of Copenhagen, which he called his “people baths.”[41]   
      

      
      Stories, written, told, performed, overheard, and otherwise, tend to be interpreted.
         Indeed, storytelling entails interpreting. A good storyteller brings the situation
         of the story alive through her compelling interpretation. At times, however, we may
         prefer stories with very little interpretive lining. Here, we must interpret and discover
         for ourselves where to go with the story. Rousseau expresses the wish that we remove
         a fable’s concluding line, where some perhaps well-meaning though misguided interpreter
         felt it necessary to sum up the moral of the story (E 248). Undoubtedly, fables and
         fairy tales, just as religious tales and mythologies, are always interpreted stories,
         descending as they do from oral traditions. In fact, it is only by being committed
         to writing that their continual interpretive metamorphosis came to a halt. Plato’s
         dialogues were written. Yet they are read by us as stories, as oral conversations
         that unfold over time and take place in particular settings. The orality of Plato’s
         dialogues contributes to our ability to enter them as interpreters. That we become
         interpreters through stories highlights how they encourage us to exercise autonomous
         thinking, moral and otherwise.
      

      
      At other times, we may do well to get into dialogue with a highly interpreted story.
         In a sense, every story has an interpretation. Therefore, we should be aware of how
         an author or storyteller is interpreting. Here, again, we determine for ourselves
         if we find the interpretation compelling and worth putting on, that is, if it can
         stand the test of existence. Or perhaps the interpretation opens our imagination to
         something new. We try on a perspective previously unknown to us or we make a new connection
         between two or more things.
      

      
      Stories always have a situation, however minimal, whether given through description,
         narration, dialogue, action, or otherwise. Beyond merely suspending disbelief in order
         to entertain a story, the storygoer who holds nothing back allows the imagined to
         gain an actual reality. Without such reality, a person maintains a distance, whether
         ironic or otherwise, safekeeping her from vulnerably entering the possibilities set
         forth in the story. The natural situatedness of stories makes them ripe for being
         entered actually. A person thus approaches a story by attuning herself to the situation
         and enters it by placing herself there.
      

      
      Situatedness is integral to the content and unfolding of the dialogical explorations
         contained in Plato’s writings. Plato nearly always nestled his dialogues in situation,
         so that recalling a particular dialogue also brings to mind images of Socrates together
         with his interlocutors: in the agora, beneath a plane-tree by the riverside, lounging
         on couches at a great poet’s dinner party, or strolling outside the city walls. As
         such, the personality of each interlocutor and the timing of particular interjections
         also carry great weight. Further, situatedness brings out the actuality of the interlocutors’
         inquiry. The reader is reminded that philosophical investigations are conducted by
         individuals in existence, for whom the path taken through the inquiry has significance.
         Likewise, the dialogue’s situation brings out the concreteness of the reader’s or
         listener’s actuality. By relating between her real-life experiences and the situation
         she enters imaginatively, the reader or listener of dialogues encounters herself as
         situated, that is, as implicated concretely.
      

      
      Through the method of indirect communication, Kierkegaard also sets himself the task
         of bringing out the situation of actuality in his writing. He achieves this in part
         through his use of the literary, by which we encounter Kierkegaard the dramatist.
         As mentioned, Kierkegaard’s writings abound with stories, parables, fables, anecdotes,
         analogies, brief images, and examples. His sketches for a planned work often begin
         with the words “the situation,” “the case” (Sagen), or “such is the circumstance” (saaledes er Forholdet), followed by the details of the story to be relayed in the writing.[42]   Kierkegaard does not tend, in his approach to writing, to present or analyze the
         idea or question under investigation directly, as in a more traditional work of philosophical
         prose. Nor does he incline to examine it objectively, from a disinterested or abstract
         standpoint. Rather, the problem is worked out within the dramatic situation lived
         by the figures in the story. Even where a text deals with phenomena in the abstract,
         for example, as a “concept,” these phenomena become animated as on a stage. Kierkegaard’s
         given subject matter and its supporting cast play out their movements in acts. The
         situatedness of Kierkegaard’s cast and crew connects his undertaking to the theater.
      

      
      As at the theater, a reader of Kierkegaard accompanies these figures along their way.
         We become self-active and implicated in novel-like narratives, epistolary exchanges,
         parodies, and imitations of well- or little-known works.[43]   We witness actors on a stage, wrangling with biblical tales, and we dive into discourses
         with narrative storytelling, as though following along with a screenplay. Then, through
         Kierkegaard’s and his pseudonyms’ own analyses and interpretations of a story, he
         demonstrates how a person might be formed by engaging critically and personally with
         narratives. Thus, The Concept of Anxiety enters upon the biblical story of Adam and Eve, which is our story, the human story.
         Fear and Trembling (1843) demonstrates a man’s attempt to understand the biblical parable of Abraham
         and Isaac, as Repetition (also 1843) does with the biblical tale of Job.
      

      
      We may take Fear and Trembling as an example, which begins its unfolding in the form of a narrative performance,
         as though on a stage.[44]   Kierkegaard’s pseudonym, Johannes de Silentio, accompanies the biblical Abraham
         on his three-day journey to Mount Moriah with his son Isaac, whom he is supposed to
         offer as a sacrifice.[45]   De Silentio wants to examine faith, to understand how faith is possible. However,
         rather than treat the issue of faith theoretically, as is often done through philosophical
         or theological scholarship, he takes up the dramatic story of Abraham, who is after
         all said to be the father of faith. De Silentio drags the reader along with him (four
         separate times) on the three-day journey. De Silentio’s performance helps the reader
         to ask about Abraham’s reality: What unfolds in a person’s psyche whilst he travels,
         as appears to all the world, on his way to murder his son—because he heard a voice
         that told him to? What happens to a man, who must live with the contradiction of doing
         something ethically wrong on the basis of faith? What occurs to a son, who realizes
         he has been abandoned by his father, even if for his own sake? How does a parent,
         whether divine or human, bear the task of doing what is good for the child though
         it hurts him or her? In other words, through the dramatic performance, Kierkegaard
         moves his reader to think personally about what it actually means to act on faith,
         in fear and trembling, despite uncertainty, and without assurance in advance that
         things will work out. Like de Silentio, we readers have to leave out the narrative
         fact that in the last moment God provides a ram for Abraham, and that Isaac is spared.
         Rather, by delivering us right in the midst of Abraham’s drama, de Silentio makes
         the issue actual for us. We can no longer observe the story from the sidelines, knowing
         in advance the conclusion, with the safe reassurance that the murder won’t have to
         take place. On the stage, Abraham does not have this bird’s-eye view: He is in the
         midst of the drama. As drawn into the drama ourselves, we are there on the stage,
         in fear and trembling along with Abraham. We do not know ahead of time that our parenting
         will be successful, that we won’t hurt our children irreparably. We do not know in
         advance that what we stake our faith in will turn out all right.
      

      
      Doubtless, Kierkegaard’s decision to use narrative in its dramatic form is, at least
         in part, Socratic: He engages us as though at a theater because drama seduces. As
         we are drawn into the action, we cannot help but to enter upon the inquiry for ourselves,
         personally and passionately. We ourselves become actors, and together with the others,
         we work out our fates. To put it otherwise, Kierkegaardian seduction aims at getting
         his reader narratively involved such that he or she can be moved to the point of transformation.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. In Plato’s Apology, Socrates compares himself to a gadfly in his self-description as having the role
                  of stinging and awakening the people of Athens from their sluggish slumber. See Plato,
                  Apology, 30d6–31a5. In Plato’s Symposium, Alcibiades describes the bite of philosophy, for which he seems to hold Socrates
                  responsible, as more painful than the bite of a snake, though he does mention that
                  Socrates too was bitten by it. See Plato, Symposium, 217e6–218b6.
               

            

         

         
            2. As I discuss in chapter 4, Kierkegaard too sees different versions of Socrates, depending
                  on his focus. While he has criticisms for Socrates the ironist, as pursued in his
                  dissertation The Concept of Irony (1841), elsewhere Kierkegaard enjoys the softer, gentler Socrates, as when he imitates
                  the ancient one’s use of narratives in guiding and educating.
               

            

         

         
            3. On the topic of Kierkegaard and narrative, see the contributions to a recent study
                  exploring Kierkegaard’s contributions to thought on narrative identity: Eds. John
                  Lippitt and Patrick Stokes, Narrative, Identity and the Kierkegaardian Self (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2015). See also the chapter “Practical and
                  Narrative Identity,” in Patrick Stokes, The Naked Self: Kierkegaard and Personal Identity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), pp. 166–91.
               

            

         

         
            4. On the role of explicit, articulated self-narratives in Kierkegaard, see Anthony Rudd,
                  Self, Value, and Narrative: A Kierkegaardian Approach (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            5. In Kierkegaard’s 1847 lecture notes on indirect communication, he opposes primitivity
                  with “life in the great cities,” by which he seems to refer to the metropolitan life
                  of pseudo-intellectuals; greater primitivity and naïveté in our thinking, he suggests,
                  would save us from “the shallowness of acquired knowledge” (JP 1: 650, 2–3, 276–77/SKS
                  27, 399, Papir 366:1–1a).
               

            

         

         
            6. For starters, Kierkegaard suggests, “the naïve belongs at every age in life in order
                  to be able to make the Socratic distinction between what one understands and what
                  one does not understand” (JP 1: 654, 291n./SKS 27, 416, Papir 369c; trans. mod.).
                  The ability to make this distinction, essential for setting us onto a path of inquiry,
                  is most urgently called for in adult life, when our notions have begun to congeal
                  and preconceptions have come to dominate our thinking.
               

            

         

         
            7. In a late journal entry (1854), Kierkegaard writes that we are all by nature “intended
                  for” primitivity, as primitivity is “the possibility of ‘spirit’” (JP 1: 84, 35/SKS
                  26, 40, NB31:55). A bit earlier (1851), he hints that being primitive includes being
                  able to be “alone with God,” and he opposes the primitive with all hypocrisy and mere
                  mimicry (JP 1: 214, 87/SKS 24, 445, NB25:11).
               

            

         

         
            8. For the most part, I use the feminine pronoun in this chapter when referring to the
                  Socratic guide, and often when referring to the child, though not by any means because
                  these roles are especially suited to women or girls; envisioning the Socratic learner
                  and teacher as female may offer a counterbalance to Rousseau’s decision to make Emile
                  and his tutor (“Jean-Jacques”) male, though the tasks undeniably are recommended for
                  anyone who takes it upon themselves to teach and learn Socratically.
               

            

         

         
            9. As a case in point, in the spring of 2014, I heard in the news of a primary school
                  in the New York area that canceled the annual end-of-year kindergarten play so the
                  youngsters could focus on college- and career-preparation.
               

            

         

         
            10. George Pattison notes that this incitement to read aloud comes directly with the religious
                  discourses and indirectly with the pseudonymous works. Even the latter, Patterson
                  writes, have a “glittering prose that virtually incites the reader to read aloud”
                  (George Pattison, Kierkegaard and the Theology of the Nineteenth Century: The Paradox and the ‘Point
                     of Contact’ [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012], p. 190).
               

            

         

         
            11. This plea is repeated word for word in the preface to this text’s companion piece,
                  Judge for Yourself! (JFY 92/SKS 16, 150).
               

            

         

         
            12. Friedrich Nietzsche (1844–1900) also warns against our tendency to expound morality
                  in a fashion that destroys it through too much externality: “[A]ll the gold on them
                  [these good things] will have been worn off by so much handling, and all the gold
                  inside will have been turned to lead” (Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science, trans. Walter Kaufmann [New York: Vintage Books, 1974], § 292).
               

            

         

         
            13. An example can be observed in Socrates’ attempt to educate Glaucon throughout the
                  Republic.

            

         

         
            14. That stories offer themselves up to us so charitably for renewed interpretation explains
                  in part the timelessness of Plato’s dialogues, which, again, are replete with tales
                  and myths.
               

            

         

         
            15. In his analysis, Rousseau maintains the traditional conflict between society and nature
                  (which we see also in Schiller). The lessons we receive from these two masters—society
                  and nature—should be in harmony: The well-raised person tends toward compatible ends
                  in living consistently. Rather than being at odds with himself, a person whose social
                  lessons are in accord with his nature, and vice versa, thrives in agreement with himself
                  (see E 38). Someone familiar with Plato will recognize here his influence on Rousseau.
                  Indeed, the latter acknowledged his debt to the great ancient thinker: “Do you want
                  to get an idea of public education? Read Plato’s Republic. It is not at all a political work, as think those who judge books only by their
                  titles. It is the most beautiful educational treatise ever written” (E 40). Kierkegaard
                  too seeks harmony in the individual, but as we have seen he leaves aside the traditional
                  dualities, between society and nature, or between reason and appetite, bringing to
                  light instead our dual nature as angel and beast, as mortal and divine.
               

            

         

         
            16. Kierkegaard owned two copies of Rousseau’s Emile, one in the original French and the other in Danish (see Vincent A. McCarthy, “Jean-Jacques
                  Rousseau: Presence and Absence,” in Kierkegaard and the Renaissance and Modern Traditions, ed. Jon Stewart [Ashgate: Burlington, VT, 2009], p. 147), though he makes no mention
                  of negative education as such. On Kierkegaard’s historical relation to Rousseau more
                  broadly, see ibid., pp. 147–61.
               

            

         

         
            17. See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1103b23–26.
               

            

         

         
            18. Immanuel Kant, “Lectures on Pedagogy,” in Anthropology, History, and Education, trans. and ed. Robert B. Louden and Günther Zöller (Cambridge: Cambridge University
                  Press, 2007), p. 461.
               

            

         

         
            19. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, § 327.
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      Chapter 2

      Personality

      
         
         
      

      
      Kierkegaard saw that for the existing person the first condition in moral and spiritual
         life is being able to say “I.” Saying “I” means an individual develops as a personality
         who knows something in life of earnest introspection and personal decision.[1]   But in relation to this “I” there is also a “You,” another personality.[2]   Whatever I can say of myself—who I am or who I become—I am always somehow interwoven
         with You. For we individuals are interdependent in our self-awareness and ongoing
         self-realization. In this chapter, I explore Kierkegaard’s idea that moral and spiritual
         life calls for personality (Personlighed), alongside a complementary notion that the self is worked out in its relation (Forhold) to the other. Thus, I hope to illuminate both the ideas that dialogue calls for
         strengthening of the subjective and that subjectivity is essentially dialogical.
      

      
      If we depend on one another for who we become, then the individual forming as a personality
         is called to risk disclosure and dialogue with existing others. And since dialogical
         encounters occur temporally, the inevitability of change necessitates the continued
         renewal of such rejoinders. Therefore, I ask the reader to keep in mind an important
         insight from Kierkegaard: The existential demands of moral and spiritual life—becoming
         a self, receiving and being received by the other—are most difficult and ongoing.
         In case it should seem self-evident today that self and other are intertwined, we
         do well to consider the following: Being able to say “I,” having nothing to hide behind,
         baring all and holding oneself open—there are hardly any tasks above these that cause
         such anguish, that demand so much from a person, nor that are so easily forgone. But
         where we evade these dialogical tasks, we do no less than forsake the highest in individual
         existence, that is, freedom’s possibility for becoming.
      

      
      The Dialogical Person

      
      Kierkegaard diverges most from both Ancient Greek and early German romantic thought
         by introducing the unique category of “the single individual” (hiin Enkelte). Human thriving for the Greeks tended to rest on being able to reach a state of
         virtue, one of the goals of paideia (education). While Kierkegaard remains concerned with education, he moves the focus
         from virtue states as a concept for the race in general to personality as it appears
         in intimate dialogical relationships. In The Concept of Irony, Kierkegaard notes that Socrates does not have the absolute authority of personality
         (CI 196/SKS 1, 243). Socrates’ irony is his power, “the rock-firm negativity” against
         which everything would break (ibid.), but he lacks the elasticity and receptivity
         of personality that makes truly reciprocal and nourishing dialogue possible.[3]   For his part, Aristotle had coined the term “hexis” to denote moral virtue as a state or disposition, which could not only be taught
         and learned as a trained skill, but could also be reached as an achievement.[4]   By contrast, Kierkegaard examines personality in the single individual, which lacks
         such finality and cannot be taught directly. As a notable example, the 1847 notes
         and drafts to Kierkegaard’s posthumously published lectures on indirect communication
         (indirekte Meddelelse) discuss a person’s potential capabilities, namely ethical and religious capability.
         These can be brought out in personality or personhood, but they are never “transferred”
         through direct forms of teaching. Any communication in this regard—which unfolds between
         one personality and another—must be indirect, maieutic, or incognito (see JP 1: 648–657,
         267–308/SKS 27, 389–434, Papir 364–371:2).[5]   Furthermore, for Kierkegaard, while particular virtues are important in the life
         of the individual, we do not come to rest in them. Above virtue states that can be
         acquired and “had,” Kierkegaard concerns himself with capabilities, that is, with
         what a person can “do.” Personality develops in the toil of repeatedly examining oneself
         and through the courage of continually baring oneself open. The single individual
         emerges as a person becomes capable of thinking and acting for herself as herself, that is, as she gains moral independence and personal answerability.
      

      
      Schiller also suggests, along Aristotelian lines, that harmony between sensibility
         and reason allows morality to become our second nature (AE 31–33). We could thus realize
         the moral by practicing the harmonious use of our faculties until we reach a state
         of morality. This second nature would also, in Kantian terms, guarantee a harmony
         between our particularity and the universal demands made upon us. As Schiller writes,
         “if the inner man is at one with himself, he will preserve his idiosyncrasy even in
         the widest universality of his conduct, and the State will be simply the interpreter
         of his fine instinct, the clearer expression of his inner legislation” (AE 33). Harmony
         in the parts of the self would, for Schiller, guarantee harmony between the inner
         and the outer. This is an important point of divergence for dialogical education in
         Kierkegaard. For Kierkegaard, we do not finally attain morality as a second nature,
         but struggle to realize it anew throughout life. The dissonance between the inner
         and the outer is for Kierkegaard a sign of this ongoing struggle.
      

      
      The single individual also differs in his pursuits from the self-
actualizing seeker of the German romantic Bildung tradition.[6]   Certainly, Kierkegaard’s indirect method has similar aims to Bildung, hoping as it does to empower a person to form (danne) herself harmoniously and continuously with reference to an ideal image (Bild), though an image-in-flux that avoids the illusion of master narrative.[7]   Like the Bildung 
tradition, Kierkegaard could be said to oppose his method to both utilitarianism,
         where pleasure is the highest good, and to Kantianism, where happiness in accord with
         virtue is the complete good.[8]   In this regard, 
Kierkegaard objects that Kant stresses reason at the expense of wholeness: An abstract
         requirement to act according to universal laws fails to see the importance of individuality.
         It is not a purely rational being who acts morally, but a whole  individual, who does
         his duty  from  his inclinations, not contrary to them, and who acts from within his
         lived situation, not despite it. This objection to Kant is a backdrop to Kierkegaard’s
         solution in an indirect method, which seeks to help a person become an individual
         who relates to her ideals not only intellectually, but also—and more importantly—existentially.
         Thus, the highest for a human being involves the development of all human powers,
         including one’s distinctive individual aptitudes, in an integrated, harmonious, and
         balanced whole.[9]   Still, we may better understand what is distinctive about Kierkegaard’s thought
         if we take him as working against Bildung.[10]   The romantic schema of the Bildung tradition takes humans as fully self-determining creatures that can perfect and balance
         themselves if only they pursue the right tasks. It ignores the strife characterizing
         our constant struggle and the consequent need for faith—despite reason—in order to
         move forward.[11]   The trap Kierkegaard discovers in the tradition of Bildung is that making a self-project of oneself isolates and encloses the individual, making
         essential transformation (Omdannelse), which requires openness, impossible. In Kierkegaard’s Dannelse, narrative and co-narrative are emphasized as the constant struggle in becoming a self. Thus, Kierkegaard’s
         method promotes a dialogical unfolding of existence, where the crucial movement in
         becoming involves openness to the other.[12]  
      

      
      From where does personality in the single individual emerge? In The Concept of Anxiety, Haufniensis suggests that earnestness is key to personality (CA 180/SKS 4, 449).
         He relates the term “earnestness” (Alvor) to “inwardness” (Inderlighed), describing the latter as “that fountain that gushes up to eternal life, and what
         issues from this fountain is precisely earnestness” (CA 177/SKS 4, 446). Haufniensis
         cautions against giving earnestness any single definition: In the form of a definition
         it becomes “something alien, something else” (CA 177/SKS 4, 447). To seek to pin it
         down would be like trying to give a definition to love or to God (CA 177–78/SKS 4,
         447). Earnestness is “so earnest a matter that even a definition of it is a frivolity”
         (CA 178/SKS 4, 447). A person earnest in her pursuits lacks frivolity, taking to heart
         (Inderliggjørelse) what concerns her personally. Haufniensis contrasts such a personality with the
         unsettling lack of spirit found in a human being who has been replaced by a “talking
         machine.”[13]   We might encounter such a character repeating by rote what is said about some philosophical
         work, political idea, or cultural trend. This seemingly industrious figure may have
         a practiced intellectual grasp of the matter at hand, ready to refute or defend any
         position. However, what disturbs us is that nothing is understood in a spiritual way,
         nothing is seen as a task, nothing is said in virtue of spirit (CA 115, 116/SKS 4,
         398).[14]  
      

      
      Doubtless, we all occasionally allow ourselves to let something or someone stand in
         for us. Out of convenience, we find ourselves repeating a fitting phrase, regardless
         of whether or not we recognize it as reflecting our own experience. Perhaps, for the
         sake of ease or for lack of courage, we take a stance that has gained popularity,
         though duly considered we could not quite fully get behind it. Not only does standing
         alone take a lot of work, but it is also an utterly vulnerable position. Kierkegaard’s
         concern, however, is that the risk in not being oneself is considerably greater.
      

      
      Earnestness in one’s task may be likened to the earnestness children know how to bring
         to play. Johannes de Silentio makes this comparison in the epilogue to Fear and Trembling, where he urges his reader to be like children and make the essentially human passion—that
         is, faith—a task adequate for her lifetime (FT 121–23/SKS 4, 208–10). Silentio writes:
         “When children on vacation have already played all the games before twelve o’clock
         and impatiently ask: Can’t somebody think up a new game—does this show that these
         children are more developed and more advanced than the children in the contemporary
         or previous generation who make the well-known games last all day long? Or does it
         show instead that the first children lack what I would call the endearing earnestness
         [alternately, “good-natured seriousness”] belonging to play?” (FT 122/SKS 4, 209).
         The children who know how to make well-known games last all day have learned to go
         very far with very little; they aren’t bored easily, finding the fun in whatever they
         do. Taking one’s task earnestly does not mean relating to it with an austere, tiresome,
         or lifeless attitude. Rather, one approaches the task playfully and creatively, never
         tiring of it just because one sees endless possibilities in it. It is a beautiful
         insight that there is a close relationship between earnestness and play. A real personality
         knows how to play earnestly.
      

      
      Personality also consists in being earnest despite the uncertainties in our commitments.
         When we find ourselves called to do something, we may often stall by wanting first
         to measure the risks involved, tally up the costs, and consider all the consequences.
         As such we may never get around to the task. In the Postscript, Climacus observes the human tendency to seek intellectual certainty where we know
         very well we cannot demand it absolutely from existence. Still, before committing,
         we want three demonstrations (See CUP1 201–02/SKS 7, 185). The mind can be a powerful
         ally in such procrastination. Essentially, the intellect seeks to protect us from
         finitude’s fragility. Putting such calculations aside truly requires faith. In a sense,
         this is just what faith entails: committing wholly and passionately despite all logical
         and temporal contingencies.
      

      
      In Either/Or, part II, a young person has become stuck in a rut well known to our age: Afraid
         of change, it seems impossible to commit to a marriage. What guarantee does he have
         that the love he shares with his companion will be there in ten years? Sure, he loves
         her now, almost worships her, but what if she changes? He thinks: “Perhaps just this,
         that I bind myself to one person with an indissoluble bond, will make this being,
         whom I otherwise would love with my whole soul, become intolerable to me” (EO2 25/SKS
         3, 33). Or what if he meets someone else later on, the one he was really destined to be with? Or yet, what if he himself changes, losing what has so captivated
         her in him, so that she feels disappointed, even deceived. Perhaps she will then be
         unfaithful, and he will have her transgression on his conscience—for he should have known better than to be “so incautious
         as to let her take such a decisive step” (EO2 25–26/SKS 3, 34). For lack of guarantee,
         then, he commits only temporarily, that is, for ten years, or until the relationship
         has played itself out.[15]   He might even marry, so long as both parties understand, explicitly or implicitly,
         that divorce is an option. Unfortunately, as his advisor, Judge Wilhelm, observes,
         such an attitude, such a “secret horror of any contact with life” (EO2 25/SKS 3, 33)
         robs us of the power to act and the confidence to hope (EO2 24/SKS 3, 32). Contracts
         entered into for a specific period of time “vitiate the innermost power of marital
         life, relax the energy of the will, and minimize the blessings of the trust that marriage
         possesses” (EO2 26/SKS 3, 34). Wilhelm has noticed that, without the earnest commitment
         to stick it out til the end, the playful creativity that sustains a marriage is lost.
      

      
      Truly, we cannot remove the contingencies of life. To do something earnestly then
         means in faith to live passionately committed to one’s task—despite the fact that
         we cannot have certainty. A person lives “as if.”[16]   She lives as if there were immortality, as if the universe were a whole, as if
         marriage binds us for eternity. Significantly, this is no mere intellectual exercise:
         Climacus recommends an earnest personality stake his whole life on this “if” (CUP1
         201/SKS 7, 185). From such a commitment to one’s task, without reassurance, a person
         finds out what she is made of. Living passionately “as if” provides the content of
         personality.
      

      
      It is often thought that Kierkegaard stays within the contours of modern subjectivity,
         rather than developing, as he should have, an intersubjective theory of selfhood.
         We may thus wonder whether the single individual shares the modern subject’s lonely
         independence. However, by introducing personality as essential to subjectivity, Kierkegaard
         breaks with the Cartesian tradition that takes the subject as the res cogitans (thinking thing). Where traditional approaches seek disinterested and dispassionate
         thought, Kierkegaard calls for passionate and personal involvement. Where the personal
         involves the other, and it always does, as we will see, we have dialogue.
      

      
      The way dialogical personality works in Kierkegaard is twofold. First, we can conceive
         of the personal “I” as a prerequisite for engaging in genuine dialogue with “You.”
         Thus, subjectivity in Kierkegaard entails not being individualistic, but having individuality;
         not thinking only of oneself, but thinking for oneself. Beyond moral independence, Kierkegaard calls for the moral maturity to put
         what one says to the test in dialogue. In the drafts on indirect communication, he
         warns against the madness of anonymity just where the intensification of individual
         voice is needed (JP 1: 650, 10, 278/SKS 27, 400, Papir 366:2a). We read, “ethical-religious
         truth is related essentially to personality and can only be communicated by an I to an I” (JP 1: 656, 302/SKS 27, 428, Papir 371:1). That is, when a matter concerns our moral
         and spiritual selves, there’s no sense in abstracting from the personal. Dialogue
         (Samtalen, that is, “speaking together”) calls forth responsibility (Ansvar) for oneself and for the claim being made upon us to respond (svar). An 1849 journal entry suggests that “dialogue [Samtalen] immediately posits: you and I, and such questions as require: yes and no” (JP 1:
         673, 315/SKS 22, 158, NB12:26). Kierkegaard identifies the basic defect of the modern
         age as the tendency to abolish personality and make everything objective (JP 1: 657,
         304/SKS 27, 430, Papir 371:2).[17]   If a person chooses to write, or to open any other lines of communication, he or
         she must be willing to come through personally.
      

      
      It is worth noting that dialogue, which requires personalities, does not insist that
         people meet in time and space. Thus, dialogue as we find in hermeneutics also brings
         forth the personal. Kierkegaard suggests we take his own texts, written in the personal
         voice, as contributions to the intensification of personality. Kierkegaard’s characters-authors
         are just that—well-developed personalities, as one might find in novels or plays.
         He writes, “One of the tragedies of modern times is precisely this—to have abolished
         the “I,” the personal “I.” . . . Personality is what we need. Therefore I regard it
         as my service that by bringing poetized personalities who say I (my pseudonyms) into the center of life’s actuality I have contributed, if possible,
         to familiarizing the contemporary age again to hearing an I, a personal I speak” (JP 1: 656, 302/SKS 27, 428, Papir 371:1). No doubt, to engage with works by
         Kierkegaard is to enter into dialogue with the personalities that come forth through
         them. Kierkegaard himself did this constantly: Not only was he in serious dialogue
         with past and contemporary philosophers, but also with authors of fables and fairy
         tales, with works of literature, with biblical texts, and with personalities from
         history, whether fictive or based on reality. Incidentally, we see that having personality
         does not restrict a person to a single, unified voice. Kierkegaard’s texts, no doubt,
         reveal the possibility of polyphony in dialogue. Likewise, we readers invest ourselves
         personally as we grapple with his texts. We too have the possibility of many voices
         as we interpret and respond.
      

      
      Second, we can also conceive of the dialogical relationship with “You” as constitutive
         of the personal “I.” In other words, implied in personality is the other. Perhaps
         this appears tautological. How am I to form myself as a personality, which is necessary
         in order to engage in dialogue, if I need my dialogical relationships to be formed
         as a personality? It may help to consider that having individual determinateness does
         not imply being fully self-determining. Dialogical relationships are always there
         from the start, shaping who we become. We do not choose to enter them once we are
         sure of ourselves, or after deciding whether we want to be bothered. The very presence
         of the other before us has already involved us. Wherever Kierkegaard speaks of duty
         and responsibility, he points to dialogical demands made upon us, which are always
         implied, no matter how “casual” the relationship. Personality—the enactor of duty
         and responsibility—is dialogical. The way this unfolds is not by first forming myself
         and then engaging with another completed individual. To begin with, I act, in response
         to the living person before me. At the same time, we are both formed through this
         engagement.
      

      
      Significantly, the dialogical in Kierkegaard, though constitutive of the “I,” does
         not amount to relationships of utility, whereby one human being becomes merely an
         occasion for another to change, to put an idea into practice, or to develop virtues.[18]   Wilhelm emphasizes this in Either/Or. While hoping to convince his aesthetic friend of the aesthetic validity of marriage, he pokes fun at three commonsensical and practical explanations often given for it. They are addressed as follows: (1)
         marriage is a school for character; (2) marriage provides children, allowing a person
         to contribute to the propagation of the race; and (3) marriage grants a home, that
         is, it dispels loneliness (EO2 62–88/SKS 3, 68–91). Wilhelm insists repeatedly that
         no “whys” should be provided for marriage in the first place, as having an objective
         for marrying shows that one is far too sagacious to benefit from the gifts marriage
         actually bestows. To marry in order to ennoble and cultivate character, as with marrying
         for any objective, is an insult to the persons involved, neglecting both their agency
         and innate worth. In Wilhelm’s example, while at a social visit, a man declares that
         marriage is a school for character; meanwhile, his wife sits by his side, notably
         plain looking and old in relation to him (EO2 64–65/SKS 3, 69–70). To put it in Kantian
         terms, by marrying for the sake of utility, one fails to treat the other—and oneself—as
         ends in themselves. Wilhelm notes with irony that for a husband of this kind we might
         wish a “Xanthippe for a wife and children as depraved as possible” (EO2 66/SKS 3,
         71). (Socrates’s wife, Xanthippe, was known for causing him quite a bit of grief.)
         Doubtless, a person actually does receive an education in character through marriage!
         Marriage gives meaning and strength; it teaches humility and patience; it frees one
         from stagnating in habit and from the tyranny of one-sidedness; it teaches modesty,
         gentleness, flexibility, and forgiveness; it teaches hope and endurance (see EO2 66–68/SKS
         3, 71–73). But to embark on such a commitment for the sake of self-improvement neglects our human dignity. Wilhelm also notes how unlikely one
         is to receive the desired education, having such preconceived notions of how one is
         going to be formed (EO2 66/SKS 3, 71). Acknowledging the character-forming aspects
         of dialogical relationships, which are simply essential to them, is a different matter
         altogether. For its part, marrying to dispel loneliness ignores the human condition
         of existential solitude, which is not “fixed” by marriage as a band-aid solution.
         And how far we are here from the role of love in a marriage.
      

      
      Becoming through Repetition

      
      The courage of personality finally comes through in a resolution. A person resolves
         absolutely to commit him- or herself to someone or something. Kierkegaard has in mind
         the sort of commitment that becomes one’s life assignment (Opgave; also “task” or “mission”). Perhaps this takes the form of a calling of some kind,
         a job set for this individual alone, a marriage, or a child. It takes courage to make
         the movement of committing without assurances. A person is resolved, despite the realistic
         possibility that, giving everything, he or she may lose everything. The significance
         of one’s whole life can appear in such a decision.
      

      
      Still, the movement of resolution is only the beginning. Just as we are resolved and
         want to rest in our decision, the task says: No, the work begins precisely now. For,
         the instant we choose, that is, once we transcend our facticity, we are immediately
         redirected to the factical world, where it becomes evident the work must always be
         renewed if resolution is to be transformative. In other words, personality in Kierkegaard
         entails repetition.
      

      
      As Constantin Constantius suggests in a work by the name Repetition (1843): “Repetition—that is actuality and the earnestness of existence. The person
         who wills repetition is mature in earnestness” (R 133/SKS 4, 11).[19]   To get married once shows resolution; but to be married repeatedly every day, that
         is the content of marriage. Repetition (Gjentagelsen; “taking again”) is the link between (Interesse) what we can imagine in our resolution and its actuality in life (see R 149/SKS 4,
         25). In that sense, repetition is a transition (ibid.). Constantin also points to
         the connection between transition (Overgangen) and the Greek kinesis, that is, motion or change, a term used by the Greeks to denote the relation between
         potentiality and actuality (ibid.).[20]   Repetition then has to do with the transition of making our potential actual. Still,
         we might distinguish repetition as it appears in Kierkegaard from the repetition involved
         in learning through habituation in Aristotle.[21]   For Aristotle, we may imitate the outward movements of others in order to develop
         a habit out of our own repeated activity; in Kierkegaard’s notion of repetition, what
         is repeated is the personal, daily task of relating to one’s life and involvements
         with care, attention, vigilance, and openness. Repetition in Kierkegaard does not
         lead to a state of virtue, but simply signals the unending nature of the task at hand.
         It may also help to relate Kierkegaard’s repetition to Nietzsche’s idea of the “eternal
         recurrence of the same.”[22]   Nietzsche’s idea suggests that, using our imaginations, we gather a possibility
         before us, letting it recur again and again as we consider it in this repeated form.
         This way, it won’t take long before we know whether we could live with something.
         But such a “test” could also assist a person in coming to a resolution: Could I take
         up this task day in and day out for the rest of my life? After all, Nietzsche’s would
         be an effective measure for how honest one is toward one’s possibilities. Still, where
         Nietzsche’s eternal recurrence is an exercise for the imagination, Kierkegaard’s repetition
         must be an exercise in practice. Merely to imagine repeated activity, as in a marriage,
         would be rather ineffective for the life of the commitment itself. Resolution and
         commitment become barren concepts without the actuality of repetition. Furthermore,
         I confess that Nietzsche’s challenge, however playful, has sometimes put a chill in
         my heart. What possibility, however pure and shameless, cannot become a tedious yoke
         when imagined on an eternal loop? By contrast, where a person wills repetition in
         actual life, she realizes the diversity of life in the minutest detail.
      

      
      Wilhelm seeks to open the so-called aesthete to just this sort of diversity within
         the habitual. He knows that the young man’s restless spirit fears boredom in a marriage,
         that he believes there is only life where there is turbulence. So Wilhelm offers him
         the image of a calmly running stream: In all its sameness and uniformity, there is
         such melody and movement—this underwater world (of green vegetation, quiet ripples,
         tiny moving creatures, little fish hiding under flowers and stones) is in fact rich
         in change. As for personality’s consistency, one loves precisely what remains the
         same because it is the same, because it is what one loves. He writes: “So it is with the domestic life of marriage—quiet,
         modest, humming. It does not have many changements [variations], and yet it is like that water, running, and yet, like that water, it
         has melody, dear to the one who knows it, dear to him precisely because he knows it”
         (EO2 144/SKS 3, 142). Wilhelm urges his friend to open himself to the diversity and
         plurality to be found within the same. We may note that dialogue has just this function.
         Dialogue entails a reciprocity of disclosure, baring oneself, sharing one’s secret,
         and asking for forgiveness. It means that personality takes the form of openness and
         receptivity to the other. In contrast, monologue is a prison of sameness, closed in
         on itself, afraid to receive from the other. Where we are open, both disclosing and
         listening, life becomes diverse, rich, and varied. Personality becomes polyphonic.[23]  
      

      
      In part, Wilhelm’s suggestion rests on the insight that novelty may not always be
         the highest ideal. Doubtless, newness and discovery are thrilling and appealing. After
         all, adventure lies in traveling the world, learning new things, meeting different
         people, having fresh experiences, and reading the latest books. Still, the return
         to the familiar, to the previously known and experienced can often be more satisfying.
         Upon repetition, we have the opportunity to delve more deeply and creatively into
         something. Eventually, we thrive in returning to familiar places, relearning what
         we already encountered, revisiting the same old friends we’ve known for years, and
         rereading old favorite books. Yet make no mistake: The secret about repetition is
         that it always provides a new experience. In each reencounter we find originality
         and mystery.
      

      
      Part two of Repetition presents a series of letters from a young man, who remains nameless, addressed to
         Constantin as his “silent confidant.” The letters do not entail mutual correspondence,
         as they only go in one direction; we might say they are one-sided, closed confessions
         of sorts. As Constantin relays, “even if I were willing to reciprocate or at least to answer his letters, he does not care
         to receive anything like that—he simply wishes to pour himself out” (R 179–80/SKS
         4, 51; emphasis added). Thus, while there is a confessional quality to the young man’s
         missives, neither he nor Constantin (note that “if”) invites dialogue. Kierkegaard
         is not likely to have included this detail arbitrarily. When we are addressed, we
         are called by the other to reciprocate, to receive and respond in dialogue. Such responsibility
         (Ansvar) to respond (svar) is implied in one’s own personality. One cannot help but wonder how the young man’s
         story may have turned out had he welcomed and received an answer from Constantin.
      

      
      The main problem is that the young man resents being constantly thrown into the world;
         in typical fashion of a romantic hero, he utterly rejects finitude. Still, the youthful
         dreamer is contemplating marriage. He is evidently a romantic-nostalgic type, who
         loves above all to savor the memory of something. Who can blame him, as memories can
         be sweet, affording us much aesthetic enjoyment? Further, retrospective glances over
         the past are important imaginative undertakings, by which we weave narratives about
         ourselves and learn from our histories.[24]   All the same, mere recollection leads us to neglect life. And how else are we to
         choose how we stand in relation to our commitments and ourselves other than through
         these commitments? As Constantin observes: “He was deeply and fervently in love, that
         was clear, and yet a few days later he was able to recollect his love. He was essentially
         through with the entire relationship” (R 136/SKS 4, 14). Thus, as we know, a romantic
         person may skip over any actual involvement with the other in life. The tone of avoidance
         may be set from the start, as Constantin writes: “In beginning it, he took such a
         tremendous step that he leaped over life” (R 136/SKS 4, 14). The dreamer knows a romantic
         trick that keeps him safe: Beginning with the loss, he has nothing to lose (ibid.).
      

      
      Often enough, we treat marriage like the end of the story. “Happily ever after,” our
         fairy tales and romantic comedies conclude with the happy couple getting together.
         What would happen if we followed them into their first day of married life? If marriage
         is to be something other than death, we might want to enter where it also begins:
         namely, in the beginning. As Constantin suggests: “It may be true that a person’s
         life is over and done with in the first moment. But there must also be the vital force
         to slay this death, to transform it toward life” (R 137/SKS 4, 15). Kierkegaard returns
         often to this comic mistake, that our plays and novels end where they should begin.
         Wilhelm is worth quoting at length:
      

      
      
         Has not one generation after the other again and again endured four acts of trouble
            and entanglements if only there was any probability of a happy marriage in the fifth
            act? But through these efforts, very little is accomplished for the glorification
            of marriage, and I doubt very much that any person by reading such books has felt
            himself made competent to fulfill the task. . . . Having overcome the numerous adversities,
            the lovers finally fall into each other’s arms, the curtain falls, the book ends;
            but the reader is no wiser. (EO2 17/SKS 3, 26) 
         

         
      

      Instead, Wilhelm wants to give love a chance to show where it really has its beauty
         and vital force. Beyond the fifth act is anything but the boring part. De Silentio
         echoes this thought in Fear and Trembling: “A happy marriage—that is easy enough. . . . Esthetics just sees to it that the
         lovers find each other and does not concern itself about the rest. If only it would
         see what happens afterwards, but it has no time for that and promptly proceeds to
         slap a new pair of lovers together” (FT 97n/SKS 4, 187n). Sure enough, the imagination
         can provide romantic excitement before the wedding day; but the various internal and
         external obstacles that precede a commitment may be entrusted to the foreword. The
         beautiful and living text of marriage begins where the actuality and creativity of
         personality becomes involved in life together.
      

      
      Repetition’s young man represents the fantastical dreamer Kierkegaard often critiques in romantic
         literature. He loves the idea of the girl, but not the girl herself; he is drawn toward
         the thought of commitment, but repulsed by its actuality. In this case, the young
         man is aware of his romantic error, which he wants to keep hidden from the girl: “To
         explain this confusing error to her, that she was merely the visible form, while his
         thoughts, his soul, sought something else that he attributed to her—this would hurt
         her so deeply that his pride rose up in a mutiny against it” (R 141/SKS 4, 18). He
         chooses to keep his secret, to remain self-enclosed. Even his confession is a monologue.
         Dialogue would require risking disclosure and possible transformation.
      

      
      Kierkegaard frequently characterizes this form of error as a romantic flight of imagination.
         In the passion of possibility, a young dreamer attains a vision of the personality
         he would like to be. At this stage, “[o]nly the imagination is awakened to his dream
         about the personality; everything else is still fast asleep” (R 154/SKS 4, 30). As
         such, the youth has not yet formed into a personality, but lets appear before him
         a sequence of shadows “all of which resemble him and which momentarily have equal
         status as being himself” (ibid.). Unfortunately, a person may live out his entire
         life in this shadow-existence (R 154–55/SKS 4, 30).[25]   By poignant analogy, Constantin suggests: “Such an individual’s pretensions to
         being a genuine human being become just as doubtful as the claim to immortality by
         those who are not even capable of appearing in person on Judgment Day but are represented
         by a deputation of good intentions, 
twenty-four-hour resolutions, half-hour plans, etc.” (R 155//SKS 4, 30). However well
         meaning our intentions, they cannot take the place of actions. In wishful thinking,
         a person wanders about in possibility, not without pleasure and the satisfaction of
         discovery. However, personality demands realization and we ourselves must show up
         to the exam. The romantic dreamer avoids this, since to admit reality into the dream
         spoils its dream-like aesthetic quality.
      

      
      As for the young man in Repetition, in his final letter he claims to have achieved repetition: “I understand everything,
         and life seems more beautiful to me than ever.” The reason is—the girl has married
         another man (R 220–22/SKS 4, 87–88).[26]   Notably, this fellow has not actually willed repetition, but he has been gratified
         nonetheless. She is married—and he gets another chance. This happenstance has granted
         him aesthetic repetition: He is free to embark on another beautiful affair.[27]   No doubt, life affords us many such breaks, and there is a thrill in embezzled
         or unmerited freedom. However, if experience is to form personality, I wonder if the
         lovers can really be substituted one for another. Well, why not? As far as we embrace
         serial monogamy and so-called casual relationships today, we embrace this mentality,
         as does the aesthete from Either/Or. And why shouldn’t various relationships build character, give beautiful memories,
         and teach valuable lessons? Indeed, they do. Still, the young man will uncover more
         depth and color and dimensionality in himself, if only he becomes open in dialogue
         toward a full-fledged, changing, and responsive other. Certainly, there is already
         dialogue in the most “casual” and briefest affair. The question is whether a person
         holds himself back, perhaps in the most desolate reserve of self-concealment, or whether
         he risks himself absolutely in the exchange. For a person living a commitment as if
         it were life’s highest task, there is no holding back and no exit ramp, but only as
         such does the vital force within the commitment reveal itself.
      

      
      Personality in Kierkegaard is dependent, not autonomous, dialogical, not monological.
         As “You” and “I” engage in renewed and mutual discourse our personalities are formed
         and reformed. It is telling that the young man neither wills repetition nor risks dialogue with
         Constantin: There is great danger in entering dialogue, which requires the courage
         of openness. It demands that we muster enough individuality to say “I,” while also
         being humble enough to receive “You.” As such, a person dares to take responsibility
         for him- or herself, but also becomes capable of answering the other. In this sense,
         personality is deeply dialogical.
      

      
       

      
       

      
       

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. In his journals, Kierkegaard points to the Latin origin of the word “person” in per sonare, that is, “to sound through,” as when the voice of the individual is intensified
                  (as through a mask on the theater stage) (JP 1: 650, 10, 278/SKS 27, 400, Papir 366:2a).
               

            

         

         
            2. In I and Thou, Martin Buber (1878–1965) introduces a philosophy of dialogue, wherein the I-You
                  relation, distinguished from an I-It relation, means speaking from one’s being to
                  the being of the other; Buber emphasizes reciprocity and exclusivity in these dialogical
                  relations. See Martin Buber, I and Thou, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1970), esp. pp. 53–57. On turning
                  wholly toward the being of the other, see also Martin Buber, Between Man and Man, trans. Ronald Gregor-Smith (New York: Routledge, 1947), esp. pp. 22–45.
               

            

         

         
            3. For more on the link between personality and dialogue, see JP 1: 673, 315/SKS 22,
                  158, NB12:26.
               

            

         

         
            4. See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1105b25–26. For this reason, Aristotle emphasizes the importance of developing the
                  right kinds of habits from the youngest age, since corresponding to certain habitual
                  activities there will emerge definite states of character (ibid., 1103b1–2). This
                  is the meaning of virtue as “second nature” in Aristotle: One reaches a state of virtue
                  or vice as one’s secondary nature in consequence of continued and repeated practice.
               

            

         

         
            5. These lecture notes are discussed more fully in the following chapter.

            

         

         
            6. The young romantics swear their allegiance to Bildung in the preface to Athenaum, their common journal. See Beiser, Romantic Imperative, p. 22. Bildung   also belonged to the  Sturm und Drang movement  (Hamann, Herder), the  Aufklärung movement    (Wolff, Mendelssohn, Baumgarten), and the Klassik   movement  (Wieland, Schiller, Goethe, Wilhelm von Humbolt, Winckelmann) (ibid.,
                  p. 28).
               

            

         

         
            7. Again, Dannelse is the Danish term for the German Bildung; the later terms Bildungsroman and Dannelsesroman also correspond to one another. 
               

            

         

         
            8. See Beiser, Romantic Imperative, p. 92.
               

            

         

         
            9. Ibid., p. 27, 93.

            

         

         
            10. See Joakim Garff, “Andersen, Kierkegaard—and the Deconstructed Bildungsroman,” trans. K. Brian Söderquist, Kierkegaard Studies Yearbook, ed. Niels Jørgen Cappelørn, Hermann Deuser, and K. Brian Söderquist (Berlin: Walter
                  de Gruyter: 2006), pp. 83–99. See also Carson Webb, “Attunements to the Good Life:
                  Religious Joy and the Critique of Eudaemonism in the Writings of Søren Kierkegaard,”
                  PhD dissertation (Syracuse University, 2014), who sees Kierkegaard’s discourses within
                  the tradition of Bildung in a peculiar form, as counter-cultivation.
               

            

         

         
            11. Edward Mooney notes that Kierkegaard differs from the Bildung tradition by conceiving of personality as dependent on other than human powers; nevertheless,
                  the idea of cultivation remains in “a paring and weeding that allows the primitivity
                  or passion of personality to flower” (Edward F. Mooney, “Kierkegaardian Ethics: Explorations
                  of a Strange Yet Familiar Terrain,” in Revista Portuguesa de Filosofia 64:2/4 [2008], pp. 859–78, p. 864–65n.).
               

            

         

         
            12. Later, Mikhail Bakhtin (1895–1975) will analyze dialogical becoming in his Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics (1963), where openness, indeterminacy, and unfinalizability are some of the key features
                  of the self’s transformation. See Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984), esp. pp.
                  65–75.
               

            

         

         
            13. See the discussion on spiritlessness at CA 114–17/SKS 4, 396–99.

            

         

         
            14. Montaigne writes in a similar spirit: “To know by rote, is no knowledge, and signifies
                  no more but only to retain what one has instrusted to memory” (Montaigne, “Of the
                  Education of Children,” p. 66).
               

            

         

         
            15. In our age, we refer to this phenomenon as “the seven-year itch,” though my students
                  tell me the life of the serial relationship has lately shrunk to four years, if not
                  fewer.
               

            

         

         
            16. George Pattison writes revealingly on Kierkegaard’s “as if,” understood in part as
                  a neo-Kantian regulative principle, which helps us understand Kierkegaardian faith
                  as something to grapple with in the sphere of existence, rather than merely at a metaphysical
                  or speculative level. George Pattison, “‘Before God’ as a Regulative Concept,” in
                  Kierkegaard Studies Yearbook, ed. Niels Jørgen Cappelørn and Hermann Deuser (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007).
               

            

         

         
            17. Nietzsche mirrors this thought in an aphorism in The Gay Science titled “Morality as a Problem”: “It makes the most telling difference whether a thinker
                  has a personal relationship to his problems and finds in them his destiny, his distress,
                  and his greatest happiness, or an ‘impersonal’ one, meaning that he can do no better
                  than to touch them and grasp them with the antennae of cold, curious thought.” Nietzsche,
                  The Gay Science, § 345.
               

            

         

         
            18. Still, it is often claimed in Kierkegaard studies that the other plays merely an “occasional”
                  or useful role in his thought. See, for example, discussions of the “occasion” in
                  Roe Fremstedal, Kierkegaard and Kant on Radical Evil and the Highest Good: Virtue, Happiness, and
                     the Kingdom of God (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014).
               

            

         

         
            19. In this sense, repetition is an ethical category: It is the “watchword” in every ethical
                  view (R 149/SKS 4, 25). Notably, there are other forms of repetition at play in the
                  text, and an interesting study could be made on aesthetic, ethical, and religious
                  takes on repetition.
               

            

         

         
            20. See Aristotle, Physics, 201a9–12.
               

            

         

         
            21. See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1103a33–b22.
               

            

         

         
            22. See Nietzsche, The Gay Science, § 341.
               

            

         

         
            23. Here, I am also playing on a distinction between good (divine) and bad (demonic) subjectivity
                  in Kierkegaard’s The Concept of Anxiety, where the former is characterized by openness and disclosure, and the latter by
                  closedness and concealedness. 
               

            

         

         
            24. Edward Mooney thinks the young man’s “tormented interest in the return of his beloved”
                  reveals, at least in the form of a wish, the possibility of a higher form of repetition,
                  that is, higher than mere aesthetic repetition (as in the repeated trysts of a Don
                  Juan). Edward F. Mooney, “Repetition: Getting the World Back,” in The Cambridge Companion to Kierkegaard, ed. Alastair Hannay and Gordon D. Marino (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
                  1998), pp. 303–4n.11.
               

            

         

         
            25. Kierkegaard makes much of this “mistake” (R 155/SKS 4, 30) whereby one never gets
                  around to becoming a person. The Concept of Anxiety and The Sickness unto Death present various forms of such self-flight. As mentioned earlier, Beauvoir later offers
                  a similar portrayal of flight from personality—many forms of which can be quite dangerous.
                  See Beauvoir, The Ethics of Ambiguity, chap. 2.
               

            

         

         
            26. Kierkegaard changed Repetition’s ending at the last minute as he got news that his ex-fiancée Regine Olsen was once
                  again engaged to be married. The original text concluded with the young man’s suicide.
                  See Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong, “Historical Introduction,” in Søren Kierkegaard,
                  Fear and Trembling, trans. and ed. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton: Princeton University
                  Press, 1983), xx.
               

            

         

         
            27. For Randall Colton, though the young man’s experience is likely an instance of self-deception,
                  the story itself gestures toward the possibility of genuine repetition. See Randall
                  G. Colton, “Perception, Emotion, and Development in Kierkegaard’s Moral Pedagogy,”
                  in International Kierkegaard Commentary: Eighteen Upbuilding Discourses, ed. Robert L. Perkins (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 2003), pp. 209, 219.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      Capability

      
         
         
      

      
      How do we share the life of the soul with one another? And what do we mean by such
         messages? Let us put aside the exchange of practical information, where we seek objective
         understanding in some form or another; let us leave for now that sort of discourse
         where, disguised as dialogue, people hold forth in an exchange of monologues. Rather,
         let us attend to those cases where rare and genuine dialogue is present, where each
         person truly has the other before them as fully present and existing, and each seeks
         to enter the living relation through what they impart and receive.[1]   Such messages concern those essential actions and movements at one’s deepest and
         most fundamental core, that is, they concern our freedom. They express an inner existence
         one can never fully articulate, but which nevertheless is real. They implicate absolutely
         an imperceptible and ever-fleeing, yet always-living and ever-present “I” and “You.”
         The person in such sharing is not something static, completed, or well-defined, but
         ongoing, always in movement, and ever in the midst of becoming. How can we come into
         contact with something in the midst of becoming? What access do we really have to
         another human being’s subjectivity?
      

      
      The inner actions and movements of freedom Kierkegaard refers to as ethical and religious
         capability. The “ethical” and “religious” are admittedly loaded terms in Kierkegaard,
         which can often confound rather than help to clarify his meaning. In what follows,
         these terms should be illuminated somewhat. At times, I refer instead to a person’s
         moral and spiritual life, as Kierkegaard will often refer to the realm of “spirit.”
         For the sake of this investigation, spirituality refers to freedom’s story of personal,
         passionate engagement and struggle with the divine. Though we give it different names,
         we cannot live without spirituality. It is ongoing and involves transformation. But
         it can also be extinguished, and if it dies, we die along with it, spiritually speaking.
         This struggle requires attention, in the sense of truly attending to something, and
         it demands a lack of distraction. It calls for the discipline of dwelling consistently
         with something. It implies repetition and the earnestness of continual return. Finally,
         spiritual life demands introspection, meditation, passion, and inwardness. When naming
         the personal capabilities that correspond to this inner life, I will often refer to
         “existential capability,” for reasons that should become clear. In all cases, the
         inner life designated is that of a particular and existing person, never an abstract
         concept.
      

      
      Significantly, Kierkegaard calls the potential movements of inner life “capability.”
         Sharing the inner life with someone will thus mean to express capability. But what
         is the meaning of “expressing capability”? Capability refers to abilities, capacities,
         aptitudes; it means being able to do something with a certain facility; it’s akin
         to skill and competency. In other words, to have capability is to “be able.” So what does it mean to “express” being able? This chapter explores the meaning
         and the how of such expression, which, as is argued, is a dialogical imparting that plays an essential
         role in a person’s becoming. Kierkegaard calls such imparting indirekte Meddelelse, or as it is well-known in English, “indirect communication,” though the noun Meddelelse might be better rendered “imparting,” “expression,” “message,” or “communiqué.” Meddelelse is something one puts out as a notice, as in the French avertissement. The verb meddele literally means to “share-with.” Kierkegaard understands his own life’s work as indirekte Meddelelse, with the occasional necessary concession of direct impartings (JP 1: 656, 302–03/SKS
         27, 428–29, Papir 371:1). The indirect message is imparted as a “how,” that is, as
         a capability.
      

      
      We all have the capability for moral and spiritual life within us. This capability
         belongs to us as human beings, whether it happens to be awake or still dormant. Climacus
         claims this much in the Postscript: “Every human being must be assumed to possess essentially what belongs essentially
         to being a human being” (CUP1 356/SKS 7, 325). No one has this existential capability
         more than any other; we each “own” it all the time, whether possibly or actually.
         This capacity of the spirit—existential capability—belongs to humanness. Or to put
         it the other way around, as Kierkegaard does in his journal of 1848, humanness (Menneskelighed) consists in being “granted the capability of being spirit” (JP 1: 69, 26/SKS 20,409,
         NB5:73). It is not particularly intelligent, gifted, educated, or fortunate people
         who are specially endowed in this way. Moral and spiritual capability is there—already
         and always. To use Kierkegaard’s terms from his 1847 lecture notes on indirekte Meddelelse, “the ethical” and “the religious” are in the individual katà dúnamin (potentially) (JP 1: 649, 5, 269/SKS 27, 392, Papir 365:5). We “have” existential
         capability at all times, the way people capable of seeing “have sight” even when their
         eyes happen to be shut.[2]   This example decidedly differentiates Kierkegaard from Aristotle, for whom moral
         capabilities do not work in the same way as other powers, such as the powers of sensation.
         For Aristotle, the power of sight or of hearing is in us by nature; we “first” bring
         along the power to see (it is potential) and “later” comes the activity of seeing
         (it becomes actual). The virtues, however, which for Aristotle are in us neither by
         nature nor against nature, come along only “after,” that is, after we have practiced
         the right kinds of activities until they become habits.[3]   Not so for Kierkegaard: Moral capability, like powers of sensation, resides as
         a potential power already in us by nature, which like sight only needs actualizing.
         Each of us may actualize this potential capability in becoming who we are, and doing
         so grants us self-standing. Just as an artist becomes independently capable by practicing
         her art, so a human being becomes morally and spiritually able by activating her potential.
         Nonetheless, where Kierkegaard does agree with Aristotle is that existential capability
         is not actualized as a matter of course in human beings. It requires the spark of
         activity, which is where dialogical education comes in.[4]   The goal in this formation is to stand freely in one’s own ability. As we shall
         see, however, the way to this freedom is through another’s help. As we saw, Kierkegaard
         inherited from Schelling the notion that freedom is not an attribute of the will that
         we possess or a tool we can avail ourselves of. Freedom as our ground is a gift, and
         we must open ourselves to receive it. This reveals freedom’s vulnerability: that true
         freedom is granted through the help of another.
      

      
      Becoming Able

      
      By referring to moral and spiritual becoming as capability, Kierkegaard distinguishes
         this learning from knowledge acquisition. In other words, ethical and religious capability
         (Kunnen) differs from ethical and religious knowledge (Viden). To clarify, it can help to think what ethical or religious knowledge might look like. 
      

      
      Perhaps someone has studied the history of religions or various theological doctrines.
         She has learned the old and new ideas on moral obligations, on duties to our fellow
         man, on Law and Justice. She has read books, listened to knowledgeable experts, and
         learned an array of theories by heart. Perhaps she herself has become an expert, for
         example, on Kant’s categorical imperative. This moral maxim says we should measure
         any and all actions based on whether they could be made universal, that is, whether,
         rationally speaking, things would work out well if such actions were permitted to
         all human beings.[5]   According to this imperative, no one person has the right to make an exception
         of him- or herself, upon which event the maxim itself would no longer be rationally
         understood.[6]   Or, perhaps, with no formal study in ethics or religion, someone has been raised
         in a religious tradition or exposed to its principles: “Do unto others as you would
         have them do unto you”; “Love thy neighbor”; “Respect and honor thy parents”; “Do
         not kill,” and so forth. Perhaps she has learned these maxims by heart, as to gain
         knowledge about these various religious ideas is fairly common and accessible enough.
         Doubtless, there are very good and countless reasons for gaining knowledge of this
         sort. And it is easy enough for a good teacher to communicate this knowledge to us.
         All we need is a formalized or even informal exposition of ideas. We can then memorize
         the theories and be ready to repeat them back anytime we’re required to do so. So
         it goes in classrooms and Sunday schools across the world.
      

      
      However, and here’s where things get complicated for Kierkegaard, ethical and religious
         capability must be distinguished from ethical and religious knowledge (JP 1: 657, 306–07/SKS 27, 433, Papir 371:2). When we mentioned the categorical imperative,
         theological doctrines, and scriptures, we referred to study, gaining knowledge, learning
         something by heart, and becoming experts. For Kierkegaard, these are all activities
         we can do—from an armchair. Studying, learning by heart, expertise are all under the
         category of “knowledge.” Kierkegaard’s intention is to examine the same phenomenon,
         but instead under the category of existence.
      

      
      What is the experience of actually, that is, existentially, living by the categorical
         imperative? How do we make judgments and apply the rule when it comes to actual particular
         instances? And is the Law always highest, such as the law forbidding us ever to lie?
         Or are there occasions for compassion, forgiveness, or simply showing good will, yes,
         for exceptions? And what does it means in actual life to Love thy Neighbor? How difficult
         that really is! How actually loving another entails inner struggle, a battle with
         our Ego, and all the courage we can muster. Kierkegaard himself dedicates an entire
         book to the commandment “Thou Shall Love Thy Neighbor,” a signed work titled Works of Love (1847). There, the question becomes: What does it actually mean to live such a commandment?
         What capability must we actualize in our works of love? Asking this question about
         existence is a very different matter from gaining knowledge about a law, commandment,
         imperative, maxim, or rule in any form.[7]  
      

      
      And yet, when it comes to imparting what concerns existence, the great majority of
         philosophers, thinkers, writers, and educators treat the matter the other way around.
         We treat existential capability as though it could be imparted as knowledge. Are we,
         in fact, so misguided in doing so? Why couldn’t we impart capability directly as knowledge?
         Wherein exactly lies the dispute?
      

      
      Direct communication has something as an “object” of knowledge that can be transmitted
         from one person to another. That’s how knowledge communication works. There may be
         nothing wrong with this when what is imparted is something one person can pass on
         to another. For example, someone may have knowledge about the flora and fauna on a
         tropical island, and she may come to a podium to lecture about it. She has some knowledge
         she want to pass along to others. The audience learns about breadfruit, sugar cane,
         coconut palms, feral pigs, stonefish, and centipedes. All they have to do is sit back
         and listen, maybe take notes, and receive the information relayed. It’s a benefit
         for the audience that they can listen to the speaker, because she has become an expert
         on this topic. On the one hand, the speaker knows much about tropical plant and animal
         life; on the other, the audience seeks to gain this information; there can thus be
         a transmission of expert knowledge. Note that we have here four things: (1) an expert;
         (2) an object of knowledge; (3) a receiver of knowledge; and (4) and an impartment
         of knowledge (see JP 1: 649, 7–9, 270–71/SKS 27, 393–94, Papir 365:6–365:7). We will
         return to these helpful distinctions.
      

      
      Kierkegaard remarks that this is how we usually communicate when we’re teaching in
         mathematics, philology, history, philosophical scholarship, and so on. (JP 1: 656,
         301/SKS 27, 427, Papir 371:1). And for the transmission of knowledge, we traditionally
         have the lecture form. The expression Kierkegaard uses for this is the ex cathedra lecture (as at JP 1: 656, 299, 301, 303/SKS 27, 423, 427, Papir 371:1), which literally
         means a lecture “from a chair.” Today, we’re familiar with the term “ex   cathedra” as referring to infallible papal teachings, when the pope speaks on matters of faith
         or morality in his capacity as universal shepherd, addressing himself to the entire
         world on behalf of the Christian church.
      

      
      Kierkegaard admits there are subjects that can quite legitimately be treated in this
         way, as the transferal of knowledge. In such cases, lectures, note-taking, and getting
         something to know are perfectly appropriate to the subject matter, even perhaps the
         earnest thing to do. Kierkegaard does not dismiss dedicated study, knowing one’s books,
         getting an education, and learning from people who have worked very hard, learned
         a lot, and have something they can teach us.
      

      
      His point rather concerns how learning works when it comes to the inner life. Where
         the subject matter concerns existence (here, the “ethical” and the “ethical religious”),
         the message must be expressed existentially (JP 1: 656, 301/SKS 27, 427, Papir 371:1).
         What pertains to one’s very being, what concerns one’s innermost self, what care,
         earnestness, and passion a person has in her very depths—that is, the essentially
         human—does not appear to us in the form of “objects” of knowledge. The inner life
         concerns not what a person knows, but how she relates to herself and the other. A “how” cannot be imparted from one person to
         another as though one were a vessel to be filled. While in Plato, seeking knowledge of the good is a human being’s highest pursuit, we could say, in Kierkegaard, the
         highest task for a human being is the good as a relation.[8]  
      

      
      So long as learning entails acquiring knowledge, we remain within a subject-object
         perspective: The learner acquires knowledge “about” some external “what.” This implies
         reliance on an external object of study, or whoever supplies it, for the content of
         one’s learning. As such, a person is outwardly directed and may be relatively inactive
         (we often use the metaphor “taking in” for knowledge acquisition). For example, a
         young person counts on parents, teachers, and peers to frame the context within which
         she orients herself ethically. Or, an adult looks to her knowledge circles, whether
         journals, news sites, or social media, or to the wisdom of popular culture, to discover
         what has moral relevance and how to approach it.
      

      
      Moreover, a person can acquire knowledge, as mentioned, with varying degrees of specialization,
         which introduces competition and value judgment. As such, in moral life, one learner
         might be said to be a “better person” than another, or someone might be targeted as
         failing to learn her moral or spiritual lessons.[9]   Where there is competition and value judgment, there may also be reward and punishment.
         Thus, a person could receive praise for doing good or developing spiritually and admonishments
         for failing to do so. This also implies a person could become an apprentice to a master,
         as the morally accomplished individual could lead the aspiring one in his or her development.
      

      
      By contrast, in developing capability, Kierkegaard insists, there is no “what,” for
         the object drops out (JP 1: 649, 11, 272/SKS 27, 395, Papir 365:8). If we insist on
         speaking of “knowing” in relation to the ethical, then at best we can say that every
         person already knows the ethical: “Because the ethical demands that every man shall realize it at every
         moment, but then he surely has to know it” (JP 1: 649, 10, 271/SKS 27, 394, Papir
         365:7). If we make the ethical a “what,” we are left with its familiarity, with the
         demands it makes upon us at every moment.
      

      
      For clarification, note that “knowing” in moral and spiritual life approaches Heidegger’s
         notion of pre-ontological understanding.[10]   This understanding is pre-conceptual, nonobjective, and exists prior to logos,
         that is, prior to giving an account of what one knows. Thus, the spirit’s knowing
         would be “already unveiled” or “antecedently given” to us. Perhaps the most attractive
         point of comparison is in how pre-ontological understanding differs from innate ideas.
         Dasein’s understanding does not have temporal priority, existing before its encounter with particular beings in the world. Rather, Dasein only ever understands
         being and beings together. The implication here is that moral-spiritual capability
         knows what is demanded of it, and emerges while being put to use within that knowing.
         
      

      
      Perhaps the best metaphor for already knowing the ethical is its familiarity as an
         “inner voice.” This may be the voice of conscience as portrayed by Augustine, which
         speaks to us in encouragement or dissuasion.[11]   Or yet, we have Socrates’s allusions to something like a conscience where he mentions
         a personal daimon that prevents him from doing injustices.[12]   Kierkegaard suggests we know the ethical and the religious from “the one who had
         given all human beings this knowledge” (JP 1: 649, 9, 271/SKS 27, 394, Papir 365:7),
         that is, from God (JP 1: 649, 11, 272/SKS 27, 395, Papir 365:8). Significantly, the
         imparting happens not long ago while we traveled in some pre-terrestrial realm, but
         right here and now, within ourselves.
      

      
      Thus, in describing the familiarity of the ethical, the best resource at our disposal
         remains its lived aspect. We realize capability namely in exercising it.[13]   Thus, rather than “what,” we may ask “how.” The ethical, Kierkegaard claims, is
         not in fact “a knowledge,” but rather a realization, which demands to be realized
         (JP 1: 649, 13, 272/SKS 27, 395, Papir 365:10). Seeking the whats and whys of our
         obligations is somehow beside the point.[14]   The content of the ethical does rest in the maxim to a certain extent, but only
         ever abstractly and, so, rather emptily.[15]   The real content of the ethical is in how we relate to our ideals.
      

      
      For Kierkegaard, we are all always already ethically bound. Therefore, the content
         of the ethical must be figured out by each us in our specific contexts and in response
         to the immediacy of the demand. By refusing to give us any more than that, Kierkegaard
         honors the independence of moral reflection and practical application. Surely, we
         can all receive help with our ethical reflections without losing our independence.
         Kierkegaard acknowledges so much throughout his corpus by presenting countless situations
         to engage with, while never allowing any one of them to have the ultimate or final
         word. His pseudonymous and signed texts alike are performances in how one may grapple
         with the ethical in one’s own moral consciousness.
      

      
      Again, existential capability is presupposed as potential, not actual. It is clear
         that Kierkegaard believes capability does not emerge from our being by sheer necessity.
         It must become animated. As mentioned, Kierkegaard follows Aristotle by insisting
         that what is potential must first be activated, as well as Kant and Rousseau, who
         think that despite our natural goodness, human beings need education.[16]   Yet this education must respect the Socratic thesis that virtue cannot be taught,
         at least not in a direct sense, as Kierkegaard suggests in an 1850 journal note: “[I]t
         is not a doctrine, it is a being-able [Kunnen], an exercising, an existing [Existeren], an existential [existentiel] transformation [Omdannelse], and therefore it is so slow to learn, not at all as simple and easy as the rote-learning
         of one more language or one more system” (JP 1: 1060, 463/SKS 23, 186, NB17:33). We
         do not animate existential capability as we commit theories to heart or gain information.
         Still, existential transformation must be made real. Where we neglect moral and spiritual
         capability, we forsake freedom’s innermost potential. This transformative task is
         no doubt difficult, but we are not alone: Becoming able, by the grace of God, comes
         through the help of another.
      

      
      “How” You Are, Not “What”

      
      What does it look like when we mistakenly try to communicate capability as though
         it were knowledge? Kierkegaard turns here to one of his favorite examples: Learning
         how to swim. We’re given the image of a swimming instructor who himself cannot swim
         but wants to instruct people in swimming (JP 1: 660, 309/SKS 21, 36, NB6:47). We may
         imagine him standing on the dock shouting: Just strike out briskly with your arms;
         now kick your legs; no, not in and out—up and down!
      

      
      Importantly, the misunderstanding in the swimming example lies not only with the instructor.
         Students too hope to learn how to do something—from a chair. Anyone who has stepped foot in schools today knows the pupil
         who enters the classroom, slumps down in a chair facing forward, folds his or her
         arms, and promptly falls asleep. As a teacher, when one meets such an attitude in
         a learner, there is first a misunderstanding to redress before anything can begin.
         Concerning such situations, Kierkegaard writes, “the disaster is that people get used
         to hearing everything without having the remotest notion of doing something” (JP 1:
         675, 315/SKS 22, 237, NB12:151). It is a great human tendency to want to be comfortable,
         to be still, to relinquish responsibility. Kierkegaard suggests: “As far as ‘actuality’
         is concerned, almost all men have a kind of fear of water. They want the teacher to
         be related to them as the swimming instructor who in a safe and ‘quiet hour’ explains
         the motions of swimming to them; but when he says: Let us now dive in, they say: No
         thanks” (JP 1: 653, 17, 287/SKS 27, 410, Papir 368:7a). However, as Aristotle had
         already observed, it is only by doing certain actions that one becomes virtuous, not
         by talking or philosophizing about virtues.[17]  
      

      
      Teaching capability as though it were knowledge simple doesn’t work. It’s ineffective,
         and Kierkegaard goes further to claim: It is also unethical. Capabilities have to
         be learned by activating them. Knowledge instruction in this sphere removes the opportunity
         for animation from the learner. We can take artistic capability as an example. What
         goes on in an art studio? Are we given a lecture? Do we receive information and facts?
         Or instead, do we simply begin painting? With guidance, hopefully, yes. But, nonetheless,
         we begin straightaway. To learn the piano, we begin playing. To learn dance, we begin
         moving. So on and so forth. It is the same with ethical and religious capability.
         Now, just compare the image of the lecture ex cathedra to the image of both teacher and learner getting in the water together.[18]   We may be immediately impressed by how much more effective and humane is the latter.
      

      
      Yet we can understand this fear of water we all have. How am I supposed to begin doing
         something, when I don’t know how to do it yet? If I simply jump in the water, I just
         might drown. Kierkegaard’s reply is: “The rule for the communication of capability
         [Kunnens] is: begin immediately to do it. If the learner says: I can’t, the teacher answers:
         Nonsense, do it as well as you can. With that the instruction begins. Its end result
         is: to be able [at kunne]” (JP 1: 653, 4, 284/SKS 27, 407, Papir 368:2c). Take, for example, learning the
         spiritual capability of patience. Kierkegaard’s 1844 discourse “To Gain One’s Soul
         in Patience” suggests that we can already “possess” something internally that still
         has to be “gained” by us (EUD 164/SKS 5, 163). To possess something internally is
         utterly different from possessing something externally. That we possess anything externally
         is really an illusion, as nothing finite properly belongs to us, and can always be
         lost or taken away (ibid.). Inner capability, by contrast, is already within us and
         cannot be taken from us: That is why we are able to begin exercising it right away.
         That we can both possess something but still be in need of gaining it can be understood
         if we consider the human being in both her eternal and temporal aspect (EUD 163/SKS
         5, 163). That is, eternally, each person always has the capabilities of the soul;
         temporally, they still must be actualized in any given situation. How patience is
         possessed and then also gained occurs simply in practicing it, that is, in coming
         into patience. The condition, which is patience, is inseparable from the conditioned:
         “The person who grows in patience does indeed grow and develop. What is it that grows
         in him? It is patience. Consequently, patience grows in him, and how does it grow?
         Through patience” (EUD 169/SKS 5, 168). There’s no getting around it: If we aim to
         gain moral and spiritual capability, it begins by practicing what it is we hope to
         gain. Consequently, imparting capability has the principal challenge of overcoming
         a fear of water, of inciting someone to begin to act right away.
      

      
      The misunderstanding with teaching capability as though it were knowledge also involves
         the aforementioned assumption that one could be a knowledgeable expert in moral or spiritual life.[19]   It’s worth repeating that Kierkegaard insists each person has this capability equally:
         There are no geniuses in existential capability, nor does any person become more human
         than another by actualizing it more. We all have existential capability equally, whether
         we are exercising it or not, and no human being ever exercises it expertly or at all
         times. Just as the object disappears in the imparting of capability, so also does
         the expert and, along with it, the receiver (JP 1: 649, 9–11, 271–72/SKS 27, 394–95,
         Papir 365:7–365:8). If object, expert, and receiver have become inapplicable, what
         we are left with is the imparting itself, that is, the how.

      
      We may pause to note that, despite doing away with experts and receivers, we do have
         here an imparting from one person to another. Kierkegaard does not say the inner life
         cannot be shared with other human beings, though certainly he might have. The whole
         premise and purpose of these indirect communication lectures is that it can. We can
         express the movements and actions of inner life and expect our message to be received.
         In fact, it is essential that we do so in becoming who we are. But the sharing of
         capability with someone does not happen directly. We’re going to need indirect methods.
      

      
      Again, indirect communication has as its goal, not to fill a person with knowledge,
         but to help her actualize capability that is taken for granted to exist potentially.
         Instead of filling, we are bringing up, or luring out, what is already there (JP 1:
         649, 5, 269/SKS 27, 392, Papir 365:5). So what sorts of methods and what kind of messenger
         do we need for becoming able? Kierkegaard has noticed that it won’t do to have a Professor
         of Ethics or a Professor of Spiritual Life. He claims: “I am not a lecturer or professor;
         that would be too, too satirical: appointed lecturer in ethical-religious communication”
         (JP 1: 656, 303/SKS 27, 429, Papir 371:1). The Greeks cared about distinctions like
         this, that is, what form a message should take and how it should be delivered (JP
         1: 657, 304/SKS 27, 430, Papir 371:2). The form will depend on the subject matter.
         Take love, for example. When the lover has something to share with the beloved, doesn’t
         he or she take into consideration the form that should be used? Does the man in love
         send his beloved a manuscript, a treatise propounding his love: Premise one, Premise
         two, therefore Conclusion? Or does he write a personal, passionate love letter? Or
         he writes a poem. Or he uses the briefest, most poetic words in his language. Or he
         uses no words at all. 
      

      
      Form matters.[20]   Socrates understood this. That is why he thought he should go to the agora, the public square, and engage people in dialogue in person. He asked them questions,
         and when he was successful, he got them asking questions in turn. Plato also understood
         what Socrates had grasped, though he translated it in written form. Consequently,
         the Symposium, a written dialogue whose theme is eros, takes the form of a banquet of lovers giving speeches on love, eventually culminating
         in bacchanalian frenzy. Likewise, the Phaedo, whose theme is the nature of the afterlife, takes place in a prison cell, at Socrates’s
         deathbed.
      

      
      For Kierkegaard, the messenger is often represented by Socrates, as we saw in chapter
         1. Socrates’s effectiveness in imparting his message comes from doing what he says.
         In other words, if the idea is to get on a path where one learns from one’s own animated
         activity, Socrates exhibits this in his own person. This is a subtle distinction:
         that Socrates does not only guide people by asking them essential questions, which
         they must show up in person to answer; he also and primarily guides others by showing
         in his person that asking essential questions for oneself is the way to essential
         learning.
      

      
      The form an expression must take in regard to the existential, Kierkegaard suggests,
         requires “reduplication”: “To be what one teaches” (JP 1: 653, 19, 287/SKS 27, 411,
         Papir 368:8n.3). In other words, the effective Socratic messenger expresses her teaching
         existentially. As Kierkegaard suggests, the expression of the ethical has its truest
         form when “I am existentially that which is spoken” (JP 1: 656, 298/SKS 27, 424, Papir
         371:1).[21]   This is just what Climacus means in the Postscript, where he calls the form of the subjective thinker’s communication his “style” (CUP1
         357/SKS 7, 326). Style in existential communication means being what one says. 
      

      
      Reduplication is necessary to expressions of the existential. It implies that a messenger
         is conscious of himself and “in reflection returns into himself to be that which he
         teaches” (JP 1: 649, 5, 269/SKS 27, 392, Papir 365:5). Kierkegaard plays off the double
         meaning of reflection: This person reflects upon himself, but also reflects his teaching
         in his actions. As expressing capability, the Socratic messenger aims at aiding the
         other in making the movement from potential to actual—that is, the aim is realization.
         Notably, the messenger’s own capability unfolds in the existential reduplication of
         this aim of the expression. In other words, the messenger existentially expresses
         the teaching by doing it.
      

      
      The expression of capability, if it is to be effective, must teach primarily by doing,
         not by saying—or if there is any saying, it must express itself primarily in the doing.
         We can thus gleam the efficacy of reduplication. A person is learning through actions,
         rather than through explanations. So Kierkegaard writes: “To that extent, all instruction
         ends in a kind of silence; for when I existentially express it, it is not necessary
         for my speaking to be audible” (JP 1: 653, 17, 286/SKS 27, 410, Papir 368:7a). Often,
         in our teachings, there is much noise, much “artificial ornamentation” (JP 1: 660,
         309/SKS 21, 36, NB6:47) that diverts our attention from the essential, that is, simply
         from the activity: “[S]implicity is to do what one says; to act is to make simple;
         what I carry out in action is simple, for it cannot be done otherwise” (JP 1: 665,
         312/SKS 21, 127, NB8:64). The messenger in existential capability expresses the lesson
         simply: She becomes what she says. Simply by doing it, she shows how.
      

      
      We find a prime example of the pedagogy of reduplication in the just mentioned discourse
         “To Gain One’s Soul in Patience.” Here, both teacher and learner must embody the teaching
         by doing it: Patience is taught and learned patiently (EUD 159/SKS 5, 159). If patience
         is to be gained, neither party can impatiently demand a different form, a different
         discourse, in order quickly and finally to get to the result (ibid.). Only in patience
         do we gain this particular soul-strength (EUD 160/SKS 5, 160).
      

      
      The need for reduplication surfaces in Climacus’s insight in the Postscript that truth lies in our existential relation to things, not our cognitive grasp of
         them. When it comes to subjective actualization, what counts is how a person relates to something (that she is relating in truth), rather than the objective fact that what she relates to happens to be true (that she is relating to truth) (CUP1 199/SKS 7, 182). For clarification, Climacus offers a few examples.
         For one, he asks, who is more likely in truth: a worshipper in an idolatrous land who prays “with all the passion of infinity”
         to an idol, or a so-called Christian in midst of Christendom who, although with knowledge
         of God, prays in untruth (CUP1 201/SKS 7, 184)? On the one hand, we have someone who
         puts her entire being into her religious commitment; on the other, we have a learned
         person whose Christian thoughts do not touch her personal life. Climacus suggests:
         “The one prays in truth to God although he is worshipping an idol; the other prays
         in untruth to the true God and is therefore in truth worshipping an idol” (ibid.).
         When our commitments become rote, whether religious or otherwise, the rituals and
         actions associated with them become dead letters. By contrast, when we engage ourselves
         passionately, our striving is meaningful regardless of the objective validity of our
         ideals.
      

      
      Climacus’s second example takes, first, a girl, who in “all the sweetness of being
         in love” stakes everything on a weak hope (CUP1 202/SKS 7, 15). She loves with the
         passion of the infinite, though, objectively speaking, her actions may be mad. Then,
         there is a married woman who, despite the profuse demonstrations of love she receives,
         finds nothing lovable around her (ibid.). Everything turns on how these two relate
         to their respective objects. In both cases, the words express a desire for love, that
         is, objectively they say the same thing. However, only in the first case do we find
         an earnest lover. Thus Climacus writes: “The objective accent falls on  what  is said, the subjective on  how  it is said” (ibid.).
      

      
      Kierkegaard elaborates on the “how and what” distinction in an 1850 journal entry,
         where he suggests that what gives a life its distinguishing mark is not what is said
         but how it is said (JP 1: 678, 317/SKS 23, 91, NB15:128). What sets one apart is whether
         one simply says what is true, or whether one lives what one says, that is, “whether
         one speaks or whether one acts by speaking” (JP 1: 678, 317/SKS 23, 92, NB15:128; emphasis added). Significantly,
         a person is not truly distinguished by speaking well, though external praise often lands on this point. The real question is not whether
         a person uses “the voice, facial expressions, arm-gestures, a single word thrice,
         perhaps ten times underscored, etc., for emphasis in order to make an impression”
         (ibid.), or whether he employs even more sophisticated rhetorical devices. Rather,
         a life is marked when a person uses “his life, his existence [Existents], every hour of his day, sacrifices, etc., for emphasis” (ibid.). After all, a person
         may speak the so-called truth from an armchair, though it has no relation to the way
         he lives. In contrast, another person’s life may itself be an expression of the truth.
         Even though both speakers may literally say the same thing, the latter’s existence
         gives an emphasis that “transforms what is spoken into something entirely different”
         (JP 1: 678, 318/SKS 23, 92, NB15:128).
      

      
      Kierkegaard bitterly resents the person who would happen to stumble upon an objective
         truth, but whose existence has no likeness to the truth, in other words, the hypocrite.
         As he writes: “You hypocrite! Certainly you are saying the same, but you do not act
         by speaking; you just talk, and that is how you make it into something completely
         different, so that it brings you good fortune—by saying literally the same thing”
         (JP 1: 678, 318/SKS 23, 92, NB15:128). It seems a hypocrite commits a greater sin
         than a false worshipper. For, while a false worshipper lives truly, though toward
         a false goal, a hypocrite lives falsely, thus warping the goal itself. The words become
         deadweight in his mouth, they lose their meaning, or they come to mean that being
         in untruth is supposed to be some kind of truth. The hypocrite’s words do not have
         the power of enactment, of activity. They say “what,” yet what they say is inert.
      

      
      Imparting an existential message in the form of reduplication also requires a situation
         in which the how can play out. The experience is one of existential learning for all participants;
         thus “the main thing is to bring about the situation” in which the experience can
         unfold (JP 1: 513, 206/SKS 22, 407, NB14:106). This is contrasted to learning in the
         communication of knowledge, where there need not necessarily be a situation (JP 1:
         653, 13, 286/SKS 27, 409, Papir 368:5b). Today, we increasingly see such situationless
         communications, for example, in higher education, when courses are taught online or
         digital lectures are watched or listened to at the registrants’ leisure before class,
         according to the so-called flipped classroom. By contrast, just as a theater performance
         needs a stage, existential expression needs an actual and concrete context.
      

      
      In fact, the situation of actuality is the real conditio sine qua non [indispensible ingredient] for existential expression (JP 1: 653, 16, 285/SKS 27,
         410, Papir 368:7). In the Postscript, Climacus designates the “living room” as the situation for upbringing religious
         capability: “The religious speaker who does not know how the task appears in everyday
         life and in the living room could just as well keep quiet. . . . It is in the living
         room that the battle must be fought, not imaginatively in church. . . . [T]he victory
         must be that the home becomes a shrine” (CUP1 465/SKS 7, 422).[22]   A person’s living room is her existential context, the lieu of her becoming, perhaps literally, though we can
         take it metaphorically as well. Likewise, Kierkegaard praises Luther for understanding
         that preaching thrives more on the streets than in churches (JP 1: 653, 18, 287/SKS
         27, 410, Papir 368:7b). The main point, Climacus insists, is that the single individual
         goes home from the imparting “willing wholeheartedly and eagerly to battle in the
         living room” (CUP1 465/SKS 7, 423).
      

      
      We see that the Socratic messenger does not create the situation, which is always
         already there in the living room and the street. She does, however, if she wishes
         to express capability indirectly, have the responsibility for bringing out this situation.
         She must bring the situation to the foreground, making it the place of the learning.
      

      
      Surely, the need for situation and reduplication go hand in hand. For the significance
         of the situation brings forth the need for reduplication. The messenger who wants
         to communicate in the situation of actuality inevitably discovers that she must begin
         with her own existing—with being what she teaches. So Kierkegaard writes, “the communication
         in the ethical can be given only in actuality, in such a way that the communicator
         or teacher himself exists [existerer] in it [the communication] and in the situation of actuality, is himself in the situation
         of actuality that which he teaches” (JP 1: 649, 28, 275/SKS 27, 398, Papir 365:19a).
         Likewise, the learning individual has the responsibility to make herself present as
         existing in the situation. It could be said for all participants: “‘Actuality’ is
         the existential reduplication of what is said” (JP 1: 653, 17, 286/SKS 27, 410, Papir
         368:7a). Conversely, reduplication, where it exists, will highlight the situation
         of actuality, will make it recognizable “by the fact that the communicator is and
         always strives to be that which he communicates” (JP 1: 649, 27, 275/SKS 27, 398,
         Papir 365:19). So, where we remember to bring out the existential situation, we promptly
         begin being what we say. And where we recall to be what we say, we swiftly find the
         situation before us. No doubt, this goes for teacher and learner alike, as the real
         messenger here is the one who provides capability to us all in the first place, right
         there as we use it, and capability becomes animated in both persons’ activity.
      

      
      Standing Alone

      
      Becoming able in moral and spiritual life implies coming to stand on one’s own. Helping
         a person become able in this realm, then, means relinquishing any position of authority
         in relation to the other. We can forgo this control only when we have faith in the
         other’s capability. In this regard, Kierkegaard’s indirect communication receives
         inspiration from Socrates’s maieutic method of midwifery, and thus his debt to Plato
         cannot be underestimated.[23]   Maieutics, which, metaphorically speaking, is the Socratic art of helping a person
         give birth, takes for granted an existing fullness in the other.[24]   Likewise, Kierkegaard writes: “Upbringing begins with regarding the one who is
         going to be brought up as being katà dúnamin [potentially] that which he shall become, and by regarding him from this point of
         view brings it out of him” (JP 1: 650, 12, 279/SKS 27, 402, Papir 366:3). Upbringing,
         that is, the maieutic method, works by presupposing the other’s capability.
      

      
      Kierkegaard makes explicit what is only implicit in maieutics: the work of upbringing
         functions by assuming fullness in the other. That is, as a method, it is the assuming
         or presupposing that does the work. When we take for granted that a person has capability,
         she can begin to exercise it straightaway. Moreover, the individual—who is coming
         to stand on her own—in turn takes for granted her capability and thereby actualizes
         her potential. We may note how the act of presupposing, of having faith in the learner,
         is existentially demonstrated in the messenger and then reduplicated in the other.
         What the messenger does—not primarily what she says—gives the individual the chance
         to have faith in herself.
      

      
      In the work of upbringing, the Socratic messenger aims at aiding the other to exercise
         capability for herself. In other words, while there can be a guide in upbringing,
         no one can do the exercises for someone else. Each individual becomes able through
         her own activity. Perhaps this seems self-evident. But peek inside a school, a home,
         an office, or a church and you will see people trying to do for others what a person
         can evidently only do for herself. It seems we can accept indirect methods more easily
         in gyms, dance studios, on sport fields, and at music academies. In such realms, we
         accept the need for independent self-activity in becoming able to do something.
      

      
      Kierkegaard demands we accept the same need for independence in moral and spiritual
         life. So, he also insists we allow for this independence in our methods. If we want
         freedom in moral choice, we must make room in our methods for a person to exercise
         her ability to choose and act. This methodology implies a great deal of self-restraint,
         as we must impart our message without stepping in and taking over for another.[25]   If done well, the message itself expresses freedom’s independence. Through our
         very actions, we impart the message: “Each person is free and must do this for herself.”
      

      
      As an example, Kierkegaard suggests, if we want love to materialize freely from a person, we clear the way for love to emerge of its own
         accord. This is the premise explored in the text Works of Love. Kierkegaard suggests that the activity of love, in the first place, entails presupposing
         love in the other; when we do this, our very presupposing brings love forth (WL 216–17/SKS
         9, 219). Significantly, he emphasizes that his book is not about love, but about works of love. In other words, it concerns activity and the fruits borne together in activity.
         Kierkegaard insists that animated love must sprout up from its inner source, as it
         cannot be instilled into a person: “[W]hen the discourse is about the work of love
         in building up, either this must mean that the one who loves implants love in another person’s heart, or it must mean that the one who loves presupposes that love is in the other person’s
         heart, and by this very presupposition he builds up love in him—from the ground up” (WL 216/SKS 9, 219; emphasis added).
         Kierkegaard assumes that one human being cannot implant love in another, which would
         be a suprahuman relationship. Love always already implants itself in each human being,
         which is why we can presuppose it there.
      

      
      In contrast, Kierkegaard brings to our attention an uncharitable and controlling sort
         of attitude that thinks it can make another person loving. As such, we seek to transform
         a person, or to exercise control to produce certain effects. Meanwhile, the activity
         of love is truly about controlling oneself, that is, controlling oneself to respect the other’s freedom (WL 217/SKS 9, 219).
         In all areas of moral and spiritual life, we must trust another person to have what
         she needs. Such trust and self-control on the part of the one person frees the other
         to trust herself in her own activity. We thus avoid trying to do for a person what
         she can do for herself. Furthermore, we may note that, by insisting the activity of
         love is about self-control, Kierkegaard does no more than apply what is already said
         in Plato, that one should learn to rule over oneself in order to be free, not over
         others.[26]  
      

      
      Certainly, it is difficult to exercise self-control when we fret over and wish the
         best for someone, especially when we feel responsible for them. Yet, when we step
         in, we deprive a person of the chance to become self-standing; we give the illusion
         of being available as a crutch; sometimes we instill resentment and spite; at worse,
         we create a situation of dependency and subordination.
      

      
      As we have seen, moral and spiritual life can have its messengers. But receptivity
         and appropriation of what is imparted is freedom’s territory. No existential “life-coach”
         ever brought up a human being to whom she could point and say, “I made that.” In this
         sense, actualizing existential capability differs from learning a craft or an art
         form, where the teacher may have both competence and authority (JP 1: 649, 15, 272/SKS
         27, 396, Papir 365:11).[27]   As Kierkegaard writes of upbuilding love, unlike the master builder and the teacher
         of knowledge, who can point and say, “this is my work,” love has nothing to point
         to, no merit of its own, for “its work consists only of presupposing” (WL 217/SKS
         9, 220).
      

      
      Authority in moral and spiritual life rests not with a proficient teacher, but with
         the person learning.[28]   This turns the message back upon the messenger, since the only authority she has—and
         with it, responsibility—concerns herself. As Kierkegaard writes: “If someone were
         to say to men: You ought to act ethically, it is as if God were heard speaking simultaneously
         to this important man: Nonsense, my friend, it is you who must do it” (JP 1: 649,
         16, 273/SKS 27, 396, Papir 365:12). The task in moral and spiritual becoming is always
         one’s own task; the ethical demand is always upon the single individual. Thus, the
         messenger does not express proficiency, but inner struggle. Kierkegaard continues:
         “A person can become so proficient in a human art that it is something to talk about,
         but ethically every man relates himself as an apprentice to God, who is the master-teacher,
         and always has the task of his own development” (JP 1: 649, 17, 273/SKS 27, 396, Papir
         365:12). Each person struggles as an apprentice, not to another, but to the silent
         call from within to form ourselves after the good.
      

      
      Consequently, Kierkegaard posits the need for the Socratic messenger to go “incognito,”
         which ensures the communication become or remain indirect.[29]   Kierkegaard develops the notion of going incognito, among other places, in Works of Love. In the world of spirit, he suggests, a person must come to stand on her own. The
         greatest good one person can offer another is: “in love to help someone toward that,
         to become himself, free, independent, his own [sin Egen] . . . to help him stand alone [at staae ene]” (WL 274/SKS 9, 272). Crucial to helping a person in such a venture is making oneself
         unnoticed, so there may be no dependency or debt in coming into oneself (ibid.). What
         is imparted must be indirect, such that a person remains unaware that through this
         giving she became self-standing.
      

      
      On the work of going incognito, Kierkegaard offers the metaphor of “the dash.” The
         dash stands as a veil between being self-standing and receiving. We in fact receive
         much from those who wish us well in imparting existential capability; yet, as independent
         persons, we help and have helped ourselves in coming to stand on our own. How far
         a person comes to be helped by another must, for Kierkegaard, remain hidden “in the
         dash.” It is formulated thus: “to stand by oneself—through another’s help [at staae ene—ved en Andens Hjælp]” (WL 275/SKS 9, 273). On the one side, we stand independently; on the other, we
         have assistance; the dash stands between as a veil.
      

      
      We go incognito for the other’s sake. Rather than coaching (“I made that”), the Socratic
         messenger holds out an invisible hand, an unobtrusive dash. Everything depends on
         hiding the help behind the dash: Standing by oneself—through another’s help. Truly
         to accomplish such a task is difficult. If the help is to remain hidden, the messenger
         is responsible for controlling herself not to control the other, not to take over,
         not to look for credit. No lesson is truer, nor harder than this: The only one who
         can do the work is the individual herself.[30]   
      

      
      A messenger in the existential must constrain herself to a quiet and humble work.
         As Kierkegaard writes: “The one who loves works very quietly and very solemnly, and
         yet the forces of eternity are in motion. Love humbly makes itself inconspicuous just
         when it is working the hardest—indeed, its work seems as if it did nothing at all”
         (WL 218/SKS 9, 220). How difficult it is to constrain oneself to a work that seemingly
         does nothing. Kierkegaard continues: “It is more difficult to control one’s temper
         than to capture a city, and it is more difficult to build up the way love does than
         to complete the most amazing undertaking” (ibid.). With the example of controlling
         one’s temper, Kierkegaard suggests that this work entails primarily minding oneself
         so as not to intrude on the other person’s work. It is difficult to constrain oneself
         in relation to the other’s need. It may involve the pain of rendering oneself powerless
         just where one wants most to use one’s power to help. Yet, significantly, in so doing,
         we don’t simply leave the other to her own devices; nor do we become indifferent.
         To the contrary, we remain vigilant, present, and engaged: “In this dash are hidden
         the sleeplessness of anxiety, the night watch of work, the almost desperate exertion;
         in this dash is hidden a fear and trembling that has never found any expression and
         for that very reason is all the more terrible” (WL 277/SKS 9, 275). Our relation to
         the one we help become self-standing is most ambiguous: It is engaged, yet nonintrusive;
         full of care, but not overbearing; invested, but without micro-managing our “investment.”
         In fact, we stake everything on our hope, but we expect nothing in return. All our
         work aims to help the other stand on her own.
      

      
      Kierkegaard offers a useful analogy for imparting the existential in the 1849 discourse
         “Look at the Birds of the Air; Look at the Lily in the Field,” which treats the question
         of being able to learn from others (human or non-human) as a guide. When a child cries
         for more bread before finding out if his own portion would satisfy him, a mother has
         at least two options before her. She can tell the child: “You have enough there; just
         eat it.” Or yet, she can exemplify by her behavior the true wisdom of upbringing,
         by saying: “Eat this first; then we’ll see about getting more.” In both cases the
         child winds up satisfied with what he has, but all the difference lies in how differently
         he gets there (see WA 20/SKS 11, 25). Everything depends on making the communication
         indirect, so that the person learns from him- or herself.
      

      
      To make the communication indirect, so that the other may stand on her own in her
         interpretation and appropriation of the message—this is, no doubt, what Kierkegaard
         means to achieve in his own writing when he uses indirect communication as his methodology.
         We may take the pseudonymous text Repetition, already discussed in chapter 2, as our guide. With Kierkegaard’s pseudonymous works,
         as well as with his discourses, the reader has the task of deciding for herself what
         she makes of the relationship between the subject matter, that is, the content, and
         the form in which it is presented or performed. Repetition is one such book, as becomes especially clear with the concluding letter to “the
         real reader of this book” (R 223/SKS 4, 89), in which the idea of becoming a good
         reader as an art form is discussed (R 225/SKS 4, 91). Here, the reader is addressed
         personally, coaxed into intimate conversation with Constantin: “we are, after all,
         unter uns [by ourselves]” (ibid.). In this passage, the author invites the reader to understand
         the young man as a creation meant to demonstrate an idea, though what idea or what
         to make of it remain unclear. While Constantin recalls the reader to her interpretive
         task, he precisely leaves her to herself for the act of interpreting. Every move thus
         far has been as “pertaining to [the young man] or as helping to understand him better”
         (R 228/SKS 4, 94); so also, by addressing the reader familiarly, Constantin is now
         “try[ing] to help you, dear reader, by once again taking another role” (ibid.). Interestingly,
         by admitting the young man is fictional, Constantin unmasks the incognito that the
         narrative form provided. However, quite significantly, his new role is yet another
         disguise meant to repel any possibility of taking authoritative advice from the author
         concerning how to interpret the book. In other words, while Constantin does offer
         the reader a helping hand, the gesture is empty: “I am a vanishing person, just like
         a mid-wife” (R 230/SKS 4, 96). Unreliable and self-canceling, Kierkegaard’s pseudonyms
         cannot serve directly as guides for their own texts, or even for texts by other Kierkegaardian
         pseudonyms which they sometimes mention; rather, they serve indirectly to place the
         reader before herself with the task of discovering on her own the significance of
         the journey she takes through the book.
      

      
      It is worth noting that thus standing alone is just where one should like to be when
         the idea under consideration is repetition. For, with the bare bones outline of the
         concept of repetition the reader receives in part one of Repetition, it is at least clear that it is a category of the future and of future-orientation.
         In part two, it further becomes visible that repetition is a category of transcendence,
         and not such that through repetition one would take off into some otherworldly place,
         or rise up into objective speculation, but such that by being capable of repetition
         one would reveal oneself as going beyond one’s facticity toward one’s possibility,
         that is, toward the future, toward one’s concrete possibilities for being in time
         (see R 210/SKS 4, 77–78). These are all activities that can only be done by a person
         for herself.
      

      
      While we are not given a thoroughly fleshed-out or direct presentation of the concept
         of repetition in the book, we might say a kind of understanding is imparted, though
         negatively or indirectly. Just as
 Constantin demonstrated negatively in part one how repetition is not to be achieved
         by remaining within recollection and a nostalgic past-orientation, so the young man
         demonstrates negatively in part two how repetition is not to be achieved by deluding
         oneself that one has acted when one has merely remained within the same, that is,
         within oneself, with self-love. In his comical identification of himself with the
         biblical figure of Job, the young man reveals through stark contrast how he has failed
         to achieve what his hero was capable of doing, that is, transcending his stagnant
         facticity through an act of freedom. While Job truly was able to “receive everything
         double” (R 212/SKS 4, 79)—by, against all odds, remaining with the belief that he
         “was in the right,” by not being punished by God, and thus, by not resorting to cursing
         God for his suffering—the young man is both comically and tragically mistaken in believing
         that he too has received everything double. Unlike Job, he has not revealed his freedom
         for responsiveness and involvement and thereby assumed responsibility toward his future;
         rather, he has shown just how bound he is to his past, utterly incapable of transforming
         or spontaneously forging a way beyond his current state.
      

      
      Thus, Constantin’s and the young man’s respective failures to achieve repetition reveal
         something about this category for the reader, if only negatively. If repetition is
         indeed achievable, it will entail a way of living that cannot be attained through
         objective speculation or lukewarm involvement in life or with others; nor will it
         be attained by “loving” an other as self-love or the loving of a person in the form
         of an “idea,” nor by refusing to act out of fear that one will be “in the wrong.”
         Repetition rather entails earnest subjective involvement. Kierkegaard’s use of indirect
         communication thus gives the reader a chance to perform the very content of the message
         for his- or herself. Standing alone in our interpretation, we become personally involved
         in it for ourselves.
      

      
      Socratic Inwardness

      
      To go incognito is to hide, to wear a mask, to say one thing but to mean something
         else; it is dissemblance and well-intended deception. Why does Kierkegaard include
         so much trickery, of all places, in messages concerning moral and spiritual life?
         After all, we tend to praise as ethical directness, candor, frankness, and honesty.
         Furthermore, does the methodology of the dash overly stress individualism? Perhaps,
         insisting as it does on standing alone and maintaining distance, it isolates and depresses
         a person. Perhaps how we impart existential capability should rather highlight community
         and building bonds, so as to connect and uplift us. As for the directionality in imparting
         an existential message, the Danish word translated here is, again, “Meddelelse,” which seems to suggest a path leading only in one direction. If this education
         is dialogical, shouldn’t its messages be sent and received in both directions?
      

      
      The method of going incognito, like all indirection, aims at helping a person realize
         that her own life is what’s at stake. In Either/Or, part II, Wilhelm explains by analogy why he has chosen the epistolary form for his
         reader, which has a “more admonishing and urgent tone” (EO2 5/SKS 3, 15). He recalls
         the biblical tale on how the prophet Nathan handled King David when the latter, despite
         all he himself had been given, killed another man to take his wife (2 Samuel 12).
         As an indirect way of getting David to consider his own actions, Nathan told him a
         parable: The king was outraged when he heard the story of a rich man who took his
         poor neighbor’s only lamb to feed a traveler, rather than drawing from his own plenty.
         Yet David did not grasp the tale as a metaphor for his own actions: “He presumed to
         understand the parable the prophet had told him but was unwilling to understand that
         it applied to him. Then to make sure, Nathan added: You are the man, O King” (ibid.).
         Such is always Kierkegaard’s concern: The existential message always speaks to you, dear reader. And, so, Wilhelm concludes his address to his reader: “In the same
         way I also have continually tried to remind you that you are the one who is spoken
         to” (ibid.). The indirect message, never pointing outward in moralizing admonition,
         turns the message around on the existing individual, that is, on I and You. “You are the man” is an expression that always points home.
      

      
      If Nathan had admonished King David directly, as many likely already had, the latter
         could have remained untouched; he perhaps could have taken offense and punished Nathan
         for his gall. In the very least, he wouldn’t have had to change his ways. The direct
         approach in moral life tends to come across as moralizing, which makes us closed.
         The story, by contrast, indirectly made David open. Empathizing with the poor man
         who lost his lamb, David came to feel rage at the injustice the man suffered. When
         the story was turned around on him, David was already touched at his core. The story,
         in this case, was Nathan’s indirect message, his incognito.
      

      
      If the work required in the dash isolated one person from another, it would offer
         no methodology for upbringing moral and spiritual capability, capability which, in
         its animated form, needs the other to be what it is. However, Kierkegaard clearly
         believes a messenger plays an essential role in first awakening and then guiding a
         person. This methodology resembles Socrates’s elenchus, inasmuch as it serves to awaken
         a person to a need. The Socratic method seeks first to cleanse a person of false knowledge,
         to trick her out of an untruth (JP 1: 649, 30, 275/SKS 27, 398, Papir 365:21). However,
         this negative move is only the first step. The purpose of awakening a person from
         an unreflective but confident commitment to an absolute world is to set her upon an
         active and humble path of inquiry toward truth. Coming to see what she does not know,
         a person finally becomes concerned inwardly with searching. As through an opened floodgate,
         inner capability makes way for itself as it emerges in this activation. The messenger
         remains vital at this point. Indirectly, he or she vigilantly watches over and guides
         this positive move of appropriation.
      

      
      Clearly, for the young Kierkegaard writing his dissertation, the historical figure
         of Socrates represented only the negative (see, e.g., CI 15, 208, 217, 233, 271/SKS
         1, 77, 253, 262, 274–75, 301).[31]   Through ironic satisfaction, he fully enjoyed a freedom his interlocutors could
         not, for, while he freed them from all presupposition, a restless longing and yearning
         developed in them (CI 176/SKS 1, 223). Thus, in his analysis of the Symposium, Kierkegaard suggests that the love-relation between Socrates and Alcibiades went
         no further than the negative in love; that is, it was love’s incitement, but not its
         fulfillment (see CI 41–52/SKS 1, 102–13).[32]   By contrast, a Socratically inspired, but positive education, as Kierkegaard sees
         it, entails that “the communicator must have eyes in the back of his head with regard
         to the actual appropriation of the communication” (JP 1: 649, 32, 276/SKS 27, 398,
         Papir 365:23). Kierkegaard’s Socratic messenger remains close, vigilant, but essentially
         disguised.[33]   For inwardness, in becoming concerned with one’s own freedom, belongs to the individual,
         permits no intrusion, and can only be done for oneself.[34]  
      

      
      Strikingly, Kierkegaard himself tentatively admits that the hiddenness of Socratic
         help involves deception: “To ‘deceive’ belongs essentially to the essentially ethical-religious
         communication. ‘To deceive into the truth’. . . . Ethical communication in character
         always begins with placing a ‘deception’ in between” (JP 1: 653, 24, 288/SKS 27, 411,
         Papir 368:10a). Imparting in moral and spiritual life occurs indirectly, so much so
         that it even involves something of a “deception” that serves as a distance between
         the two people. Again, we might wonder, why distance and why deception in moral and
         spiritual learning?[35]   
      

      
      Hiddenness means that an earnest teacher does not give off the appearance of earnestness
         (JP 1: 653, 24, 288/SKS 27, 411, Papir 368:10a). This does not necessarily imply that
         the messenger appears disingenuous or frivolous. Rather, her earnestness is hidden,
         indecipherable from the outside, the signature token of all inwardness. Note that
         this is nothing more or less than reduplication, where the messenger becomes the message.
         Consider a teacher who refuses to claim directly and authoritatively that he or she
         is a teacher. Such a disclaimer coming from this person presents an ironic attitude
         about his or her central task in relation to you. In part, a person thus avoids being
         reducible to any particular practical identity, thus making room for the elusiveness
         of the infinite, that is, of transcendence beyond the factical.[36]   Even further, and more to the point for our present question, the disavowal expresses
         that one cannot in earnest claim at last to be a good and earnest teacher, just as
         one cannot in earnest claim to be a good and earnest Christian: To be earnestly engaged
         in such tasks means one continually works away at them, never having completed them
         once and for all.
      

      
      In the Postscript, incognito makes both the ethicist and the religious person knights of “hidden inwardness”
         (see CUP1 505–7/SKS 7, 458–60). What belongs to them most inwardly remains concealed.
         This incognito appears also in Fear and Trembling, where the “knight of faith” is unrecognizable by his exterior (see FT 38–41/SKS
         4, 133–36). His description fits entirely with one who is carefree and worldly, almost
         oblivious and simple (FT 40/SKS 4, 135). He appears totally at home in the world,
         unlike the “knight of infinite resignation,” who has made only the first negative
         movement, and who is perceptibly a stranger in the world (FT 38/SKS 4, 133). For the
         knight of faith, who has also made the positive movement of appropriation, everything
         is new, and yet we don’t see the anxious signs of death and rebirth (see FT 40/SKS
         4, 135). Why this incognito? As Climacus suggests in the Postscript, the veil of incognito helps a person protect inwardness as inwardness (CUP1 506/SKS 7, 459). Keeping inwardness inward allows a person to remain
         concerned with being spiritual rather than appearing so (CUP1 508/SKS 7, 460).
      

      
      Furthermore, in the relation between the Socratic messenger and the one who actualizes
         capability, the disguise prevents the learner from trying to learn through immediate
         impression and mimicry (that is, “by aping [ved Efterabelse]”), since one learns inwardness only by turning inward (“by oneself [ved sig selv]”) (JP 1: 653, 23, 288/SKS 27, 411, Papir 368:9a). Yet learning capability involves
         imitation to a certain degree. The teacher’s genuine reduplication inspires appropriation
         through imitation. Having a model, an example to inspire us, can be thoroughly beneficial
         in moral and spiritual development. Kierkegaard could be said to present models of
         his own, via particular pseudonyms (e.g., self-acclaimed Christians, such as Anti-Climacus,
         author of The Sickness unto Death and Practice in Christianity), and through his endless efforts to make Christ (the model par excellence) “contemporaneous” with us, as in Practice in Christianity. Further, Kierkegaard might be said to intend his own writing to serve as an example,
         inasmuch as it represents his own personal work toward “inward-deepening.” Yet we
         may note that these models to be imitated share the common practice of disguising
         themselves through their cloaks of incognito. How can we explain this paradoxical
         task of coming to stand on one’s own by imitating the unrecognizable? We must keep
         in mind that imitating this sort of hidden teacher does not involve looking externally
         in order to follow someone else’s words, instructions, or movements. Thus, Kierkegaard
         differs from Aristotle here, for whom the work of becoming just, for example, must
         begin by imitating what a just man does.[37]   For Aristotle, we may begin in ethical life with mere mimicry, as this activity
         helps us become familiar with the proper movements, which will later become second
         nature to us. Instead, for Kierkegaard, paradoxical imitation of the unseen means
         that, finding nothing to mimic externally, we turn our attention inward toward ourselves
         and begin our own movements there.
      

      
      It may help to recall that the immediacy of the ethical demand is always upon the
         single individual, upon an I; it is never upon people in general or upon all or some of us, which is really to
         say upon someone else. The ethical demand is always upon the individual alone. By
         no means does this isolate us irreconcilably, since the demand is immediately a demand
         to tend to our relation with the other. However, it does mean that each of us carries
         our own ethical responsibility alone. Of course, we may be responsible together with
         other human beings in our common projects, and we may take turns reminding one another
         of our ethical responsibility, namely by taking our own responsibility on for ourselves
         (by being what we say). Yet still, even here, each person’s share in the responsibility
         is her own share, which can never be given away. Just think of how betrayed or alone
         a partner feels when the other steps out of his or her responsibility. Nevertheless,
         it is a unique and invaluable joy to share projects with one another and to each do
         our part together.
      

      
      Importantly, in the Postscript, Climacus does not promote self-
seclusion for the sake of inwardness, but fully assumes we remain and live in the
         world with others (CUP1 506/SKS 7, 459). Still, while we engage in this external life
         he urges us to foster inwardness, to come into dialogue with the infinite within us.
         A comic element appears within the contradiction of this “double-life.” Incommensurability
         between inner life and worldly affairs emerges, suggesting a humorous dissemblance
         that cannot be avoided. We simply cannot, without expressing a lie, impart directly
         the fullness of our inwardness to another; to protect the depth of inwardness, our
         exterior does not give away the fullness of the secret. Yet the contradictory combination
         of inwardness and exteriority expresses something humorous (CUP1 511/SKS 7, 463),
         like an imperceptible yet seductive wink.[38]   In part, the Socratic messenger goes incognito to protect herself, to safeguard
         her inwardness, to guarantee that she does not live for external recognition or mistakenly
         make another dependent upon her (CUP1 506/SKS 7, 459). In turn, the disguise also
         protects the other and assures that the relation between the two remains true. After
         all, there is a sense in which one person can never fully access another’s inwardness:
         We cannot know completely what it is like to be another person, to be inside his or
         her experience. In reverence to the other’s mystery, we do not intrude upon its depths.
         Yet a certain consonant harmony is expressed in humor between the two individuals,
         which allows each one to suspect the other’s inwardness (CUP1 511/SKS 7, 463).[39]  
      

      
       

      No doubt, from a certain point of view, particular finite restrictions prevent Kierkegaard’s
         own indirect messages to us from becoming involved in actual, live mutual call and
         response of the sort we find in person-to-person dialogue: That is, he is a writer
         of texts, with readers now separated from him by two hundred years. When we pick up
         a text by Kierkegaard, the messages we receive were long ago released by their author
         who can never know how their fate stands with us, whether they are appropriated, whether
         we grapple with them, nor, indeed, whether or how we respond. From another point of
         view, of course, we are engaging in dialogue when we enter Kierkegaard’s texts. What is it to be transformed
         by a written work, other than to get into living dialogue with it? We struggle, we
         stand under the illumination of an insight, we fight back, we accept something true
         for us, we resist something else, and we step inside the sometimes-dangerous tension
         of the living text. These struggles are what constitute dialogue. Furthermore, what
         holds true for texts also holds for live dialogue with a living other: Once we have
         released our message, it no longer belongs to us; it has no life out in the world
         on its own, but only inasmuch as it becomes something for someone; and what becomes
         of it in the hands of another is not in our control.[40]  
      

      
      This dialogical education, involving reduplication, incognito, hidden inwardness,
         and humor, aims to help a person stand on her own by animating her capability. Significantly,
         this independence by no means comes to be through a person’s sole efforts. From beyond
         ourselves, we find the inspiration for awakening and the guidance for continuing our
         development. Without this dialogical relationship in our becoming, there’s no telling
         where we would be. 
      

      
      Who are our messengers? No doubt, each person has his or her own. It is that person
         or those persons who change our lives by releasing us to our own freedom. Those guides
         who help us think and act for ourselves and become independent. Perhaps our Socrates
         is known to us in the flesh, or perhaps we appropriate indirect messages through forms
         that traverse great time and distance. The written text, surely, delivers dialogical
         interjections into our hands, if only we are open to them. However we meet our Socratic
         guide, we do well not to expose them from their incognito, a position hard-won and
         caringly labored over. To meet the twinkle in their eye with our own should suffice.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Reflected here is the definition Martin Buber gives to dialogue in his 1929 essay
                  “Dialogue,” published in Between Man and Man. Worth noting is that, in genuine dialogue, the other does not have to be physically
                  present, and the dialogue can be silent or spoken. See Buber, Between Man and Man, pp. 22–25.
               

            

         

         
            2. See Aristotle, Protrepticus, B79–80. In this passage, Aristotle elaborates on the distinction between something
                  katà dúnamin (potential) and something kat’ energeian (actual).
               

            

         

         
            3. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1103a14–b7.
               

            

         

         
            4. Aristotle is clear on the need for a teacher in developing virtues. See ibid., 1103b10–14.

            

         

         
            5. The categorical imperative receives its most direct treatment in Immanuel Kant, The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals.
               

            

         

         
            6. See Immanuel Kant, The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. and ed. Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 33–34.
                  
               

            

         

         
            7. We may note that the existential bearing of this or that position is what primarily
                  concerned Socrates in his exchanges with his interlocutors. How do you live in light
                  of what you propound? Plato’s Euthyphro offers an apt example of this. Climacus praises Socrates as follows in the Postscript: “Socrates’ infinite merit is precisely that of being an existing thinker, not a speculative thinker who forgets what it means to exist” (CUP1 205/SKS
                  7, 188).
               

            

         

         
            8. We see this in Plato’s Republic, which crowns with the identification of the good with the sun in the allegory of
                  the cave. Plato, Republic, 507b–509c. Further, knowledge of the good in the Republic is the culmination of a lengthy education for a select few (namely, philosophers)
                  (ibid., 505a–509c). For Kierkegaard, so much stalling is impermissible in ethical
                  life, where the duty to exercise one’s capability calls upon every person immediately.
               

            

         

         
            9. I have heard of a high school in the New York area that issues report cards on its
                  students’ development in the virtues.
               

            

         

         
            10. See Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), ¶ 5;
                  and Martin Heidegger, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, trans. Albert Hofstadter (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1988), p. 281.
               

            

         

         
            11. See Augustine, The City of God, bk. 12, chap. 8.
               

            

         

         
            12. See Plato, Apology, 31d, 40a, 40b, 40c; Phaedrus, 242c; Theages 128d.
               

            

         

         
            13. Montaigne too notices the importance of practice. As he writes, “let him [the tutor]
                  judge of the progress he [the pupil] has made, not by the testimony of his memory,
                  but by that of his life. Let him make him put what he has learned into a hundred several
                  forms, and accommodate it to so many several subjects, to see if he yet rightly comprehends
                  it, and has made it his own” (Montaigne, “Of the Education of Children,” p. 65).
               

            

         

         
            14. Kierkegaard, who does not ignore the demands of universal “oughts,” emphasizes that
                  we lose ethical focus when we seek to explain them rationally. As Gordon Marino notes:
                  “For Kierkegaard the force of our oughts in no way rests upon the answers to our whys”
                  (Gordon D. Marino, “The Place of Reason in Kierkegaard’s Ethics,” in Kierkegaard After MacIntyre, ed. John Davenport and Anthony Rudd [Chicago: Open Court, 2001], pp. 113–28, 59).
                  In fact, even pressing for whys to our oughts is unethical. We simply know the demand
                  they make upon us. 
               

            

         

         
            15. Aristotle had already noted that, when we are discussing moral life and the actions
                  related to it, universal claims tend to be rather empty, while claims relating to
                  the particular tend to ring more true. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1107a29–35.
               

            

         

         
            16. For Kant, “the development of the natural predispositions [toward the good] in the
                  human being does not take place by itself” (Kant, “Lectures on Pedagogy,” p. 442).
               

            

         

         
            17. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1105b10–19.
               

            

         

         
            18. No doubt, some people swam for the first time by being tossed alone into the water.
                  With more kindness, and more effectively, however, most swimming is learned, as we
                  know, by getting in the water together with the learner.
               

            

         

         
            19. Montaigne too suggests it’s a mistake to seek primarily an expert teacher with a “well-filled
                  head”: “‘Tis the custom of pedagogues to be eternally thundering in their pupil’s
                  ears, as they were pouring into a funnel, whilst the business of the pupil is only
                  to repeat what the other have said” (Montaigne, “Of the Education of Children,” p.
                  64).
               

            

         

         
            20. Dewey, in Democracy and Education, brings attention to a misguided practice of alienating subject matter from method.
                  He notes how such a practice leads to “mechanical rigid woodenness” in teaching (John
                  Dewey, Democracy and Education: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education [New York: The Free Press, 1997], p. 170). Much harm ensues in teaching and learning
                  when we forget that form matters; namely: (i) we see the neglect of concrete experiences
                  (ibid., p. 168); (ii) subjects taught in isolation from experience often take on coercive
                  methods to gain student interest; (iii) we forget that students need to be occupied
                  with learning for real reasons and ends; and (iv) the dualism forces method to be
                  conceived of as routine (ibid., p. 169). 
               

            

         

         
            21. Rousseau expresses something similar when he urges: “Young masters . . . remember
                  that in everything your lessons ought to be more in actions than in speeches; for
                  children easily forget what they have said and what has been said to them, but not
                  what they have done and what has been done to them” (E 99–100).
               

            

         

         
            22. Kierkegaard is often pessimistic concerning the actual state of affairs in teaching
                  and preaching: “Nowadays the preaching almost always fails in this way: to occasion
                  the listener to apply what he has heard at that very moment, to get him to begin,
                  to pledge himself at that very moment to a very specific task” (JP 1: 668, 314/SKS
                  21, 311, NB10:107).
               

            

         

         
            23. In this, Kierkegaard’s debt to Schleiermacher is also evident, as Kierkegaard benefited
                  from Schleiermacher’s revival of Plato and from his new, hermeneutic interpretation
                  of the dialogues. Ever since Schleiermacher’s publication of the Einleitung to his translations of Plato’s works (1804–1828), the romantics had embraced the
                  position of thinking for oneself when reading the dialogues. Kierkegaard himself owned
                  a copy of Schleiermacher’s translations, which he discusses in The Concept of Irony (see, e.g., CI 54–55, 109–11/SKS 1, 115–16, 163–64). Further, Kierkegaard clearly
                  embraces Schleiermacher’s view that the interpreter of the dialogues must be both
                  a scholar and an artist. Becoming morally autonomous involves learning to think for
                  oneself and learning an art form. See Julia A. Lamm, “The Art of Interpreting Plato,” in The Cambridge Companion to Friedrich Schleiermacher, ed. Jacqueline Mariña (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), pp. 91–108.
                  For Schleiermacher’s influence on Kierkegaard, see Richard Crouter, “Kierkegaard’s
                  Not so Hidden Debt to Schleiermacher,” in Journal for the History of Modern Theology 1:2 (2010), pp. 205–25.
               

            

         

         
            24. In the Symposium, Diotima teaches Socrates that people can be pregnant not only in their bodies, but
                  also in their souls. Plato, Symposium, 209b–c.
               

            

         

         
            25. Indirect methods of this kind require flexibility, quickness, and spontaneity, if
                  not also sweat, blood, and tears, which Socrates knew. Herman Melville had noticed
                  this too: “Midwifery should be taught in the same course with fencing and boxing,
                  riding and rowing” (Herman Melville, Moby Dick; or, The Whale, ed. Harrison Hayford, Hershel Parker, and G. Thomas Tanselle [Chicago: Northwestern
                  University Press, 1988] chap. 78, p. 343–44).
               

            

         

         
            26. See Plato, Meno, 86d5–7.
               

            

         

         
            27. Montaigne, citing Cicero’s The Nature of the Gods, notes the problem with a teacher’s authority: “Obest plerumque iis, qui discerevolunt, auctoritas eorum, qui docent [The authority of those who teach, is very often an impediment to those who desire
                  to learn]” (Montaigne, “Of the Education of Children,” p. 64; Cicero, De Nat. Deor., i, 5).
               

            

         

         
            28. For Kierkegaard, self-authority is inherent in moral freedom, though this differs
                  from the direction Sartre later takes it. In “Existentialism Is a Humanism,” Sartre
                  claims that a person, finding no guidance in an ethical system, must “make himself”
                  by the choice of his morality. By contrast, Kierkegaard’s single individual is no
                  self-made project: The authority lies not in the more or less arbitrary act of choosing
                  this or that, but in a consistent inner voice upon which a person learns to rely in
                  making decisions. See Jean-Paul Sartre, “Existentialism Is a Humanism,” in Existentialism: Basic Writings, ed. Charles Guignon and Derk Pereboom (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 2001).
               

            

         

         
            29. Kierkegaard often describes indirect communication as going “incognito,” that is,
                  as mask wearing or dissemblance (see JP 1: 677, 316; PC 133–34/SKS 12, 138–39). 
               

            

         

         
            30. Heidegger applies this in a distinction between authentic and inauthentic care. The
                  latter displaces the other by leaping in and taking over, which takes the other’s
                  care away from her. The former helps the other become transparent to herself, so as
                  to be free for her care. See Heidegger, Being and Time, ¶ 26, esp. pp. 158–59.
               

            

         

         
            31. In this work, Kierkegaard understands Plato as attempting to “fill up the cryptic
                  nothing that actually constitutes the point in Socrates’ life by giving him the idea”
                  (CI 153/SKS 1, 203).
               

            

         

         
            32. It is no wonder Alcibiades became dissolute after leaving Socrates’s company, Kierkegaard
                  remarks sarcastically, for “after a reform school of restrictive mediocrity such as
                  that, he might indeed become rather ravenous for pleasure” (CI 25/SKS 1, 87).
               

            

         

         
            33. Whether Socrates himself, as in the Symposium, remained with his interlocutors or whether he abandoned them is up for debate. The
                  early Kierkegaard comes down on him pretty hard: “communicate, fill up, enrich—this
                  he could not do . . . he infatuated the youths, awakened longings in them but did
                  not satisfy them, let them flare up in the thrilling joy of contact but never gave
                  them strong and nourishing food. He deceived them all just as he deceived Alcibiades”
                  (CI 188/SKS 1, 235). A later Kierkegaard seems to change his tune somewhat. In the
                  Postscript, Climacus hints that the author of The Concept of Irony (written five years earlier) may have brought out only one side of the issue: Socrates
                  may have seemed withdrawn, but this was in order to accentuate the requirement of
                  the personal “I,” a requirement that holds not only when other people are watching,
                  but at all times and inwardly (see CUP1 503/SKS 7, 456).
               

            

         

         
            34. After all, as Kierkegaard suggests of Socrates’s pupils, whose gaze he had turned
                  inward: Those with more resourceful natures were likely to feel grateful toward Socrates
                  precisely because “they had themselves to thank for their rich resources and not Socrates”
                  (CI 188/SKS 1, 235). In other words, they know how to appropriate the message for
                  themselves and they know that this is their own doing. Later, in an 1854 journal note, Kierkegaard
                  suggests that Alcibiades may have had ideals and intelligence, but was unable to master
                  his lower nature and translate these ideals into ethical action (JP 4: 4300, 221/SKS
                  26, 66–67, NB31:92).
               

            

         

         
            35. On the use of deception in Kierkegaard, see Nerina Jansen, “Deception in Service of
                  the Truth: Magister Kierkegaard and the Problem of Communication” in International Kierkegaard Commentary: Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical
                     Fragments, ed. Robert L. Perkins (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1997), pp. 115–28.
               

            

         

         
            36. In The Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus equates infinitude with the Greek apeiron, that is, the unlimited, in the sense that something lacks determinateness, a limit
                  or a boundary; he likewise equates finitude with peras, the limited (see SUD 35/SKS 11, 151).
               

            

         

         
            37. See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1105b6–12. Cleary, for Aristotle, one is not virtuous simply by mimicking virtuous
                  actions (see ibid., 1105a30–35), but one can begin no other place.
               

            

         

         
            38. The mix of inwardness and exteriority is what makes Socrates’s figure so funny. On
                  the outside, he’s a self-proclaimed ignorant nuisance, though we very strongly suspect
                  great wisdom inside. A fruitful connection can be drawn here between both Socrates’s
                  and Kierkegaard’s incognito and the Russian tradition of the yurodivy (holy fool). In all these cases, the disguise is the disarming, seductive element.
               

            

         

         
            39. Respect, accompanied by love, prevents us from directly exposing a person’s inwardness.
                  Hence the feeling of trespass, when, Alcibiades, at the end of the Symposium, pitilessly exposes Socrates by portraying him as the perfect personification of
                  Eros. See Plato, Symposium, 214a–222b. We readers become intruders as Socrates’s secret is disclosed by another.
                  Alcibiades wants to destroy the incognito, exposing the incommensurability between
                  Socrates’s inner and outer: Ugly on the outside, Socrates is said to look like a Satyr;
                  beautiful on the inside, it is said he has gods inside him (ibid., 214a4–215b3). As
                  for Socrates’s supposed abandonment of Alcibiades, Kierkegaard writes in the margin
                  of a draft for Philosophical Fragments: “I wonder if Socrates was that cold; I wonder if it did not hurt him that Alcibiades
                  could not understand him” (PF 189/Pap. V B 4:3). (This passage, like most material
                  from Pap. B, is not included in Søren Kierkegaards   Skrifter [SKS]; the marginal note corresponds to text at PF 24, line 17/SKS 4, 231, line 31.)
               

            

         

         
            40. This is essentially what Kierkegaard relays in the preface of a set of 1844 discourses,
                  where he releases his “messengers,” that is, his texts, into the world to be appropriated
                  by another as the other sees fit (see EUD 295/SKS 5, 289).
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

      Receptivity

      
         
         
      

      
      In his 1795 ballad, “The Veiled Image at Sais,” Schiller relays the tale of a youth
         who defies a divine decree in the ancient Egyptian city of Sais.[1]   The decree forbade anyone but the godhead herself from lifting the veil from the
         statue of Isis. Behind the veil, so it was said, was to be found nothing other than
         Truth itself. Unable to resist, the youth stole into the night, laid his hand on the
         statue, and removed the veil. From this attempt to satisfy his desire for truth on
         his own terms, the young man was forever dispossessed of happiness, and sorrow soon
         conducted him to an early grave. No one ever heard a word concerning what he witnessed
         beneath the veil.
      

      
      Kierkegaard was familiar with this and similar stories of longing and annihilation,
         which abound in romantic literature.[2]   Schiller’s ballad holds particular interest, as it emphasizes the youth’s attempt
         to grasp truth wholly by his own efforts. Though he was warned that only the godhead
         could lift the veil, he willfully peered beneath it anyway. The ballad suggests that
         approaching the truth on the arm of human force alone is impossible, if such attempts
         do not also make us culpable. The moral of the tale seems contained in the closing
         lines, spoken by the youth: “Woe to him who treads through guilt to truth.”[3]   A human being’s truth cannot be won through willful defiance, so the ballad suggests.
         Kierkegaard’s pseudonym Anti-Climacus identifies “defiance” as a particular form of
         despair in The Sickness unto Death (see SUD 67–74/SKS 11, 181–87). There, defiance is represented by the classic figure
         of hubris from Greek mythology, Prometheus, who stole fire from the gods in order
         to give it to human beings (see SUD 68 and 70/SKS 11, 182, 184). By analogy with the
         defiant Prometheus, Anti-Climacus interprets the despairing person’s act as a rebel’s
         attempt to compose and produce himself by himself, as self-master and self-creator
         (SUD 68/SKS 11, 182). Ultimately, such attempts simply do not succeed, ending instead
         in despair. Missing in the despairer’s activity is the willingness to have hope (SUD
         70/SKS 11, 184) in the possibility of help (SUD 71/SKS 11, 185), to make oneself vulnerable,
         to receive what one cannot give oneself.
      

      
      In this chapter, I examine the need for receptivity in becoming a self. We saw previously
         that Kierkegaard’s indirect methods aim at helping a person bring out her innate capacities,
         thus making it necessary for a guide or messenger to make room for this activity on
         the part of the learner. However, we also saw that this self-realization does not
         make a person self-sufficient, as the help of the other is crucial in awakening and
         guiding the emergence of potential. Now we see further, with the help of the pseudonymous
         texts Philosophical Fragments and The Concept of Anxiety, that in the self’s becoming there comes a crucial stage when openness and receptivity
         toward the other are indispensable. This stage reflects back on all previous processes,
         highlighting the dialogical nature of learning throughout one’s development. The dialogical
         education laid out here forms a person not only to actualize her innermost potential,
         but also to be able to receive from without what a person cannot give herself, but
         must accept as a gift from the other.
      

      
      Hubris and Humility

      
      As we saw in the introduction, Kierkegaard, receiving his inspiration from Schelling,
         begins by viewing the human drama from the situation of guilt, or unfreedom, as we
         now see reflected in Schiller’s ballad. Schiller’s youth approaches the statue of
         Isis as already guilty. Likewise, we saw that Kierkegaard inherited from Schelling
         an understanding of guilt as resulting from freedom’s own impulse to exercise its
         freedom. For Kierkegaard, no historical figure (e.g., Adam or Eve) bears the weight
         of guilt for everyone else. Dismissing interpretations of original sin as merely inherited,
         he aims to reveal the individual’s contemporaneity with guilt. In exercising our freedom,
         we are actively responsible for coming into unfreedom. So Kierkegaard avoids a deterministic
         view of human nature: If the individual is responsible for her own unfreedom, this
         is due to the fact that she is essentially freedom. The fact that freedom contains within itself the possibility
         for unfreedom reveals its inherent ambiguity. But it also reveals the need to be set
         free in becoming who we are. Kierkegaard sets salvation as a task for the individual
         in the Greek sense of telos: It is both an end and an activity toward that end.
      

      
      Philosophical Fragments speaks of this task in terms of truth and untruth: While the individual must realize
         her untruth for herself, as no one can recognize one’s self but oneself, she lacks
         the condition for being in truth from herself and is thus unable to recognize her
         self by herself (PF 14–15/SKS 4, 222–24). In other words, when we set off on roads
         of perdition, we tend to cover our tracks so well that we ourselves cannot see the
         way we have covered. Consequently, we must receive the highest truth about ourselves
         as revealed truth. Kierkegaard thus joins those thinkers who, since ancient times,
         have believed that, in our development, human beings require essential transformation
         through the help of otherness.[4]   Climacus suggests that, when someone is both prisoner and jailor, she cannot also
         be liberator, as though simply by willing it she could undo her own chains (PF 15–16/SKS
         4, 224). Thus, Kierkegaard compares our state of unfreedom with Aristotle’s vicious
         moral states: We may have begun with the power to become virtuous or depraved; yet,
         once we have become either, our moral condition is no longer solely in our power (PF
         17n/SKS 4, 224n).[5]   Who should now undo our chains? It is impossible for the prisoner to do it; it
         is unlikely the jailor is willing; and, in this case, it is unadvisable for the prisoner
         to kill the jailor.[6]   In Philosophical Fragments, Climacus declares: “It would indeed be unreasonable to require a person to find
         out all by himself that he does not exist. But this transition is precisely the transition
         of the rebirth from not existing [at være til] to existing” (PF 22/SKS 4, 230). By way of metaphor, Climacus describes the transformation
         of becoming as a rebirth. He states: “But this becoming—how difficult it really is,
         and how like a difficult birth!” (PF 34/SKS 4, 240). Yet a person does not give birth
         to herself or by herself. A midwife is essential. 
      

      
      For Climacus, the ultimate teacher on the way to becoming a self is a savior, a deliverer,
         and a reconciler (PF 17/SKS 4, 226). This figure (Christ, for Kierkegaard) is necessitated
         by the fact that the individual has become trapped (PF 15/SKS 4, 224). In The Sickness unto Death, the need for the other is given expression by Anti-Climacus in the “formula” for
         eradicating despair: “in relating to itself and in willing to be itself, the self
         rests transparently in the power that established it” (SUD 14/SKS 11, 130). What he
         ultimately has in mind is that despair, as unfreedom, can only be rooted out through
         the help of another. For Kierkegaard, the other as “the power that established the
         self” is in the first place God. Additionally, the present works suggests that “being
         established” can be interpreted as being constituted by one’s relations with real,
         dialogical human others.
      

      
      The need for transformation in becoming who we are may seem strange. The drive to
         actualization seems basic to any human being, just as it is to other animals and plants,
         and every other being that simply becomes what it is meant to be. Why, then, isn’t
         there a straightforward path for human becoming? Should not anyone be able to reach
         his or her highest state so long as favorable conditions and concentrated effort is
         present? A long line of thinkers have believed in this logic, especially since the
         era of the scientific revolution: Human beings’ intellectual faculties render them
         capable of understanding—and manipulating—the world around them, if only these faculties
         are sharpened and applied in the right ways. Yet the romantics, and Kierkegaard with
         them, believed this modern, enlightenment attitude contained self-delusion. Hubris
         is blinding us, not only from the great and wondrous mysteries of the world, but also
         from our own failure to appreciate them as mysteries. A belief in certainty, and a
         certainty in being able to be certain, is dangerously misleading.
      

      
      Nevertheless, we can see why human beings believe in the power of sheer will. From
         certain perspectives, willpower seems to suffice for attaining the good; so why shouldn’t
         it suffice in attaining the truth? This is the psychology of voluntarism, where the
         will determines what is good and ultimately finds happiness in its own presumably
         good activity. Further, experience seems to attest that we can attain our goals if
         only we set ourselves to them. While this hubristic attitude got Schiller’s youth
         in trouble, human beings have felt its power. Today, our youth are taught this attitude
         in the form of a general maxim: Whatever you can dream, you can do.[7]  
      

      
      Yet experience provides evidence to the contrary often enough. Not just anything becomes
         possible merely by willing it. We cannot bring back the dead, take back something
         we have done, or, despite all our efforts on this front, control how other people
         interpret us.[8]   Likewise, our youth learn soon enough that external circumstances largely dictate
         the availability of opportunities. They learn that where, when, and from whom one
         was born, factors entirely outside their control, contribute heavily to their share
         in life. Externalities, whether the laws of nature or human beings, draw limits around
         what can be achieved by willpower alone.[9]   
      

      
      As for limits to exercising freedom, externalities are only the beginning. In fact,
         Climacus’s warning runs deeper, as he primarily concerns himself, not with external
         limitations, but internal ones. The individual, unfree by her own fault, has yet to
         realize the consequences of her imprisonment. To demonstrate our ignorance in the
         face of that incapacity which is due to ourselves, Climacus offers the following image:
         A child who receives a little money to use in a bookstore chooses to buy a toy at
         the same cost of a good book. When he returns to the bookseller to exchange his toy
         for the book, the bookseller answers: “My dear child, your toy is worthless; it is
         certainly true that when you still had the money you could have bought the book just
         as well as the toy, but the awkward thing about a toy is that once it is purchased
         it has lost all value. Would not the child think: This is very strange indeed” (PF
         16n/SKS 4, 224n). The farther we have locked ourselves into our own vaults, the less
         we are capable of emerging from them alone. And if we accept we are guilty by our
         own fault, and certainly not by Adam’s doing, then this strange realization is upon
         us: We cannot simply buy or barter for our freedom on our own terms and with our own
         currency.
      

      
      Kierkegaard locates anxiety at the source of the individual’s denial of such human
         limitations. In a brief analysis of Schiller’s ballad, he writes in a late journal
         entry (1850): “No, instead of wanting to tear the veil from divinity, as that young
         man did, I want to tear the veil from all the human prattle and the conceited human
         smugness which fools itself and others into thinking that man is so eager to know
         the truth” (JP 4: 4872, 497/SKS 24, 107, NB22:4). There is little doubt for Kierkegaard
         that human beings are more or less terrified of the “truth,” by which he means the
         possibility of our own subjective truth. What terrifies us most is not some external
         object, but the infinite within us. So long as the individual can use her own natural
         capacities for grasping and ordering the world, the quest for truth remains something
         within her control. Yet as soon as she acknowledges her own limitations and recognizes
         herself as unfreedom, the work entails releasing control and letting go of her grasp
         on the world. In Kierkegaard’s late vocabulary (1850), truth for a human being entails
         not only learning from the world, but also “dying to the world” (Afdøelse), which accounts for “why we are all more or less afraid” (JP 4: 4872, 498/SKS 24,
         107, NB22:4). Dying to the world, or in the earlier, less drastic form we find in
         Fear and Trembling (1843), “resigning from the world,” means letting go. In essential transformation,
         a person is called to release her grasp on her world and her projects, including her
         self as a project; she is asked to resign in relation to particular hopes and intentions
         related to her subjectivity; she is given the task of becoming silent so she may hear
         what she is intended for. This is the Schellingian insight we saw earlier, where freedom
         is not our power to do this or that, but a source we attune ourselves to at the core
         of our being.
      

      
      Rather than the youth’s “dauntless” and “daring” impulse compelling him to steal into
         the night and remove the veil,[10]   we have the humble admission that a person does not reach her highest potential
         on her own. At the same time, rather than the “unsteady step” of the defiant youth
         and the “shudder [that] thrilled his limbs,”[11]   we have the resolute brow of the person bowed to receive grace. Certainly, though
         we perceive resolution in the attitude of humility, it does not do away with doubt,
         fear and trembling, or suffering. Attracted by the sea, as was Kierkegaard, I often
         find myself returning to the following image: A swimmer, well acquainted with the
         ways of the powerful sea, allows herself to be washed over by a great wave, to be
         swept into its surging whirlwind; yet her yielding posture itself quite actively saves
         her from crashing into the sand and choking on salt water. The Dane was surrounded
         by the sea his entire life. My own childhood years on the sea have left a deep impression
         of its puzzling concurrence of serenity and violence.[12]   Yet anyone familiar with it knows that the sea, much bigger than any one human
         being, must be obeyed, not resisted. A person only gets so far by self-exertions.
         While only an “I” can receive itself—and so any transformation is self-activity—we
         need help beyond ourselves in becoming who we are capable of being. Luckily, we are
         not abandoned to the waves without previous guidance. There is a dialogical education
         that teaches from the beginning how to yield to the unknown so that we might be formed
         by it.
      

      
      Again, this transition—where from self-activity a person comes to actively surrender—may
         be unexpected in a discussion on awakening and cultivating capability. It has been
         emphasized that Socratic and indirect methods aim at drawing out the individual’s
         potential, rather than putting anything into her. But these methods must also help
         a person confront the infinite difference between possibility and actuality, which
         we saw as a central human duality Kierkegaard inherits from Schelling. Human actualization,
         far from resulting from pure effort, essentially entails openness and receptivity.[13]   Wilhelm has this in mind when he offers up this great ambiguity: In choosing itself,
         the “I” receives itself (EO2 177/SKS 3, 172).[14]   For Kierkegaard, the transformed self is a gift from God. The analysis of the present
         book highlights additionally the role of other others in the self’s becoming. Our
         others may be friends or lovers, parents or teachers, authors or artists who move
         us, as well as those with whom we have entanglements of resistance, prejudice, and
         conflict. In any case, the insight to take in earnest is that our capability reaches
         its highest realization owing to forces beyond ourselves. Far from a self-creation,
         the self is something that is called forth: We are called from beyond to become ourselves.
         To choose oneself is thus not identical with making oneself. We don’t construct ourselves,
         but we have the task of getting in tune with ourselves. The choice concerns choosing
         to receive, choosing to be open, choosing to allow the other in. It is by listening
         at the source of the beyond deep within us that we hear this tune. Kierkegaard’s individual
         only gains herself through humble openness to the other.[15]  
      

      
      While the idea of the self as a gift may not yet enjoy great popularity today, we
         may note that it is already implied in a widely accepted view that our being and our
         being-in-the-world are given. Our being-in-the-world is not “taken” or created by
         us; our very lives are a gift. This is what Kierkegaard has in mind when he emphasizes
         that we do not create ourselves, that we are not our own masters. As we allow ourselves
         to relinquish the enlightenment project of the human being’s mastery over the world,
         we may also let go of our grip on self-creation and self-
mastery. Human beings are receptive creatures all the way down to our core.
      

      
      Significantly, receptivity is by no means purely passive, but involves an entanglement
         of activity and passivity. This is the sense in which the young Kierkegaard, in The Concept of Irony, puts forth the idea that actuality is partly a gift (Gave) to be received, to be yielded to, and partly a mission (Opgave) to be accomplished (see CI 276/SKS 1, 312). Actively surrendering to the given,
         a person is far from complacent or submissive. Opening oneself does not mean giving
         up, being taken advantage of, or accepting injustices. In this we can distinguish
         between a loss of freedom due to ourselves and one due to external forces. Surrender
         becomes necessary where unfreedom is self-inflicted; where unfreedom is inflicted
         by an external force, the question of fighting to break free through one’s own strength
         may very well come into play, though the help of others is still likely to be beneficial.
      

      
      Further, receptivity is far from idle. As we see from the following journal entry
         (1839), which expands rather imaginatively upon a biblical riddle,[16]   a person gets quite busy from being receptive:
      

      
      
         Out of the eater came something to eat—just as we say, “there are tench and eel here,
            etc.” upon seeing a certain kind of sea plant, but do not conclude that because these
            plants are here, these fish are here, but rather that because these fish are here,
            these plants are here—so also in spiritual [aandelig] things all receptivity is productivity. (JP 1: 878, 395/SKS 18, 55, EE:159; trans.
            mod.)
         

         
      

      In other words, just as there could very well be no one eating anything where nourishment
         is found, productivity alone does not signify receptivity. After all, in life we often
         see much “productivity,” that is, activity in the form of mystifying busyness and
         distracting gesticulation. As such, a person does a whole lot—of nothing. But where
         we see people who are well fed, we infer that there was something there that nourished
         them. Thus, the uplifting sight of “receptivity,” that is, inwardness and appropriation,
         signifies that a person is also doing something in earnest. In choosing herself a
         person receives herself and does a whole lot—of one thing. Essential activity centers
         around a single mission for Kierkegaard: becoming who we are. So we see, receptivity
         is essential in becoming oneself.
      

      
      Anxious Tidings from Below

      
      We all carry companions within us on life’s way. Those intimate friends, hard to express
         in words, but whose presence pulses through the ebb and flow of our everyday tides.
         The dear friend of recollection, sometimes sweet, sometimes bitter. The pair of joy
         and gratitude, often overseas, making a surprise visit suitcases in hand when least
         expected. And, then, the haunting specter of anxiety, at times inviting us to the
         point of transformation, at others a terrible troll glaring at us from the corner.
         Some companions run ahead, hardly waiting for us to keep up. Others we glimpse behind
         us on the roadside, patiently gazing our way. Whatever form they may take, each of
         us knows intimately these life companions. Kierkegaard, psychologue of the human spirit, enjoys remarkable insight into this world. He dedicates considerable
         musings to the well-known companion within each of us he called “anxiety.”
      

      
      There is a great deal of anxiety in becoming. This accounts for our tendency to flee
         from realization, whether by idealizing, romanticizing, or denying. These, and a myriad
         of other ways of fleeing, are presented in Kierkegaard’s The Concept of Anxiety, especially chapter 4. Anxiety takes numerous forms, making it hard to recognize.
         Yet underlying its many manifestations, Haufniensis argues, is a basic anxiety that
         relates itself to freedom—and unfreedom—and that, despite itself, can be formative
         for the individual.
      

      
      Anxiety is a clever trickster and a master illusionist. It announces unfreedom, but
         just as it has rung the bell and been admitted to the foyer, it assumes the role of
         butler, showing the way to the comfortable drawing room. Making a guest of its host,
         it soothes and sedates her with all manner of distraction. While the entertainment
         is underway, each one of us knows what is actually there, staring from the corner:
         a terrible troll we cannot be rid of. Let us call it to attention. Bring forth anxiety
         for examination. You, there: What do you conceal beyond yourself, most convincing
         mask I ever created?
      

      
      In the opening paragraph of the final chapter of The Concept of Anxiety, titled “Anxiety as Saving Through Faith,” Haufniensis describes freedom’s greatest
         venture: “[I]t is an adventure that every human has to live through—learning to be
         anxious so as not to be ruined either by never having been in anxiety or by sinking
         into it. Whoever has learned to be anxious in the right way has learned the ultimate”
         (CA 187/SKS 4, 454). This brief yet crucial chapter introduces the need for learning
         to be anxious in the right way. This suggestion can in itself be freeing. Anxiety can be terrible, even crippling.
         Even before unpacking this idea—that a person can learn how to be in anxiety—we anticipate its promise. Besides giving hope, Haufniensis indicates
         where a person must begin: by understanding anxiety as a task. A task (Opgave) for Kierkegaard is always understood as movement, as an activity. Thus it has in
         the Greek sense a function (ergon), which can be performed well or poorly. In other words, anxiety has its own proper
         virtue or perfection (aretē). Its function will be to form or shape (danne) the individual. Significantly, the formative task announced by anxiety does not
         result in a final state. As with other essential actions in Kierkegaard, learning
         from anxiety is a task for repetition.
      

      
      Haufniensis in no way glorifies the pain of anxiety. Nor does he promote suffering,
         melancholy, or depression as a way of life. To the contrary, the life-affirming actions
         called for in learning from anxiety discourage dwelling in gloominess or forming attachments
         to suffering.[17]   Despite the popular conception of Kierkegaard as a gloomy existentialist, we find
         here a philosophy of life, where anxiety is the very shudder of freedom in becoming.
      

      
      Interestingly, in form, The Concept of Anxiety has a somewhat analytic quality. The book, having received Haufniensis as a pseudonym
         at a very late stage, was originally penned under Kierkegaard’s own name. This might
         suggest it comes closer to “direct” communication than other pseudonymous works.[18]   As with his dissertation, The Concept of Irony, Kierkegaard uses the term “Begrebet [concept]” in the title, a rather scholarly term for the subject matter. While Kierkegaard
         chooses to approach if not treat these subjects “conceptually,” we can imagine his
         disapproval if someone were to attempt the title “The Concept of Faith.” As Johannes
         de Silentio writes in the preface to Fear and Trembling: “Even if someone were able to transpose the whole content of faith into conceptual
         form, it does not follow that he has comprehended faith, comprehended how he entered
         into it or how it entered into him” (FT 7/SKS 4, 103). This choice in title for The Concept of Anxiety, and the somewhat academic feel of the book, suggest Kierkegaard meant for it to
         be a philosophical-theoretical study.[19]   Haufniensis, writing in the form of psychological deliberation, claims he can only
         indicate particular phenomena with “a quite brief summary and little more than algebraic
         hint” (CA 137n/SKS 4, 415n). He cannot tarry with descriptions, but must go on with
         the argument. Oddly, this disclaimer immediately follows an illustration, which, though
         brief, is far from a purely structural sketch. With rich imagery, “anxiety’s artful
         sophistry” is described as unfolding on a playground: “While sin’s actuality holds
         one hand of freedom in its icy right hand . . . the left hand gesticulates with illusion
         and deception and will-o’-the-wisp eloquence” (CA 137/SKS 4, 415). Despite providing
         such vivid illustrations, Haufniensis repeats that he is only “giving names even algebraically,”
         not giving descriptions, not letting anything become audible (CA 154–55/SKS 4, 429).[20]  
      

      
      Nonetheless, Kierkegaard’s possible intention to write a 
philosophical–theoretical work did not lead him to avoid ambiguity or compose passages
         that were easy to follow. After all, the text is frequently dense and complicated,
         appearing self-consciously to exude a fog that leaves the reader dizzy. Long, ambiguous
         sentences, with far too many insertions, give rise to the need for multiple rereadings
         in a single paragraph. The text often drags the reader along, without pausing to elaborate
         literary allusions. Then, suddenly it becomes a little talkative, momentarily leaving
         the scholarly style behind; these brief chats do not always serve to clarify.
      

      
      We might observe that what The Concept of Anxiety does in terms of its methodology is to perform or demonstrate the very topic it means
         to elucidate. In other words, the form the pseudonym Haufniensis gives to the text
         is a performance of the content. As discussed in chapter 1, performance is how the
         pseudonyms tend to work in Kierkegaard. Repetition, Either/Or, parts I and II, Stages on Life’s Way, and Fear and Trembling are all substantiations of this. Note this difference, however: While, for example,
         de Silentio in the text Fear and Trembling performs the phenomena of fear and trembling in his own person, Haufniensis in The Concept of Anxiety does not, for his part, perform the idea in his own person, but rather in brief presentations
         of phenomena that display the existential realities of anxiety. It may be telling
         that in a text promoting the need for risking oneself and becoming receptive, the
         author is unwilling to put himself in the game. He may have methodological reasons
         for this withholding, though a reader may nonetheless find herself wishing for a more
         intimate discussion of anxiety.
      

      
      Nevertheless, as performative, The Concept of Anxiety offers gripping portrayals of how the phenomenon of anxiety works upon a person.
         Convincingly, Haufniensis illustrates how an individual as withdrawn or in flight
         seeks to avoid facing her ownmost possibilities. As examples, we have the enclosed
         person who betrays his secret against his will (CA 149/SKS 4, 425); the lovers’ great
         passion that comes to a halt in “the silent treatment” (CA 150/SKS 4, 425); the hardened
         criminal who will not confess (CA 150/SKS 4, 426); the person who wishes to disclose
         herself, but hopes it will somehow happen to her from the outside (CA 154/SKS 4, 428);
         the one who conceals something so horrible, she does not even reveal it to herself
         (CA 155/SKS 4, 429); the person who finds pleasure in being offended (CA 174/SKS 4,
         445); or, yet again, the one who turns this offense against herself as hypocrisy (CA
         175/SKS 4, 445). Undoubtedly, the text continuously works upon the imagination to
         bring the reader to recognition.
      

      
      Beyond illustrations of anxiety, the book is littered with story-
nuggets, images, analogies, and passing references to literature. Haufniensis drops
         a brief story, no longer than two to three lines, leaving it there for the reader
         to chase for herself. If The Concept of Anxiety does not unfold these stories, as does Either/Or or Repetition, one might say this truly puts the choice of whether or not to pursue them into the
         reader’s hands. In other words, if we are to become interpreters, Kierkegaard at times
         truly leaves the work to us. Still, though so many paths are left unexplored by Haufniensis
         himself, he does pause to give lengthy “aesthetic presentations,” such as of the demonic
         as represented in the figure of Mephistopheles (CA 157–59/SKS 4, 432–33). Haufniensis’s
         metaphors and personifications are striking and impossible to ignore. In one instance,
         he describes the process of anxious repentance going too far, to the point of becoming
         deranged: First, sin drags the individual like “a woman dragged by the hair by an
         executioner while she screams in despair”; second, anxiety anticipates sin “as one
         can feel in one’s bones that a storm is approaching”; third, as sin approaches, “the
         individual trembles like a horse moaning as it halts at the place where it had once
         taken flight”; fourth, when sin conquers, anxiety “throws itself despairingly into
         the arms of repentance”; and fifth, in addition to its judgment and condemnation,
         repentance now has to suffer “the extra sentence for aggravated injury” by being “dragged
         through life to the place of execution” (CA 139–40/SKS 4, 417–18). Beyond the possibility
         for analysis these representations provide, they also allow the acting subject to
         shift seamlessly between different actors as the story unfolds. The resulting dizzying
         effect, likely intentional, reveals freedom’s ambiguity. Furthermore, the text’s abundant
         disturbing imagery, such as the trap made in the funnel of the ant lion’s larva (CA
         138/SKS 4, 416) or the white dot in the corn on one’s foot (CA 163/SKS 4, 436), may
         affect the reader with an increase from dizziness to nausea.[21]  
      

      
      In the book’s final chapter, in order to elucidate the venture of learning to be in
         anxiety in the right way, Haufniensis refers to an adventure from Grimms’ Fairy Tales: “The Story of the Youth Who Went Forth to Learn What Fear Was.”[22]   He thus begins this crucial chapter with an extra-textual reference, pointing us
         to another place, to a literary example. Doubtless, these constant references throughout
         Kierkegaard’s writings, to literature, to fairy tales, to folklore, and to scripture,
         invite the curious reader to track them down, to read them for herself. A single reading
         session of Kierkegaard often takes a reader on winding journeys of discovery through
         other texts. As it so happens, our pseudonymous author does not concern himself with
         “whether [the youth] came across the horror on his way” (CA 187/SKS 4, 454), thus
         leaving us to fend for ourselves in relation to the fairy tale. Let us briefly follow
         the youth on his adventure.
      

      
      The tale tells of a father who had two sons. The eldest and clever son is blessed
         with his father’s approval. He is, quite unoriginally, afraid of frightful things.
         The younger and so-called stupid son, who can never learn a thing, does not experience
         fear as other people do: “That too must be a skill I do not understand.”[23]   Yet this stupid boy grasps what is needed: He wants to learn how to shudder. At
         this, his older brother mocks him, assuming he must really be a dimwit. The father,
         ashamed, sends away his youngest son. And so the adventure begins: The boy goes forth
         to learn what fear is. However, no worldly fright can teach him how to shudder. He
         spends the night with seven corpses hanging from a tree with no effect; he’s attacked
         by talking cats and dogs, but he simply chases them away; he encounters hideous ghosts
         that set up a game of bowling ball using bones and skulls; he shares a bed with a
         dead man who wakes up threatening to kill him; all these horrors barely touch the
         youth, who remains unaffected by fear. Nonetheless, throughout his long journey, the
         boy who soon becomes a man remains hopeful, never forgetting what is needful: “If
         only I could shudder!”[24]   Finally, after redeeming a haunted castle and marrying the king’s daughter as a
         prize, the man at last meets his match. On the advice of her chambermaid for how to
         help her husband shudder, the princess drenches him with a cold bucket of water filled
         with minnows; the little fish wriggle about on his naked torso—and at last he shudders.
      

      
      The tale seems to suggest the following: There is a need for learning how to be in
         anxiety. Furthermore, the setting for such learning is an adventure or a journey.
         As traveling beings, learning to be anxious in the right way is taken up along our
         way. Thus, the “stupid” boy from the Grimm brothers’ fairy tale may have been the
         wisest of his lot: He saw learning to shudder as an essential journey. At first, he
         did not understand that the journey is a metaphor for the motility of the task, and
         that he need not travel the whole world in order to undertake it. Yet he came to realize
         he did not shudder as others did, because of “frightful things” in the world. As Haufniensis
         insists, worldly frights remain at the surface; a deeper anxiety that has little to
         do with externalities still calls for our attention. The Concept of Anxiety presents the possibility of being formed by anxious tidings from below. By emphasizing
         motility, Haufniensis invites his reader to turn the fairy tale back upon herself
         as a transitioning being. A person cannot learn anything important “about” anxiety
         from outside (CA 193/SKS 4, 458). As usual, Kierkegaard’s text is addressed to an
         existing, personal I. Anxiety from below, a deeper, non-object-oriented anxiety, calls out to each one
         of us concerning our very being. Learning to be anxious in the right way will involve
         coming into dialogue with this messenger.
      

      
      Self-Disclosure and Recognition

      
      In an everyday use of the term, there is an anxiety that is terrible to undergo yet
         whose object is always something finite. A person can be anxious “about” something:
         her daily concerns, her obligations, her short- or long-term goals. Pressure to succeed,
         whether issuing from within or from external sources, can cause stress and anxiety.
         In these cases, anxiety’s object is some definite something, even when it shifts quickly
         or is hard to grasp. Most of us have experienced everyday anxiety to some degree or
         another. Still, some people remain relatively untouched by this sort of pressure.
         As Haufniensis writes: “What I say here may to many seem obscure and foolish talk,
         since they pride themselves on never having been in anxiety” (CA 190/SKS 4, 455).
      

      
      Incidentally, Haufniensis does not offer an opinion on who might be better prepared
         to let anxiety do its work: a person accustomed to the pangs of everyday anxiety or
         rather someone who remains above them. Recalling the two sons from the Grimm brothers’
         fairy tale, we can venture that the younger may have been better prepared than the
         elder to undergo essential transformation. Having no real skills, the former did not
         busy himself with worldly wisdom. The latter, by contrast, “who knew how to manage
         everything,” was taught like everyone else to concern himself with the affairs of
         the world.[25]   Perhaps our hero benefited from being bound less anxiously to the finite. With
         sagacity of the worldly kind, the father told his younger son: “You may well learn
         to shudder, but you will not earn your bread by shuddering.”[26]   These words, unbeknownst to the father, may have contained infinite sagacity: No,
         learning to shudder is not a way of making bread; but it reveals to us the possibility
         of becoming what we are intended for.[27]   
      

      
      Nevertheless, when everyday anxiety has been a constant companion in life, a person
         is, in the very least, well acquainted with it. If a person has become self-aware
         in her relation to anxiety, its traps and tortures may thereby appear less forbidding.
         The risk remains that a person may work so well with anxiety that she always knows
         how to outsmart it. Yet if she overcomes this risk, familiarity with everyday anxiety
         just might lend greater facility in the difficult task of facing up to a deeper anxiety,
         which has no object, or whose object is Nothing.
      

      
      Again, the anxiety we have called forth runs deeper than worldly concerns. As Haufniensis
         insists, “it differs altogether from fear and similar concepts that refer to something
         definite” (CA 51/SKS 4, 348). Surely, at times, anxiety wears a mask of concern over
         this or that, which are so many evasions; yet it always conceals a deeper root, not
         tied to any specific finite relation. Haufniensis suggests a popular saying we have
         that succinctly, though ambiguously, expresses his meaning: We say, “to be anxious
         about nothing” (CA 52/SKS 4, 348). The nothing about which anxiety is anxious results
         simply from the human condition, not from any specific psychological orientation in
         relation to worldly concerns.[28]  
      

      
      Regardless of whether we have become aware of it, anxiety exempts no human being,
         for it issues from the very structure of freedom. We can no more avoid it than we
         can circumvent the desire to be understood or the search for meaning in our lives.
         In its multiple manifestations, anxiety consistently expresses freedom’s desire to
         actualize as spirit. In fact, it would be strangely boastful, Haufniensis observes,
         for someone to say that he had never been in anxiety: “I will gladly provide him with
         my explanation: that it comes from his being very spiritless” (CA 190/SKS 4, 456).
         Yet even in spiritlessness, Haufniensis notes, anxiety is there, “waiting . . . hidden
         and masked” (CA 117/SKS 4, 399). Anxiety simply cannot be avoided.
      

      
      And yet, the system of values we inherit announces that anxiety is not a normal state.
         Our self-help obsessed age, perhaps even more than Kierkegaard’s, cherishes and promotes
         so-called health of the spirit just as much as of the body. “Being healthy” becomes
         tantamount with being carefree, with experiencing life as light and unencumbered.
         There is no room for anxiety, for a person is “too happy for that, too content, and
         too spiritless” (CA 116/SKS 4, 398). If a person experiences anxiety, it is interpreted
         as a sign of sickness and weakness: “The patient was isolated so as not to put fear
         into others” (CA 147/SKS 4, 423). Then, in all haste, we make it our business to “fix”
         the person “mit pulver und mit pillen [with powders and with pills]” (ibid.). The turn to drugs as a way of dealing with
         anxiety is pervasive today. It is often meant to mask, diminish, or even eliminate
         certain feelings associated with anxiety. Frequently, it seems, the goal is to feel
         easy, light, almost nothing.
      

      
      Undeniably, there are legitimate and important functions for medication in association
         with some forms of anxiety. What is befuddling is rather our abuse of treatment by
         drugs for conditions that reflect perfectly natural processes and responses, and that
         perhaps signal the need for cathartic release of emotional tensions. I recently read
         of someone who was prescribed opiates and benzodiazepines to treat anxiety, and who
         became addicted to the drugs. She said the feeling on them was easy and light, “as
         though I could just slip away.” It seems our goal in prescribing drugs is often to
         desensitize a person to symptoms we would do better to help her face, perhaps beginning
         by recognizing them together. Recognition, which validates a person’s suffering, may
         very well be the first step toward healing.
      

      
      Likewise, in our age no less than Kierkegaard’s, we think we should be able to avoid
         anxiety if we achieve worldly success. To “make it” by worldly standards will mean
         to be free of anxiety. The less unwanted commotion there is in our lives (and hence,
         the easier it is to succeed in the world), the less we believe we should be encumbered
         by anxieties, which we understand are for “troubled” people. For those still on the
         way to achievement, the “fake it till you make it” approach entails appearing to be
         anxiety-free. Ironically, succeeding in the world often entails a rather anxious busyness,
         as we fly to and fro in order to meet our goals—and perhaps in order to conceal their
         vanity.
      

      
      When we enjoy the seemingly easy achievement of finite goals, it is often to the neglect
         of greater, more difficult exigencies upon us, such as tending to the self. As Haufniensis
         suggests, in a peaceful and quiet age, where everything comes in due course from one’s
         efforts, it is easier for the individual to deceive herself about the finiteness of
         her goal, “however beautiful it may be” (CA 194/SKS 4, 459). In such cases, a great
         web of self-deception may be built, whose purpose it is to “keep lonely thoughts at
         bay,” nearly preventing a person from realizing the futility of her pursuits (CA 145/SKS
         4, 422). However, as with any self-deception, at every moment she almost feels the
         tension: A single drop could bring on the flood of anxiety that had been dammed with
         “health and success.”
      

      
      Despite popular beliefs, despite ourselves, anxiety announces itself. We clamor about,
         making a great deal of noise in order to chase it away or snuff it out, “just as in
         the American forests wild beasts are kept off with torches, shouting, and the beating
         of cymbals” (CA 145/SKS 4, 422). If this fails, we try to disguise anxiety or hide
         it somewhere out of sight: “[A]nxiety can just as well express itself in muteness
         as with a scream” (CA 144/SKS 4, 421). Ironically, the more we mask anxiety, the more
         terrible it begins to appear. As Haufniensis suggests, “just as the figure of anxiety—if
         we allow ourselves to imagine such a shape—is frightful to look upon, its figure would
         terrify even more when it found it necessary to take on disguise in order not to appear
         as what it is” (CA 117/SKS 4, 399). We glimpse here the human tendency to render more
         frightful what threatens us from out of sight. The great secret is that anxiety is
         far less terrible when it is taken for what it is, nothing more and nothing less.
      

      
      Notably, the flight from anxiety appears as a rather natural response. Anxiety can
         be threatening. Our instincts for survival seem to have trained us to protect ourselves
         from such things. For his part, Schelling suggests the drive to preserve itself already
         reveals a sort of freedom in any natural being, not as an added element, but as that
         which creates such a being in the first place (PI 43). The urge for flight appears
         all the more legitimate if, as Haufniensis suggests, anxiety contains within it a
         “moment of death” (CA 141/SKS 4, 419).[29]   Haufniensis indicates the threat of hopelessness in the face of anxiety, or even
         paralysis, or worse, the flight into nihilism to the point of suicide. There are very
         real and tangible dangers associated with facing anxiety. Nonetheless, we do well
         to keep in mind that evading anxiety is itself a flight toward destruction, though
         this horror is intangible and for that reason all the more dangerous: Evading anxiety,
         as self-flight, threatens the loss of spirit. If we were actually capable of eluding
         anxiety once and for all, we would also be capable of spiritual suicide.
      

      
      Moreover, anxiety is not some external force, narrowing in on us as on a prey. Though
         this shape shifter becomes personified in Haufniensis’s illustrations, anxiety is
         still nothing other than myself. To face anxiety is to open dialogue with a messenger
         from within whom I recognize. To flee from anxiety is to refuse this communication,
         perhaps to deny this part of myself.
      

      
      Surely, we are all involved in fleeing from anxiety, that is, from what anxiety wants
         to show us. This state of affairs is inbuilt in the highly ambiguous phenomenon of
         anxiety, something toward which we are drawn while also repulsed (CA 52/SKS 4, 349).
         For this reason, our involvement with anxiety is never resolved once and for all.
         We must always renew our inner dialogue. An excellent exemplar of the sort of inner
         dialogue implied here is found in Dostoevsky’s Notes from Underground (1864), where the protagonist struggles in continued inner dialogue with himself,
         with others from his past and present, and with the reader. This work of literature
         shows how dialogical education is ongoing whether with individuals actually present
         to us, people we have known, voices from across space and time, or simply with our
         own inner other. We cannot help but be formed by our dialogical relations. Anxiety
         signals the need to open or reopen the conversation.
      

      
      Ultimately, what anxiety suggests to us is the possibility of openness. It invites
         us out of our self-enclosure and into our dialogical relations. As Haufniensis puts
         it, freedom is always communicative, while unfreedom withdraws and refuses to communicate
         (CA 150/SKS 4, 425). Anxiety may thus be expressed in the image of freedom staring
         at unfreedom, silently waiting for it to speak, just as an interrogator may use the
         procedure of “silence and the power of the eye” with a hardened criminal who will
         not confess (CA 150–51/SKS 4, 427). What it wants is disclosure, that is, it dares
         a person to say the word (CA 153/SKS 4, 428). By “disclosure” (Visen sig), Haufniensis denotes an expressing of the unsaid which anxiety conceals in its reserve
         (Indesluttethed).[30]   There is no one form of disclosure, but rather as many forms as there are ways
         of concealment.
      

      
      By contrast, unfreedom speaks in monologues: “[T]hat is why in describing a reserved
         person we say that he talks to himself” (CA 154/SKS 4, 429). In this sense, a person
         who flees anxiety could be said to contain a more or less secret and concealed inner
         expression of what anxiety conceals. It would not be surprising, then, if this wealth
         of “words” spilled forth at times, as in a dream or an intensified state. Inasmuch
         as unfreedom communicates, it communicates only with itself (CA 157/SKS 4, 431). In
         fact, a person may reach the point where in unfreedom she shuns every contact: “Leave
         me alone in my wretchedness” (CA 165/SKS 4, 438). Significantly, even the most carefree
         exterior could conceal a self-enclosed person who utterly refuses to speak. We may
         stumble upon this rather unexpectedly by touching upon the wrong subject with a person.
         In contrast, coming out of the reserve implies coming into dialogue. While “reserve
         was the effect of the self-relation of denial in the individuality” (CA 156/SKS 4,
         430), dialogue, as communicative, enables the individual to recognize herself as freedom.
         As we saw in the introduction, when anxiety speaks, it expresses itself as freedom.
      

      
      Anti-Climacus is also concerned with dialogue in The Sickness unto Death. This work emphasizes not only that the self is relational, but that it is in the
         relation (of dialogue) that the self is posited. Yet, in despair, we tend to avoid
         or flee genuine dialogue concerning the self. According to Anti-Climacus’s apt metaphor,
         we sit behind a carefully kept closed door in a state of self-enclosure (Indesluttethed) (SUD 63/SKS 11, 177). We will not talk about the self with anyone, suppressing both
         its sufferings and the urge to communicate them (ibid.). No one has any business knowing
         this self and everyone is treated as a trespasser to be kept away (SUD 63/SKS 11,
         178). In this state of despair, we don’t dare make a confession to someone else, to
         open ourselves to communication. In brief, despair is characterized by closedness,
         a refusal to disclose oneself and seek help in one’s suffering. Meanwhile, a despairing
         person clings to his or her suffering, refusing to share it with another, which would
         amount to letting go of it (see SUD 77–78/SKS 11, 192). Yet there is this strange
         paradox: An astute observer will note that holding on to suffering really means a
         person tries to avoid facing it here in reality (that is, “in time”), that he or she
         holds it at arm’s length, while letting go of suffering means taking it on (“as part
         of the self”) (SUD 78/SKS 11, 192). In other words, to let go of our pain by sharing
         it with a willing dialogue partner means finally to recognize it. This is another
         way of saying we open ourselves by admitting that we are in pain, that it’s too much
         to bear alone, that we need help. Asking for help shows faith in the possibility of
         help, in the redeeming power of recognition by the other.
      

      
      Such recognition is already “saving.” As Haufniensis suggests in The Concept of Anxiety, “disclosure is the first expression of salvation” (CA 153/SKS 4, 428). By observing
         these phenomena, Haufniensis intimates, we are able to recognize for the first time
         the rebirth anxiety conceals. Interestingly, Haufniensis’s analysis first reveals
         the possibility of dialogue as self-disclosure, that is, as coming into dialogue with one’s own inner other.[31]   Yet the examples of disclosure we receive throughout chapter four tend to involve
         other people, that is, coming into dialogue with existing or other others. The other, as a real human other, signals and makes possible the restoration
         of my freedom.
      

      
      Anti-Climacus, in The Sickness unto Death, concerns himself primarily with the other as either the self’s other or as God.
         Self-disclosure and recognition refer to a person’s relation with herself and with
         the one who established the relation, that is, the divine (SUD 13–14/SKS 11, 129–30).
         Ultimately, a despair-free relation entails recognizing that we depend upon God for
         our being. This is, in part, what Anti-Climacus means by the expression “coming to
         rest transparently in the power that established it” (SUD 14/SKS 11, 130). Anti-Climacus
         recognizes that human beings are dialogical in essence. That the self is a derived,
         established relation (SUD 13/SKS 11, 130) implies that we receive ourselves from the
         other. We may need to render explicit what remains implicit in Kierkegaard. The other
         as the human other is essential in our formation of ourselves. Herein lies all the
         difference between the isolated romantic subject and the dialogical self of the community,
         who seeks self-recognition and self-awareness together with others through mutual
         call and response.[32]  
      

      
      Freedom’s Vulnerability

      
      As we have seen, Kierkegaard consistently reveals a trust in the capacities of the
         individual. With Plato, he assumes there are inner resources, even divine ones, already
         existing in a person.[33]   This gives a person a great deal of both self-sufficiency and responsibility. The
         individual has work to do and only the individual can do it. In order to actualize
         freedom as spirit, each person must realize it herself. There is much hope in this
         idea, that every human being is granted the same potential.[34]   It seems almost a matter of will, of saying yes, of simply turning toward the light.
         However, for some, who want the highest, or perhaps who merely want suffering’s alleviation,
         wanting has never proven enough. Spiritual transformation cannot presuppose non-historical
         individuals without a personal past. Perhaps a person has been too deeply wounded,
         has suffered a tragedy or trauma that hurt too much, so that she never hopes for freedom’s
         actualization in life, but at best simply drives on. Perhaps there are also individuals
         who, simply from the youngest age, found that wanting the good never sufficed for
         expelling the darkness. We might also consider the myriad ways in which a person may
         have been made to suffer as a child. The wounds inflicted upon us by those meant to
         nurture us may be the most harmful, the most difficult to overcome as adults.
      

      
      Again, being able to realize freedom as spirit never belongs to one person in greater
         capacity than another. Haufniensis rejects the idea, attributed to Schelling, that
         there could be such a thing as a genius of action (CA 138/SKS 4, 416).[35]   It is significant that Kierkegaard rejects this viewpoint, just as he rejects the
         romantic belief in uniquely blessed teachers, whose duty it is to help others toward
         the general perfection of the human race. This shows that spiritual transformation
         is not to be viewed as an art form in the sense of the fine arts. Nor are we to look
         for a final product resulting from it in the shape of a work of art, such as a complete,
         fully developed person.
      

      
      We do not learn from anxiety as a matter of course, as if from gaining understanding
         we may without further ado exercise our will toward rational ends. Again, an overemphasis
         on rational capacities renders a human being rather fantastical. An intellectual conception
         of what is needed is never enough for a person in pain; explanations will always fall
         short. They ignore that learning is always an activity in existence. Kierkegaard’s
         metaphor for overcoming the difference between possibility and actuality is a qualitative
         leap, a transformation. Had explanations been possible, the image may have been a
         bridge, but there is no explaining the leap (CA 75/SKS 4, 366).
      

      
      With the following 1851 journal entry, we discover that Kierkegaard did not want to
         stop simply with the idea of having the highest “if only a person wants it.” He writes:
      

      
      
         It is an enormous swindle to make it seem that if one were merely to understand the
            highest he would automatically do it. O, from understanding to doing there is an infinitely,
            infinitely greater distance than from not understanding to understanding; in the former
            situation there is a whole qualitative metabasis eis allo genos [change into another kind]. But we are very reluctant to move out existentially,
            and a whole lifetime may be spent in the work of understanding and understanding,
            and existence remains completely unchanged. (JP 3: 3693, 711–12/SKS 24, 343, NB24:44)
         

         
      

      A person may very well understand that transformation is possible, but on its own this understanding stops short before
         existence. In The   Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus suggests that the difficulty of leaping from understanding to doing
         can serve as a general objection to the Socratic argument against knowingly choosing
         the bad (see SUD 87–96/SKS 11, 201–08, esp. 92–93/SKS 11, 205–06): While Socrates
         was content in the Meno to say that anyone who knows the good will choose it,[36]   Anti-Climacus fears we have not with this been able to explain the difficult transition
         from having understood something to actually doing it (SUD 93/SKS 11, 206). Existential
         transformation, belonging in the sphere of action, is stalled in ceaselessly seeking
         understanding. There is simply no sense in insisting on principle, that is, abstractly,
         on an education through anxiety for anyone who is deeply suffering.
      

      
      Kierkegaard often suggests that vulnerability is the way to salvation.[37]   As Haufniensis writes, “there is an established ceremonial rule that says that
         when the finite spirit would see God, then it must begin as guilty” (CA 130/SKS 4,
         409). Haufniensis doesn’t mean that we had better transgress if we want to meet God,
         but rather that we must realize ourselves as vulnerable, that is, as bound unfreely
         to finitude, if we also want to discover our inherent freedom, as unbound and eternal.
      

      
      Again, Kierkegaard by no means implies that a person should do wrong on purpose or
         inflict unnecessary suffering upon herself. Climacus directly rejects this possibility
         in the Postscript, where he shows that activities such as self-flagellation or any other kind of self-torment
         rather miss the point (CUP1 463/SKS 7, 421).[38]   There’s a world of difference between such misguided efforts and the idea that
         a person becomes truly free through vulnerability. That being vulnerable allows us
         to be free is an intimidating claim, but also liberating. Nevertheless, we walk a
         fine line between life’s inevitable vulnerability and self-inflicted suffering. This
         includes the pain we inflict on others when they empathize with our own. While life
         has suffering as its essence (along with its dialectical twin, joy), and while the
         burden is infinitely lighter when through love it is shared, we should never let down
         our guard against exacerbating or inducing it ourselves.
      

      
      Kierkegaard’s ideas on the role of vulnerability and suffering bring him close to
         the Stoics, as he shares with them the view that these conditions cannot simply be
         evaded in life. But where the Stoics believe we should learn to endure life’s inevitable
         suffering, Kierkegaard wants instead to put our vulnerability to work. The discourse
         “Look at the Birds of the Air; Look at the Lily in the Field,” appearing a few months
         before the publication of The Sickness unto Death,[39]   suggests that human beings are unique in our ability to make suffering indefinite.
         In contrast, for the lily and the bird, suffering is “simplified and particularized
         as much as possible and made as small as possible” by allowing it to be neither more
         nor less than the suffering it is (WA 16/SKS 11, 21). We can learn from these creatures
         by becoming silent, by allowing the suffering its definiteness (ibid.), that is, by
         learning to listen to what is truly there at our vulnerable core. With the Stoics,
         Kierkegaard advises against denying suffering: “The suffering cannot become less [by
         denying it], since it indeed is and therefore is what it is” (ibid.). However, both denying and exacerbating our suffering
         can make it worse: “[T]he suffering can become immensely greater when it does not
         remain exactly what it is, neither more nor less” (ibid.). The task in being vulnerable
         is to allow our pain to express itself, making room for it to be exactly as painful as it is: “Even if it were the greatest suffering, [it is] the least it can be” (ibid.). Kierkegaard
         does not hereby trivialize suffering. Nor does he suggest we ignore or refrain from
         disclosing our pain to the other. To the contrary, the discourse invites the listener
         to enter suffering together with others (here, the lily and the bird)—as the suffering
         it is. This is not Stoic endurance or indifference, but rather learning to listen
         at the source of suffering. By becoming silent in the face of anxiety, taking pain
         for what it is, we come to the position of being able to make it work for the good
         together with others.
      

      
      The work we do with suffering is strange work, as it entails, in a sense, that we
         do nothing, or rather, that we become nothing (WA 10/SKS 11, 16–17).[40]   This is, to put it in contemporary terms, about getting the ego out of the way.
         In vulnerability, I learn to listen to my inner self, rather than to distract from
         it by speaking. Climacus, in the above-mentioned passage from the Postscript, notes how the self-tormentor is not quite ready to express that he is nothing before
         God: “because he considers self-torment to be indeed something” (CUP1 463/SKS 7, 421).
         It is quite difficult to become nothing, which amounts to resigning from the world;
         to avoid the difficulty, I get busy tormenting myself (ibid.) or repenting. But to
         learn from suffering means letting go of my grip on pain. Importantly, the discourse
         emphasizes not being silent, as though I could remain in a silent reserve, but becoming silent (see WA 11–12/SKS 11, 17).[41]   In other words, being vulnerable can teach us the activity of listening. The discourse
         suggests that such work keeps us “gratified and satisfied,” all but forgetting to
         seek anything else (WA 20/SKS 11, 25). There is a certain satisfaction in listening
         not to particular pains, but at the source of the deepest wound in existence.
      

      
      The Concept of Anxiety, written five years earlier than the discourse on the lily and the birds, does not
         deny that in being educated by anxiety’s possibility a person is exposed to danger.
         In fact, possibility’s dangers, Haufniensis warns, are far greater than those of finitude,
         such as coming into bad company or being in the grips of one or another kind of excess
         (CA 192/SKS 4, 457). As we will see in the following chapter, a person can lose a
         lot in actuality, but this is nothing compared to “possibility’s curriculum in misfortune,”
         where she can in fact lose it all (CA 191/SKS 4, 457). The danger here is downfall
         (CA 192/SKS 4, 457): A vulnerable person can misunderstand anxiety and be led into
         utter meaninglessness (ibid.). And when there seem to be absolutely no possibilities,
         there is total freedom, that is, suicide. A person can lose everything in possibility,
         for she must sink absolutely into herself, without the security of a lifeline. Doubtless,
         faith, “the inner certainty that anticipates infinity,” is essential here (CA 190/SKS
         4, 456). Only through faith, Haufniensis implies, can a person anticipate receiving
         everything back.
      

      
      As we shall see, from such a journey, a person returns “lighter than all that is oppressive
         and dreadful in life” (CA 192/SKS 4, 457). Those finite woes that troubled her existence
         no longer carry the same weight. When a person is formed by anxiety, anxiety eradicates
         what it brought forth (CA 193/SKS 4, 458). In other words, this work, though it cannot
         undo the sufferings of the past, nor eliminate their continued pangs in the present,
         can nonetheless free us in the present to live with the past toward the future. A
         person comes to see the terrible things of life as weak by comparison to those of
         possibility (CA 190/SKS 4, 456). As Haufniensis writes: “Anyone who has truly learned
         how to be anxious . . . will tread as if in a dance when the anxieties of finitude
         strike up, and when finitude’s apprentices lose wit and courage” (CA 195/SKS 4, 460).
         Learning through vulnerability, then, strengthens us for life.
      

      
      Nevertheless, for some, learning through anxiety may manifest simply in getting by
         every day. This daily achievement may be better than self-destructive flight, or even
         suicide. It is not for the outside to judge how another human being is learning through
         anxiety. For some individuals, it may suffice to say that this learning involves a
         certain degree of recognition. I may not be prepared today to recognize a most wounded
         and vulnerable inner self. First, perhaps, I recognize my anxiety. Now I recognize
         what I need, what I am capable of giving myself, and what I am capable of receiving.
         The discourse on the lily and the bird suggests that this learning may occur, not
         all at once, but rather one step at a time, “little by little” (WA 3/SKS 11, 10).
         Thus, each day may be an occasion for listening a little bit more and suffering a
         little bit less. This may be more than enough for the day, as “each day has enough
         trouble of its own” (WA 5/SKS 11, 12; Matthew 6:34). Three years after publishing
         the discourse on the lily and the bird, Kierkegaard wrote the following in his journal
         (1852):
      

      
      
         Just as the physician says to the one who has broken his leg and is about to use it
            again: Be extremely careful; the minute you feel the slightest pain, take it easy,
            rest a half hour, but then begin again; or if the pain is more severe, then put on
            the brace again for a day, use a cane, but then begin again the next day—and above
            all, do not be disturbed, do not become impatient and stamp the floor for pain, because
            then you will break the leg again. . . . Be careful—if it is too painful, relax a
            little, but then begin again. Above all, no impatience, that could be even fatal at
            this point. (JP 4: 4688, 414/SKS 25, 50, NB26:44)
         

         
      

      The virtue of patience is crucial in learning from vulnerability. This was already
         clear in Either/Or, published one year before The Concept of Anxiety, where it is suggested: “Anxiety is the vehicle by which the subject appropriates
         sorrow and assimilates it. Anxiety is the motive power by which sorrow penetrates
         a person’s heart. But the movement is not swift like that of an arrow; it is consecutive;
         it is not once and for all, but it is continually becoming” (EO1 154/SKS 2, 153).
         Anxiety circles around the wounds in our existence, exploring, making contact, gropingly
         discovering sorrow (EO1 155/SKS 2, 153). It does so in order that we may experience
         our sorrow, which is, after all, the only way to be liberated from it. Likewise, the
         earlier mentioned discourse, “To Gain One’s Soul in Patience,” highlights the crucial
         role of patience in life. If only we could teach a person to spend his life in gaining
         his soul. If only we could teach “how to conform to the idea that life must be gained
         and that it must be gained in patience . . . because patience is a soul-strength that
         everyone needs to attain what he desires in life” (EUD 160/SKS 5, 160). When a person
         has won patience, he has gained what he needed. Patience, the very condition for gaining
         what we need in inner life, is not a tool laid aside after we have gained our object,
         as a fisherman may lay aside both patience and fishing rod once his catch is made
         (EUD 168/SKS 5, 167). To the contrary, in gaining one’s soul in patience, independently
         of anything external, patience, which was the condition, remains as what is gained
         (ibid.). For this soul-strength is just what a person needed to gain. And unlike any
         external gain we may achieve in life, this soul-strength cannot be taken from a person
         once it is gained: Even when past horrors and future atrocities shock and fill a person
         with anxiety—it cannot be made superfluous that he sought to gain patience and that
         this soul-strength remains (EUD 175/SKS 5, 173). Undoubtedly, spiritual change is
         difficult, requiring patience, more painful for some than others. Nevertheless, a
         task’s difficulty tended for Kierkegaard to signal its inner worth. Thus we can surely
         emphasize: Learning from anxiety is a worthwhile, even indispensable, task along our
         way; but, by all means—let’s take it one step at a time.
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            34. An 1843 discourse titled “The Expectancy of Faith” suggests the “highest” must be
                  acquired constantly by oneself and from oneself, simply because “[i]t is original”
                  or inherent in us (EUD 14/SKS 5, 24). Climacus echoes this view in the Postscript, when he exclaims: “What a wondrous, inspiring, Christian humanity: the highest is
                  common for all human beings” (CUP1 294/SKS 7, 268).
               

            

         

         
            35. The reference may be to the following in Schelling: “To this belongs, for example,
                  what is called talent or genius, and certainly not only genius for fine arts and the
                  sciences, but also genius for action. It sounds harsh, but it is nevertheless no less
                  true that just as by nature countless people are incapable of the highest function
                  of the spirit, so countless people are never able to act beyond law with freedom and
                  elevation of spirit, because this is granted only to a few who are chosen” (F. W.
                  J. Schelling, System des transzendentalen Idealismus [Tübingen: J.G. Cotta, 1800], p. 351).
               

            

         

         
            36. Socrates’s famous argument against choosing the bad knowingly unfolds at Plato, Meno, 77c–78b.
               

            

         

         
            37. As Kierkegaard writes in his journal in 1850: “One who in truth has become involved
                  with God is instantaneously recognizable by his limp . . . to become involved with
                  God in any way other than being wounded is impossible, for God himself is this: how
                  one involves himself with Him” (JP 2: 1405, 123/SKS 23, 215, NB17:70).
               

            

         

         
            38. Along similar lines, an 1848 discourse titled “The Care of Self-Torment” treats the
                  topic of how we can learn from non-human creatures how to leave our habit of self-tormenting
                  (see CD 70–80/SKS 10, 79–88).
               

            

         

         
            39. “Look at the Birds of the Air; Look at the Lily in the Field” appears on May 14, 1849,
                  and The Sickness unto Death on July 30, 1849. See Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong, “Historical Introduction,”
                  in Søren Kierkegaard, Without Authority, trans. and ed. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
                  1997), xi–xii. 
               

            

         

         
            40. There is a sense in which intensified experiences can bring about in the flash of
                  an eye this difficult task of becoming nothing, as when, for example, a person becomes
                  nothing at all in a moment of danger and thus no longer has anything to fear. 
               

            

         

         
            41. The essential lesson we learn from the lily and the bird as teachers is how to become
                  listeners: by learning to become silent. It is a pity the English language has no
                  appropriate translation of Kierkegaard’s “Lilien tier” (WA 16/SKS 11, 21). We translate: “The lily is silent”; yet, “tier” is an active verb. Though we could suggest “the lily holds silent,” or “the lily
                  silences herself,” or “the lily makes herself silent”—all these additions only serve
                  to detract. Actively, simply, beautifully, “Lilien tier.”
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      Grace

      
         
         
      

      
      To hold oneself open takes great courage and faith. There is such vulnerability, such
         fear and trembling in remaining open. When we are open, we are most able to be hurt,
         to become disappointed, to feel betrayed. Life injures us most acutely when we are
         exposed, and the deepest wounds come from no other than those to whom we have entrusted
         ourselves. This is why it takes immense courage to risk openness and why we need great
         faith to believe we will survive this risk. To be open means having the courage and
         faith for forgiveness and kindness, for good will and love. The trick about these
         bestowals of grace is that to have them is to receive them. Consider forgiveness,
         where, on closer look, being able to forgive another person is actually a gift we
         receive for ourselves. What a relief no longer to hold a grudge or to be the slave
         of resentment. In forgiving, we stand within the light of forgiveness, and it is truly
         we who receive this blessing rather than give it. In turn, we ourselves become worthy
         of forgiveness: True humility before someone else’s failings entails realizing our
         own crimes, which no longer remain our sole burden. The same reciprocity goes for
         all forms of grace. And true for every one of us is that we can only receive what
         we are open to receive. How resilient and vigilant must be the person who remains
         open. Yet through openness we receive comfort and joy. Only in the embrace of the
         other, that is, in being received in our openness, do we finally dare to be free.
         Meanwhile, there is no more than negative freedom, that is, unfreedom, in the illusion
         of self-sufficiency, where we shelter and hide ourselves; by contrast, when we expose
         ourselves in our need and have faith in receiving what is needed, we gain true and
         positive freedom for the first time. Thus it is through openness we come to be in
         the position of most complete freedom. Openness is our saving grace.
      

      
      Resilience in allowing oneself to be open means encountering the other as other, without
         giving in to the temptation to flee or to reduce the other to the same. Away from
         the sameness of self-enclosure, openness leads into channels of connectivity with
         diverse ways of being. We come out to meet what is beyond us. Baring all, holding
         nothing back, we show up as ourselves to encounter another being or life. Despite
         the uncertainty of the new, of the unfamiliar, we tarry here. Openness permits wonder
         and awe to prevail, without stamping out difference, without needing to get to the
         bottom of the mysterious. Openness also allows us to take a good look at ourselves,
         to realize our imperfection, and to see the continual need for the renewal of grace
         in response to our imperfect striving. Kierkegaard writes in an 1851 journal entry:
         “If I were to define Christian perfection, I should not say that it is a perfection
         of striving but specifically that it is the deep recognition of the imperfection of
         one’s striving, and precisely because of this a deeper and deeper consciousness of
         the need for grace, not grace for this or that, but the infinite need infinitely for
         grace” (JP 2: 1482, 170/SKS 24, 190, NB22:159). Again, Kierkegaard plays with traditionally
         loaded theological terms here: In his analysis, perfection and imperfection are no
         longer opposites, but different aspects of freedom woven into one another. Our perfection,
         that is, our dependence, shows itself most fully in the recognition of our imperfection,
         that is, our independence. It is in the encounter with the other, washed over by the
         beyond that sustains us all, that we may receive justification for who we are. Through
         grace, we realize that we ourselves, like the other, are never reducible to our biography,
         to our mistakes, to our wounds. There is a safe and protected core deep within us
         that has never sinned and never been hurt. This I meets another I face to face. From the dialogical experience of the other, we step out new as from
         a bath, all is forgiven, and we can begin again. We discover ourselves covered over
         with a brilliant sheen that tells us we are good at our core. The baptism facilitated
         by openness redeems us and gives new life.
      

      
      Already in chapter 2 of The Concept of Anxiety, Haufniensis anticipated what would have to wait for the fifth and final chapter
         for fuller clarification: There is salvation from the sufferings of anxiety (CA 66/SKS
         4, 358). Notably, Haufniensis warned, to overcome anxiety, to be formed by it, is
         not to be rid of anxiety. Thus, we are led to consider the distinction between overcoming
         and riddance. For example, a person may overcome a fear of riding a bicycle by learning how to ride, that is, through praxis. She
         may also, however, be rid of the fear of riding a bicycle by making up her mind once and for all never to mount
         such a contraption, that is, through avoidance.
      

      
      The difficulty with anxiety is that there is no getting rid of it. As Haufniensis
         writes: “When salvation is posited, anxiety is left behind along with possibility.
         This does not mean that it is annihilated but that, if rightly used, it plays another
         role (see Chapter V)” (CA 66/SKS 4, 358). What remains hidden in the suggestion that
         a person must learn to be anxious in the right way is finally unfolded here: In being
         formed by anxiety, anxiety—along with possibility—remain as my teachers. As Haufniensis
         writes in chapter 5: 
      

      
      
         Someone who is already formed remains with anxiety; he does not allow himself to be
            deceived by its countless falsifications; he accurately remembers the past. Then the
            attacks of anxiety, even though terrifying, will then not be such that he flees from
            them. Anxiety becomes for him a ministering spirit that leads him, against its will,
            where he will. (CA 192/SKS 4, 457)
         

         
      

      Haufniensis suggests the ability to make good use of the power of anxiety, to allow
         it to work for our benefit. In accurately remembering the past, we recognize that
         we came into unfreedom through our own free actions, which is to say, we recognize
         that we are still only negatively free in the discovery of our ability and independence.
         The deeper anxiety we face thus announces our responsibility. There is no dreadful
         object outside myself, but only myself, exercising freedom. At its core, anxiety is
         an expression of freedom and, thus, to face anxiety is not to be rid of it but to
         listen to my core as a free self. What I hear is that I am not utterly self-sufficient,
         an individual of my own making; positive freedom entails willingly receiving myself
         from the other and thus coming into the fullness of myself as both independent and dependent. The question is whether I remain anxiety’s prisoner, the servant of whim
         and pure will, or whether I coax anxiety into serving me for the good toward essential
         transformation, grace, and rebirth. 
      

      
      Doubtless, the difficult work of facing anxiety requires courage (CA 141/SKS 4, 419).
         To be in the grip of anxiety is like being the accused in an interrogation room: A
         person is treated as guilty even before the trial begins. Such is the imagery suggested
         at the start of the chapter:
      

      
      
         No Grand Inquisitor has such frightful torments in readiness as has anxiety, and no
            secret agent knows as cunningly how to attack the suspect in his weakest moment, or
            to make so seductive the trap in which he will be snared; and no discerning judge
            understands how to examine, yes examine [exanimere: dishearten], the accused as does anxiety, which never lets him go, not in diversion,
            not in noise, nor at work, not by day, not by night. (CA 188/SKS 4, 454–55)
         

         
      

      It takes immense courage to face such torments, attacks, and traps, to stand before
         ourselves in all nakedness, holding nothing back. Haufniensis never underestimates,
         nor minimizes, the terror of such a task. Nor should he, for acknowledging the difficulty
         and the courage needed to face it explains much about the tendency to flee in the
         face of anxiety. This acknowledgment validates the terror experienced by anyone who
         has opened the door to anxiety far enough to feel its grip. Perhaps we only crack
         open the door without undoing the chain, yet we resist the temptation to slam it shut
         again. Here, no doubt, there is the risk that we don’t dare to bare all, or, as mentioned
         in the previous chapter, we hope disclosure might come from the outside, might “happen
         to” us, rather than having to do it ourselves (CA 154/SKS 4, 428). As Haufniensis
         writes: “Reserve may will disclosure to a degree but still retain a little residue
         of itself in order to begin the reserve all over again” (CA 154/SKS 4, 428–29). We
         may earnestly want to risk communication, but we hold back a little when doing so.
         Later, we can build up the wall again as high as it was before, or higher still. The
         movement of keeping oneself open instead requires firmness and boldness. It serves
         no purpose to play down the difficulty of the work at hand, as we cannot confront
         something we’ve disfigured in order to hide it. Anxiety makes me shudder and only
         by shuddering do I face it.
      

      
      Moreover, we do justice to the work of learning through anxiety by acknowledging the
         confusion it entails. The first crack of the door is terrible; then, when a person
         has invited in the anxious possibility, doubt ensues concerning whether she is in
         fact informed by a truth or whether she is now trapped by yet another fiction. In
         other words, it is hard to trust oneself in the grips of anxiety. There are moments
         when anxiety helps a person to a recognition so seemingly transparent there appears
         to be no doubt. Then, perhaps a nighttime revelation takes on a different light in
         the daytime; a person can no longer be sure whether she was in truth then or is in
         truth now. As we hear in the discourse “To Need God Is a Human Being’s Highest Perfection,”
         when a person is learning to know herself, there is the risk of remaining in her delusions:
         It is “just as difficult as tearing oneself out of a dream without making the mistake
         of continuing the dream: dreaming that one is awake” (EUD 313/SKS 5, 305). Confusion
         arises, discomfort sets in, and a person longs for the relative repose she seems to
         recall before embarking on this mad mission. It is clearly apprehended that this work
         is filled with peril. Furthermore, nothing seems to promise a favorable outcome and
         there is no sure footing to rely on.
      

      
      At this juncture, Haufniensis anticipates the insight Climacus will share two years
         later in the Postscript: Where there is no risk, there is no faith, and the more risk, the more faith (CUP1
         204, 209–10/SKS 7, 187, 192). Everything must be risked in learning through anxiety.
         We truly do not know where it will lead us: Knowing, certainty, and security are buffers
         we do without. Without certainty, we seek to trust ourselves and the other(s) to whom
         we disclose ourselves.[1]   Without assurances, we dare to hope. Thus of a leap is born faith. But without
         risk, there is no faith. Underlining the degree to which a person risks everything
         in learning from anxiety, the link between courage and faith comes forth. To risk
         everything expresses faith courageously. And yet, courage as a virtue is traditionally
         understood as preservational in the face of some fearful object. In contrast, courage
         in risking everything through faith stands before no object, or what it stands before
         is nothing, the abyss of possibility and unknown change. To courageously risk everything
         as a leap into the abyss is a beautiful expression of courage and faith as hand in
         hand.[2]  
      

      
      Courage and faith, the precursors to grace and essential to the self’s becoming, are
         cultivated through the same Socratic, indirect, and dialogical methods laid out thus
         far in this work. In the first place, Socratic guidance nurtures the courage to act
         for oneself, along with imagination, mobility across modes of perception, and empathy,
         as a person is encouraged to relate what she encounters in stories to her own existence.
         Likewise, the seeds of faith are planted as we learn to be in touch with boundlessness,
         with the unknown, as well as by coming to feel both our ability and our vulnerability
         as connected with wonder and awe, whereby we learn trustfulness. Further, through
         the help of our dialogical relationships and commitments, personality emerges, without
         which there would be no I to face anxiety, let alone to take on the risk of learning from it. Likewise, in
         moral and spiritual development, we are encouraged to learn through praxis, that is,
         by exercising our capability, a self-activity essential to the exercises anxiety has
         in store for us. Finally, though not exhaustively, these methods empower us to learn
         from our vulnerability in becoming who we are. We learn to stand on our own, yet we
         are ready to accept from the other what we cannot give ourselves. We become open and
         receptive. This is the ultimate position of courageous faith, which makes grace possible.
      

      
      In exploring the movements that make grace possible, this chapter focuses in particular
         on the redeeming power of dialogue as we get involved with stories, with art, with
         artists, and with the image. In such dialogical relations, we are being formed by
         what we encounter through the imagination in the realm of possibility. Thus, the essential
         capacity examined in this chapter is dialogical imagination.
      

      
      Resigning from the World

      
      Anxiety’s exercises entail beginning a new life, which requires first that a person
         “resign” from an old one. For the work of anxiety to be formative, we repeatedly face
         the need to release ourselves from finite ends, uncovering their deceptiveness one-by-one,
         disburdening ourselves of all finite anxieties related to them. As mentioned in chapter
         3, Fear and Trembling, published one year before The Concept of Anxiety, describes this release from finite ends as “infinite resignation,” as giving up
         the world. A person undertakes this resignation by making the “movements of infinity,”
         that is, by resisting, through a kind of repetitive discipline, the claims finitude
         makes upon us (see FT 48/SKS 4, 142–43). Along with our rational grip on the world
         and the belief that we can save ourselves by ourselves, we release our worldly anxieties,
         which hold power over us only so long as we hold on to them.
      

      
      Being formed by anxiety entails a release of our imagined control over the world and
         ourselves. As relayed in the ironically titled discourse “To Need God Is a Human Being’s
         Highest Perfection,” when a person comes to know his deeper self, the point is: “instead
         of gaining the world, to gain himself; instead of becoming master, to become one in
         need; instead of being capable of all things, to be capable of nothing at all” (EUD
         314/SKS 5, 306). Surely, to have need, this lack of self-sufficiency, can be perceived
         as an imperfection; however, acknowledging and responding to this need is what brings
         a human being closest to the divine. We may recall here the hubris of Schiller’s youth,
         who believed he could access the truth through willpower alone. The discourse continues:
         “Ah, how difficult it is at this point not to fall into dreams again and to dream
         that one is doing this by one’s own power” (ibid.). Gaining oneself requires being
         able to be vulnerable in our reliance on the other—and to avoid the trap of believing
         our transformation results from our own sole efforts. Therefore, while facing anxiety
         takes courage, allowing it to do its work takes humility.[3]  
      

      
      The humble release of our sense of control certainly entails a sort of death. However,
         it cannot be overemphasized that Kierkegaard’s notion of resigning from the world
         is far from violence toward oneself. Just as we saw in the Postscript, Kierkegaard also criticizes, in an 1849 journal entry, the “foolishness” of monastic-like
         flagellation (JP 2: 1860, 324/SKS 22, 432, NB14:148). Likewise, I advised in the previous
         chapter against a scenario where the prisoner would kill the jailor. When resigning
         control, an individual’s “deeper self” does not kill off her “first self” (EUD 314/SKS
         5, 306). Rather, in turning toward herself, a person “halts that which was turned
         outward in hankering for and seeking after the surrounding world that is its object,
         and summons it back from the external” (ibid.). In other words, resigning from the
         world entails calling the self inward in order to begin a dialogue. By contrast, where
         it remains fixed only on external concerns, the first self wants precisely to kill
         the deeper self, to throw the pilot overboard (EUD 315/SKS 5, 307)—in order to forget
         it (EUD 314/SKS 5, 306).
      

      
      Nor is resigning from the world a Stoic apathy toward external goods or a Stoic guard
         against the vulnerability of emotions.[4]   When Kierkegaard refers to resigning from the world, it is not for the sake of
         ataraxia, that is, freedom from emotional disturbance. The Stoics often praise a person for
         becoming dispassionate by using her intellectual abilities to understand what lies
         beyond her control. She should remain indifferent to concerns falling into this category,
         thereby leaving her emotional state unaffected. We reflect this attitude in a popular
         saying today, when we pray for “the serenity to accept what we cannot change.” In
         contrast, as we saw in the previous chapters, for Kierkegaard, whatever concerns the
         existing human being calls not for indifference but for passionate subjective engagement.
         This requirement is by no means suspended as we approach the movement of essential
         transformation. While Kierkegaard shares the Stoic suspicion over how we allow external
         goods to grip us, he does not endorse their melancholic solution that we free ourselves
         by refusing to be moved by anything beyond our control. To the contrary, resigning
         from the world involves an intensification of passion, as we shall see in the following
         section.
      

      
      Similarly, it may seem that giving up the world in Kierkegaard resembles monasticism
         or monkhood, where a person renounces worldly pursuits in order to devote herself
         fully to spiritual work. In this regard, in Fear and Trembling, de Silentio praises those who find repose in monasteries as “deep and earnest souls”
         (FT 100/SKS 4, 189). Kierkegaard’s “monks,” on this account, would be individuals
         who practiced monasticism in the world, rather than technically apart from others, as the concrete world we share with others
         is the only place of becoming for Kierkegaard. However, in the Postscript, Climacus criticizes the monastic movement of the Middle Ages for thinking it needed
         to demonstrate its interiority “very energetically” by exhibiting a “distinctive separate
         outwardness”; the final effect is a monastic life that “however one twists and turns,
         became only relatively different from all other outwardness” (CUP1 405/SKS 7, 368).
         In other words, when what counts is how one is relating inwardly, outward demonstrations
         become superfluous and distracting. Recalling the need for incognito we examined in
         chapter 3, we could say that a “monk” who lived in the world would not be recognizable
         as a monk; he would be indistinguishable from others, as his work would be inward,
         hidden work. No doubt, Christ represents a figure who practices his work of inwardness
         in the world. As Anti-Climacus suggests in Practice in Christianity (1848), Christ has “the most profound incognito or the most impenetrable unrecognizability
         that is possible” (PC 131/SKS 12, 135). Frankly, though he exists in the world, Christ
         may also be the loneliest figure imaginable. Admittedly, there is an element of solitude
         in resignation, as a person turns inward toward herself to do the work. However, Kierkegaard’s
         notion of resignation is not a celebration of the isolated, self-determined romantic
         subject, with whom Kierkegaard classifies the monastics in their “youthful immaturity”
         (JP 2: 1385, 114/SKS 21, 237, NB9:64). Ultimately, de Silentio cannot praise the monastic
         life as the highest, though such a life does contain the passion and honesty found
         lacking elsewhere (FT 100/SKS 4, 189). Neither can Climacus ultimately recommend it
         in the Postscript: Though the monastic movement of the Middle Ages shares in ancient Greek passion,
         though it has nobility (CUP1 402/SKS 7, 366) and respect (CUP1 414/SKS 7, 377), and
         though a hermit’s life entails more earnest transformation than most, nonetheless,
         it is in the end “an enormous abstraction” (CUP1 401/SKS 7, 365). Certainly, though
         Climacus criticizes the hermit’s abstraction from the world as a whole, he praises
         this person for not abstracting from himself, that is, for facing himself in actuality
         (CUP1 319/SKS 7, 291). Still, Kierkegaard ultimately considers monastic retreat a
         flight from the world (JP 2: 1860, 324/SKS 22, 432, NB14:148). The toil of gaining spirit
         occurs in the world, the milieu for all essentially human tasks. Entering the monastery
         in order to do one’s spiritual work is akin to being the sick child who is allowed
         “to remain at home with his parents”; instead, a spiritually transforming person “goes
         about her work as usual” (CUP1 414/SKS 7, 377). There is no sense in avoiding the
         world in order to be transformed in the world. To the contrary, the way to the highest
         is through the given. Christ, the ultimate metaphor for finitude, reveals this, if
         nothing else.
      

      
      Furthermore, resignation is only one part of a two-part action. We give up the world—and we gain it back again. We release our controlling grip on everything—and we receive it all again as a gift. Of course, though Kierkegaard was critical of
         monasticism, some monks return from their mountain of solitude, just as some truth-seekers
         descend from sun-drenched heights in order to meet people again in the world’s cave.
         Though the individual must come to stand alone, she also returns to the world—to stand
         together with others.
      

      
      Resigning from the world entails taking distance from everyday concerns in order to
         gain clarity about oneself. This death, though under the category of repetition, is
         only momentary. We cannot forget that finitude too makes a human being. Doubtless,
         inasmuch as we are also more than our finite selves, spirit demands realization. Yet
         a concrete self only exists as both finite and infinite. Therefore, resigning from
         the world enters in as a transitory movement in becoming a self.
      

      
      Still, the movement of infinity is necessary in self-transformation, as finite situations
         can only be finitely formative (CA 189/SKS 4, 455). As Haufniensis suggests, “one can always talk them
         over, always get something a little else out of them, always bargain, always come
         a little out of their way, always keep oneself a little on the outside, always prevent
         oneself from learning something absolutely from them” (ibid.). In other words, when
         we stick only to our factical situations, we avoid facing the existential realities
         behind them that apply to every human being. Our inevitable demise, our guilt, our
         solitude: We avoid all these deeper fears by focusing on more immediate ones. We spare
         ourselves a little by letting passing concerns win the fullness of our attention.
         The ability to keep oneself a little on the outside, to let oneself get away with
         something, works masterfully in the finite world; and we can go to great lengths to
         keep ourselves in ignorance. I recently heard of a man in his old age who gained the
         courage to disclose the abuse he endured as a child by his late father. Meanwhile,
         this man’s own children looked on in disbelief as their father continued to deny having
         abused them in turn. In our everyday lives, we are extraordinarily resourceful in
         finding ways of self-denial. As Haufniensis suggests, “actuality is not as sharp an
         examiner as anxiety” (CA 194/SKS 4, 459). Or yet, we can see the issue, and we know
         we have to change; yet we compromise, saying we will begin tomorrow; today, we can
         permit ourselves just a little more delay. Haufniensis notes that the eloquence with
         which one spares oneself appears just as much in connection with the sensuous (addiction
         to drink, drugs, debauchery) as it does with the more elevated vices (pride, vanity,
         wrath, hatred, defiance, envy) (CA 140/SKS 4, 418). Inevitably, in most of these cases,
         tomorrow does not see itself in relation to today at all.[5]  
      

      
      Rationalizations are the forte of human narrativity, especially where it demands a
         master narrative. We tell ourselves stories about our past that help justify our present
         and anchor our hopes for the future in a grand scheme. Learning from anxiety entails
         opening ourselves to the possibility of new narratives. It means hearing a different
         story or allowing for multiple self- and co-narratives. Otherwise, even if finite
         anxiety dares to flirt with “quantitative attributes,” that is, with some deeper aspect
         of a particular form of unfreedom, it withdraws as soon as these come close to “catching
         the individual in a qualitative leap” (CA 138/SKS 4, 416). Within finite relations,
         a person can always get away from the responsibility for having formed herself. Haufniensis’s
         insight is that actuality will never cease providing excuses. To paraphrase, if a
         person goes to the school of finitude she will learn the sagacity of finitude—the
         sagacity that teaches how to cheat possibility (CA 189–90/SKS 4, 455–56). Alcibiades
         will always find a Socrates to blame.
      

      
      Furthermore, Haufniensis notes, when we come to know our guilt only on a finite level,
         we only come to know ourselves as finitely guilty. As such, finitude’s school, making
         us guilty only in an external way, can never touch upon the fact that “if a person
         is guilty, the guilt is infinite,” a discovery we can only make internally (CA 195/SKS
         4, 460). That is, we spare ourselves the realization that we are responsible both
         for yielding to the temptation and the temptation itself (CA 133/SKS 4, 411), in the
         sense that, as we recall from the introduction to the present work, it was freedom
         that tempted itself. In finite guilt, that is, in anxiety “about” this or that, we
         feel responsible for a misstep, slight or grave, yet we reserve a little guilt for
         someone or something else, allowing ourselves more or less to put the ultimate blame
         on our circumstances or on other people. Moreover, such finite guilt is only ever
         determined imperfectly, in an external way, and almost by a juridical judgment (CA
         195/SKS 4, 459). We may even feel singled out and judged, as though it were anyone
         but ourselves who had pointed the finger; as accused, we feel ashamed, maybe even
         defiant.[6]   In such cases, we may be prone to coddle and feed our humiliation: Distancing ourselves
         from the judgment, as though it really did come from outside, we comfort and reassure
         ourselves in our guilt. In Haufniensis’s discussion on hypocrisy and offense (CA 174–75/SKS
         4, 444–45), the individual does not want to give up the offended feeling, finding
         pleasure in letting it mount up; hypocrisy is this offense turned toward oneself (CA
         175/SKS 4, 445). However, the true weight and scope of a person’s finite guilt is
         only revealed once she has grasped the meaning of her infinite guilt. To realize our
         infinite guilt does not mean we accept the abstract proposition that we are all guilty
         in a general way for the sins of the world. Rather, it implies accepting the concrete
         nearness of actual sin and despair as we grasp the true reaches of freedom: This is
         about coming to terms with the fact that, as freedom, we ourselves are capable of
         any transgression.[7]   No longer in a state of innocence, each person is morally responsible, not abstractly,
         but personally, in his or her concrete life.
      

      
      This responsibility pertains to my very being as freedom. As we will see shortly,
         the realization of personal responsibility has nothing to do with judging oneself
         but rather with recognizing oneself as free. Even humility, which acknowledges my
         imperfections, does not result from self-judgment, but from recognition. It is worth
         recalling once again that terms traditionally loaded with moral baggage tend to be
         reinterpreted existentially by Kierkegaard: To discover myself as guilty amounts to
         recognizing the human condition of freedom in the fullness of what it entails.
      

      
      Anxiety is the very impulse that leads us forward in becoming a self. Yet so long
         as we remain anxious only about the circumstances of actuality, we are trapped in
         an unfree, past-oriented present. Feeling the weight of finitude as though it were
         necessary, we may even bear up under it, “accepting what we cannot change,” as does
         the Stoic or the melancholic. Meanwhile, we may evade personal accountability by accepting
         responsibility only up to a certain degree. Thus we don’t face up to ourselves as
         utterly free, clinging instead to the circumstances of the world as our masters. Yet
         our task remains to resign from the world and direct our freedom toward possibility.
         Although popular wisdom tells us that possibility is light and actuality heavy, Haufniensis
         insists to the contrary: Possibility is “the most difficult of all categories” (CA
         188/SKS 4, 455).
      

      
      Possibility’s Curriculum

      
      Openness to anxiety, no less than any other movement in becoming a self, requires
         imagination. When anxiety is allowed to do its work, a person is essentially learning
         from possibility. As Kierkegaard, like the romantics, understood well, we enter the
         realm of the possible on the sails of the imagination. As we saw already in chapter
         1, Kierkegaard explores how imaginative exploration unfolds in our relation to art,
         or, more particularly, to stories. It is the narrativity of stories that lends itself
         so fruitfully to our personal engagement with them. But stories, and art more generally,
         can also provide us with a simple image, which can have just as powerful an effect
         on our imaginations. We saw in the previous chapter how Kierkegaard makes use of the
         image in his own writing to bring home the reality of anxiety for the individual.
         In this section, I examine how the image, as encountered in a story, works upon the
         imagination to be formative for the transforming individual.
      

      
      When an individual engages in imaginative exercises, possibility never contains only
         the good; whether or not we acknowledge it, it always also contains an opposing possibility.
         Thus, as Haufniensis warns, “in possibility all things are equally possible and anyone
         truly brought up by possibility has grasped the terrifying as well as the smiling”
         (CA 189/SKS 4, 455). Imagination allows us to dream the possibility of being good,
         loving, and faithful; yet, equally important, it permits us to apprehend how we could
         just as easily fall into evil, wretched, and faithless possibilities. If I can imagine
         being a benevolent leader, I can also imagine being a malevolent despot. If I can
         foresee bringing relief and joy to those I love, I can also imagine reeking havoc
         in their lives. Beyond the harm we are capable of doing, Haufniensis also emphasizes
         the terrible things that could happen to us. If I can imagine a life filled with joy,
         love, and gratitude, I can also imagine a life of bitter suffering, hate, and persecution.
         Such imaginative journeys—if we take them honestly—teach that “horror, perdition,
         and annihilation live next door to every human being” (CA 189/SKS 4, 455).
      

      
      Annihilation is not only a possibility but a certainty for us all. Yet to face death’s
         certainty as a possibility, a real possibility, is a difficult undertaking for the imagination. As author Zadie Smith
         suggests, we tend to contemplate art that portrays our mortality “as if it spoke a
         truth that did not include me.”[8]   We may even be moved by its message, but we paradoxically see ourselves as exceptions
         to the rule. Yet, Smith insists, however resistant we may be, the reality of death
         is “part of what art is here to imagine for us and with us.”[9]   Some works of art, Smith suggests, make it easier than others to spare ourselves
         this reality, as with the image presented to us in many Italian masterpieces, such
         as Titian’s Ranuccio Farnese.[10]   They allow “the viewing subject to feel pity and empathy; to weep for all the beautiful
         people who have become or will become corpses (excluding me).”[11]   In contrast, other works spare us nothing, implying in an image that we are all
         in it together. Analyzing a charcoal drawing by Luca Signorelli, “Man Carrying Corpse
         on his Shoulders” (circa 1500), Smith writes: “The Signorelli, by contrast, stops
         you in your tracks. It has the gift of implication.”[12]   Perhaps, Smith suggests, it is the artist’s own ability to be “fully present in
         and mindful of his own existence” that renders us more likely to become totally immersed,
         “to live his life with him.”[13]   In Kierkegaard’s terminology, as we saw in chapter 3, we could say in this latter
         case that reduplication is present in the artist’s image. What is reduplicated is
         the absolute certainty that the artist, like you and me, will one day be a corpse.
         You can’t fake reduplication, just as you can’t hide moralizing. The one draws us
         in like a magnet, while the other repels. Non-moralizing artists or works of art,
         which speak to our existence as they show us theirs, lure us into imagining along
         with them: “Come with me, they seem to say, come into this life.”[14]   A person will have to be honest with herself truly to go along into the life of
         another. She will have to admit: This possibility is mine, just as much as anyone
         else’s.
      

      
      Haufniensis promotes learning through possibility as learning through passionate and
         honest imaginative exploration. Certainly, Kierkegaard has in mind the German romantic
         notion of Bildung, and Haufniensis uses the Danish translation “Dannelse” (formation), as well as its verb form “danne” (to create, to form), to refer to the manner in which possibility “forms” the individual.
         To be formed by anxiety means to learn through the image (Bild) presented to us in possibility. The individual takes a finite possibility, as encountered
         in art, into herself and she idealizes it “in the shape of infinity” (CA 190/SKS 4,
         456), that is, she realizes it as anybody’s possibility, including her own. As a point
         of comparison, take again Nietzsche’s “eternal recurrence of the same,” where one
         can hardly avoid being honest toward a particular possibility once it has been infinitized.
         Note how “infinitizing” does not mean following a possibility through to the end of
         all consequences, as though foreknowledge were the special talent required here. Knowing
         all the consequences of some particular possibility is impossible, which accounts
         in part for our dread in making decisions. Rather, “infinitizing” entails imagining
         what one can of the particular possibility as a universal possibility applicable to
         all human beings—including, no doubt, oneself. By doing the work of imagination for
         oneself, a person thereby shapes (danne) for herself “that from which [she] is to learn” (CA 189/SKS 4, 455). As such, the
         content of her imaginings—the infinitized possibility—which she has formed herself,
         becomes her teacher. Kierkegaard’s notion differs, however, from the Bildung tradition, inasmuch as he insists that possibility must touch our own actuality intimately
         and honestly. It is never enough to imagine something that gets to the heart of humanity—in
         abstraction. Possibility can be formative only when we know that we too are implicated
         in it. Only in this latter case can Haufniensis declare: “You see then how possibility
         for this reason is absolutely formative [dannende]” (CA 191/SKS 4, 457).
      

      
      Thus, key to learning from possibility, as with all essential learning, is the element
         of appropriation. As we saw in previous chapters, appropriating is opposed to repeating
         by rote, to engaging an abstract idea or image with an almost mechanical course of
         procedure. Kierkegaard often has “speculative philosophers” in mind when he mentions
         this sort of rote repetition. Haufniensis writes, for example: “Then come the copycats
         who, in spite of their overview of world history, which unfortunately lacks all contemplation,
         know as much about the concepts as that noble youth knew about raisins, who, when
         asked in the test for his grocer’s license where raisins come from, replied: We get
         ours from the professor on Tvergaden [Cross Street]” (CA 162/SKS 4, 435). No doubt,
         any art critic or connoisseur can treat his or her subject just as mechanically as
         someone mistreating philosophy or culinary arts. Thus a critic can become a so-called
         expert without ever engaging the existential content of a work of art. By contrast,
         an individual appropriates art with inwardness (Inderlighed), that is, with concern and earnestness, by taking to heart (Inderliggjørelse) what she encounters. Again, that which is “taken to heart” appeals differently to
         a person than that which is “learned by heart” (CA 132/SKS 4, 411). Only by taking
         to heart does spirit awaken along the way.
      

      
      Appropriation in our relation to art involves becoming a keen observer—of external
         phenomena, characters, emotions, and behaviors—and turning this observation inward.
         Haufniensis writes: “If only one pays attention to oneself, one has an observer enough
         with five men, five women, and ten children for the discovery of all possible states
         of the human soul” (CA 152/SKS 4, 427). Fortunately, if we do not immediately find
         in ourselves such a kaleidoscopic observer of the human soul, we can often turn to
         an artist for inspiration and guidance. For example, Dostoevsky’s ability to portray
         a Nastasya Filipovna, a Raskolnikov, an Ivan Karamazov, and a Stavrogin demonstrates
         that he could take to heart a great array of the soul’s possible conditions, could
         and did inhabit them, essentially became them. Much the same occurs for the willing
         reader, who goes beyond empathy into the lives of the novels’ heroes and heroines.
         Likewise, Jean Gautherin (1840–1890), in his sculpture rendering of Paradise Lost (1883), portrays on the faces of Adam and Eve such a champagne of emotions and reflections
         that a person could become engrossed before this sculpture for hours appropriating
         one after another. No doubt, Kierkegaard is also such an observer of the human spirit.
         His writings leave uncovered almost no manifestation of the soul’s wanderings.
      

      
      It is significant that it is other human beings, namely artists, who provide us with
         the opportunity to appropriate realities that were previously unknown to us. Indirectly,
         they deliver a message that speaks from one person’s inwardness to another’s. There
         is a sharing-with (Meddele), a dialogue, that unfolds in each person’s relation to a work of art, as he or she
         takes to heart what is encountered there. The metaphor of “taking to heart” through
         appropriation can be distinguished from that of digestion. For his part, Kant suggests
         in the Critique of Judgment that aesthetic judgments are judgments of taste, that is, we judge by consuming.[15]   However, in tasting and digesting, one takes in something external and essentially
         destroys it.[16]   In this sense, Aristotle is right in saying that, in digestion, what is unlike
         (food) is changed into what is like (body)—and not the other way around.[17]   Besides the problem of destruction, judgments of taste do not allow for a shared
         activity, as the other cannot taste the already imbibed or digested food and drink.
         Yet to experience art together with others, who can give us new ways of seeing, is
         infinitely valuable and joyful. If learning from possibility were consumption, there
         would be no room for imparting between people, as no one could share with the other
         what she had already digested. We are again stuck with monologue, as with the expert
         eater regurgitating her interpretation into the pupil. By contrast, where a person
         appropriates by taking to heart, rather than transforming what is imparted, she herself
         is qualitatively transformed by it. We may note how taking to heart entails openness.
         In imaginative exploration, a person yields to the imagined possibility, thus receiving
         its inner world.
      

      
      In taking to heart what we encounter in imagination, we are formed by something beyond
         ourselves. Thus receiving the other, a person undergoes a transformation (Omdannelse) in existence (CUP1 389/SKS 7, 354). This is the sense in which I call imagination
         dialogical. Appropriation includes dialogical becoming: A person imaginatively meets
         what is beyond herself in possibility and takes it to heart in actuality. In contrast,
         a person who remains in the reserve, withdrawn in unfreedom, becomes stuck in “a sorrowful
         perpetuum mobile of sameness” (CA 156/SKS 4, 431). Here, accustomed only to relating everything to
         herself, a person expects everything she meets to come under her own measure. Self-enclosed
         imagination does not reach out in dialogue with the other.
      

      
      Rousseau was also sensitive to the danger of sameness. As Emile is learning the social
         virtues, Rousseau observes that those who are stuck in the trap of sameness think,
         when anything hampers their slightest advantage, that the universe has been overturned
         (E 252). By contrast, a person who comes into the other’s inner world thinks not of
         her own advantage, but, in the existential reality they inhabit together, recognizes
         the other in herself. Likewise, whether by an existing other, the other as a messenger,
         or the other in an imagined possibility, she feels herself recognized. Mutual recognition
         allows for being-with the other. Through openness we realize we do not “own” ourselves
         or others as commodities, which could be given away, withheld, digested, or spread
         thin. It is quite revealing, and contrary to how we tend to view matters nowadays,
         to realize that our selves and our lives are not ours to dispose of. This realization
         is implied in the immediate ethical demand made upon each of us at every moment. Within
         this realization, it is revealed that we receive our selves as a gift from a source
         that remains hidden, that is, from a shared universal ground. Ultimately, in receptivity,
         the individual recognizes she is not wholly independent and self-sufficient: She gains
         the restoration of her freedom from the other through recognition of her vulnerability
         and dependence.
      

      
      As an example of potential material for our exercises in possibility, Haufniensis
         offers a story so brief that it stands by itself as an image: 
      

      
      
         It is told of one Indian hermit, who for two years lived on dew, that he came one
            time to the city, tasted wine and took to drink. (CA 190–91/SKS 4, 456)
         

         
      

      The beauty of Haufniensis’s example is its brevity, its simplicity. We have in one
         sentence: commitment, temptation, and ruination. Yet the imagination can go far with
         this image. Two years are endured living up in the mountain completely on one’s own.
         Two years are lived meditating in a cave on the mountainside, day in and day out,
         only coming out in the morning to sip dew formed on the leaves of trees and bushes.
         Then, one day, down one comes from the mountain to visit where the people are, as
         hermits sometimes do in stories. There could be many reasons for this descent. It
         could be loneliness. Perhaps to remember how the people live. Maybe one has received
         a message through meditations, to be passed on to those below. Perhaps one wants to
         test out the wisdom gained in isolation, to see if it really holds up in the world.
         Whatever the reason, down one goes: One encounter, one sip, and everything is lost.
      

      
      The story’s simplicity shows that in learning from possibility a person does not require
         elaborate stories, let alone worldly travel or a lifetime of diverse experiences.
         The material required for the exercises to begin is in plenty. Indeed, as Haufniensis
         suggests, “just by sticking their neck out of the window everyone would have seen
         enough for possibility to begin its maneuvers” (CA 190/SKS 4, 456). Our engagement
         with possibility begins already in our play as children, and we can take it up again
         at any time and place.
      

      
      As it so happens, we have been handed down vivid reports as to how Kierkegaard himself
         experienced early exercises in imagination. As a child, he is said to have strolled
         the living room of his Copenhagen residence with his father as they imagined themselves
         taking splendid walks outside the city, along the shore, or through the city streets.[18]   For Kierkegaard, this is imagination at its best: creative and spontaneous, placing
         oneself in situations, living the imagined with vividness and daring. Anyone can do
         this anywhere, alone or with others. As for setting, a tight apartment in the busy
         city center will do just as well as the uncultivated lands of the rural countryside:
         “Take the disciple of possibility, place him in the middle of the Jutland heath, where
         nothing happens, or where the biggest event is a grouse noisily taking wing, and he
         experiences everything more perfectly, more accurately, more thoroughly than someone
         who was applauded on the stage of world history” (CA 193/SKS 4, 458). No special status
         is required in order to allow anxiety to do its work: the chambermaid and Herr Professor
         alike can do it. It is not who, what, where, or when that counts, but how a person
         meets the encounter: “No doubt the most commonplace life has experiences enough, but
         the question is that of possibility in the individuality that is honest with itself”
         (CA 190/SKS 4, 456). A person who learns to travel imaginatively can go quite far
         with very little. As Haufniensis insists, “the individuality formed by possibility
         needs but one such story” (CA 191/SKS 4, 456). Just as we don’t need to travel the
         world looking for someone loveable in order to learn how to love (cf. WL 161/SKS 9,
         162), the possibility we need in learning from anxiety is already before us.
      

      
      We are all storytellers who tap into narrativity through images. This explains why
         brief stories can work just as well as elaborate ones. No matter the length or details
         provided, we can enter narrative storytelling on the image-by-image level. It is the
         work of imagination not only to lift the words off the page, but also to weave them
         into a narrative flow, whether produced or discovered, fractured or continuous. This
         is also what we mean when we speak of a person’s engagement with her “self-image.”
         Imagination taps into the narrativity of human life both as projecting oneself out
         of finitude and as regaining the finite in some particular narrative telling. We tell
         stories about who we are and our actions play out on a narrative stage.
      

      
      Learning from possibility means admitting my life is at stake in what I encounter.
         For Haufniensis, an individual appropriates a story only if she identifies absolutely with the imagined. She may take keen interest in what she observes, even study it
         for a lifetime, but so long as her involvement remains objective and disinterested,
         she herself remains existentially unaffected. Certainly, a person might imagine the
         terrible along with the joyful in an indifferent way. Ultimately, while it might spark
         interest, this activity does not move hearts any more than it transforms a person.
         If one hears a terrible story and remains merely sympathetic, “one saves oneself through sympathy” (CA 145/SKS 4, 421). While saving
         oneself thus implies a ruse, getting oneself involved requires courage. Haufniensis
         writes: “Sympathy one must indeed have, but this sympathy is true only when it is
         admitted, deep down, that what has happened to one person can happen to all” (CA 66/SKS
         4, 359). By coming to identify absolutely with a story, a person admits to herself
         that the imagined possibility could just as well be her own actuality. Haufniensis
         notes that a physician who cannot empathize with “the demented” in an insane asylum
         fools himself and will not heal very many (CA 66–67/SKS 4, 359); we may add that the
         one who does empathize in this case will be forever marked by what is imparted from
         the other side of reason. As Zadie Smith notes, when we identify absolutely with the
         heroes in our stories, we effectively “become” them.[19]   Concerning Signorelli’s charcoal drawing, she writes: “I am that corpse.”[20]   In brief, by identifying absolutely with the other, one’s very own case comes into
         question (CA 145/SKS 4, 421).
      

      
      Thus, for example, Vladimir Nabokov’s Lolita (1955) imaginatively proposes the following possibility: You, dear reader, are Humbert
         Humbert, the professor who falls in love with, seduces, and steals the innocence and
         confidence of a thirteen-year-old child. Likewise, Mikhail Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita (1967) suggests: You are Margarita, the woman who sells her soul to the devil and
         delights in exacting retribution on those who have wronged her lover. Along the same
         lines, Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment (1866) implies: You are Raskolnikov, the impoverished student who justifies the murder
         of a rich old lady thanks to all the good he could do with her money. And, no doubt,
         Vince Gilligan’s Breaking Bad (2008–2013) challenges us to admit: You are Walter White, the dying man who turns
         from an uneventful existence to a murderous life of crime, with the justification
         of securing financial security for his family.
      

      
      Incidentally, Kierkegaard’s imaginative exercises by no means focus only on horrible
         things we could do; he suggests we are also deeply affected by horrible possibilities that could happen to us.[21]   In either case, these possibilities implicate us. There’s nothing preventing these
         from becoming my stories; I’m not somehow especially exempt from the human condition;
         finitude, guilt, and mortality are mine just as much as anybody else’s. It requires
         a great deal of courage to enter a story in this way. Possibility, as presented through
         an image, through a work of art, through narrative, tells us something about our own
         contingency.
      

      
      In case it should seem to a reader or viewer that the possibilities encountered in
         stories can be rather extreme, quite distant from one’s own reality, it might be worth
         taking another look at our own lives. It may seem at first glance: I am no murderer,
         I would never hurt someone in this or that way, I don’t live in such a prison, I am
         far away from such disasters, and so on. However, these stories often do present the
         phenomenon in its extreme, exaggerated form, just so we may better be able to perceive
         it in our everyday lives. This was Plato’s strategy in the Republic, where he looked to understand justice in a whole city so that he could better perceive
         it in a single human soul.[22]   We all have desires that could or have hurt someone if we acted on them. We all
         struggle with injustices done to us, with the inability to forgive, with the temptation
         of appointing ourselves judge. We all have approached or crossed a line with our actions
         that threatens the very foundations of a relationship, an engagement, or a commitment.
         We all, like the hermit, have been tempted in some form or another by that one metaphorical
         sip. The strength that allows us to be honest with ourselves in this way is the most
         noble and holy power in a human being. But who has the courage for this? Who is simply
         honest enough to acknowledge the disposition to evil? Who among us is so candid with
         ourselves to admit what we’re truly capable of, indeed, what we have done? It is not
         easy to face our worst possibilities. Yet, if we dare approach such an exercise honestly,
         Kierkegaard proposes, an encounter with a story can change our lives.
      

      
      Finitude’s Classroom

      
      Narratives, that is, stories, when taken seriously, can lead a person to morally binding,
         even life changing, resolutions. But are there not other contenders that could potentially
         lead us to translate possibility into the actuality of action? For example, moral
         imperatives, such as Kant’s categorical imperative, could call upon a person’s reasoning
         abilities to make no exception of herself in following universal rules of behavior.
         Kierkegaard himself gives ample attention to universally binding laws, such as biblical
         commandments. As we saw in chapter 3, however, proceeding Socratically, the emphasis
         is not on what should be morally binding, but on how a person appropriates what is binding for her. The usefulness in stories, then, derives
         in part from their potential in helping us perceive the imagined as having to do with
         our own person. They do so by engaging us not merely on the intellectual level, but
         on the level of emotions and imagination as well. They teach us to take up in our
         whole personality the ethical questions we encounter. No doubt, in so doing, a person
         may at times temporarily crystallize what now concerns herself in the form of a maxim.
         Nonetheless, in moral and spiritual life, appropriation takes priority over the acquisition
         of maxims, just as the revisability of our principles of action becomes essential.
         Furthermore, by relating personally to the ethical, a person quickly realizes that
         no matter what kind of intellectual moves we do, there simply are exceptions; rather
         than blot out the existence of the exception, we learn more by engaging the struggling
         relation between the universal and the exception (see R 226–27/SKS 4, 92–93).
      

      
      Learning from possibility entails identifying with stories to the point of appropriation.
         Isn’t it difficult, though, to be changed by a story? On the one hand, Haufniensis
         insists we need no more than the brief story of the hermit: “That individual, in that
         very instant, is absolutely identified with that unfortunate” (CA 191/SKS 4, 456).
         Surely, everyone has had the experience of identifying with a narrative: whether a
         fable, a novel, an epic tale, a movie, or any other form of art; or, moreover, a person
         identifies with the narrative of a friend, another close relation, or even a stranger
         one hears about. Still, identifying with something or someone does not imply by necessity
         that we will do anything in our own lives as a consequence. So-called exercises in
         possibility seem to leave all the work to actuality. In other words, we could say
         that stories, like discourses or philosophical texts, as Climacus notes in the Postscript, can only give a taste of what effort is required in action. As he writes, “even
         if the discourse makes the most enthusiastic and most desperate effort to show how
         difficult it is, or makes an extreme effort in an indirect form, it still always remains
         more difficult to do than it appears in the discourse” (CUP1 463/SKS 7, 421). We cannot
         underestimate how easy it is to let opportunities for self-transformative action slip
         by. When we encounter an imagined possibility, perhaps we relate only theoretically
         and unemotionally to the situation, seeing no call for action implied in it; or, perhaps
         we go so far as to vividly imagine the situation and relate to the other empathetically
         on an emotional level, but still we save ourselves by remembering, after all, that
         it’s only a story.
      

      
      It seems rather difficult to relate to a narrative such that it transforms us. Take,
         for example, a story relayed by Prince Myshkin in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot (1868–1869). In the course of his very first meeting with the women of the well-to-do
         St. Petersburg Yepanchin family, the young Myshkin tells the three sisters and mother
         about a man he had known who was condemned to be shot before a firing squad.[23]   When the prisoner was facing imminent death, so he told Myshkin, every moment became
         an eternity. During his last five minutes he knew that, if only he could be reprieved,
         he would never live life as he had before: “Then I would make each minute into a whole
         lifetime, I would lose nothing, would account for each minute, would waste nothing
         in vain!”[24]   These thoughts clearly had a profound effect on Myshkin, who relays them vividly
         and passionately to the society ladies. Kierkegaard, too, was preoccupied with the
         question of whether one can really live accounting for each minute. Thus, the 1845
         discourse “At a Graveside” explores how the thought of (our own) death can effect
         a change in how we live in the present: “Earnestness, therefore, becomes the living
         of each day as if it were the last and also the first in a long life” (TD 96/SKS 5,
         464). As Myshkin’s tale goes, the prisoner was pardoned at the very last moment.[25]   Alexandra Yepanchin, the eldest and most severe sister, and perhaps the least forgiving
         of Myshkin’s idiosyncrasies, demands an account of whether the man did after all live
         accounting for each moment. Alas, the prince replies: “Oh no, he told me himself—I’d
         already asked him about it—he didn’t live like that at all, and wasted far too many
         minutes.”[26]   Like Alexandra, perhaps we are not surprised to hear this. Who could live a life
         where each moment occasions the question: What do you have to say for yourself? Finitude
         pulls us in once again, and we return to our old habits. The man in the story doesn’t
         appear to have been transformed for good—by actually standing before the firing squad.
         So how are we to be changed—by merely imagining such a situation?
      

      
      Is it not chilling, however, how quickly Alexandra dismisses the possibility of striving
         to live authentically? Evidently unmoved by the prisoner’s hopefulness and good intentions,
         she delivers the following verdict: “Well, so, there’s experience for you; so it’s
         impossible to live really ‘keeping a reckoning.’ There’s always some reason why it’s
         impossible.”[27]   Habitually suspicious, Alexandra dismisses the man’s experience as momentary wishful
         thinking. However, the prisoner’s tale, resonant with many other narratives within
         the novel, suggests we take seriously the tension between finitude and transcendence.
         As readers, we are left to linger with the story, with its message concerning the
         fragility of our projects and good intentions. So, apparently, was Myshkin, as revealed
         by this strikingly inappropriate retelling during his first social visit with the
         Yepanchin women. The story arrives almost out of nowhere; yet, it remains with us.
         As readers, we return to the story countless times; with each repetition it maintains
         the power to move us. In tarrying with this tale, we are disturbed not only by accompanying
         this man on the journey of his last moments of life, but also from his later return
         to banality, to everyday life. The prisoner, just as he is about to lose everything
         in actuality, gains everything in possibility; then, just as he regains everything
         in actuality, he appears to lose everything gained in possibility. No doubt, the prisoner’s
         story is reflected in the experiences of the central characters in the novel, who
         can grasp their ownmost possibilities for transformation when they are before Myshkin,
         but who lose it all as soon as his redeeming gaze is no longer upon them. We are left
         wondering whether possibility, that is, mere possibility, can actually effect a change
         in our lives.[28]  
      

      
      How is the force of the imagination to transform a life? What if imagining stories,
         however much a person identifies with them, is a way of stalling action? We all know
         the adage: “The road to hell is paved with good intentions.” After all, Kierkegaard
         criticizes the romantics for projecting their heroes into the realm of dreams, only
         to leave them there fantastically removed from actuality. Likewise, he resists the
         speculative thought of idealism as equally abstract. And, as Climacus suggests in
         the Postscript, where poetry or speculative thought make attempts “to look like actuality” and give
         assurances to be able “to provide actuality,” they appear rather unpoetic and unable
         to deliver their promises (CUP1 319/SKS 7, 290–91). Similarly, in The Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus warns against a form of despair in which a person becomes so caught
         up in imagining her possibilities that her actual self becomes a mirage (SUD 35–37/SKS
         11, 151–53). How, then, does Kierkegaard defend imagination’s key role in the self’s
         becoming, without falling prey to the same traps against which he warns?
      

      
      On the one hand, as we saw in chapter 3, the indirect communication lecture notes
         require any communication of the ethical to take place in the medium of actuality,
         that is, in the given (JP 1: 649, 28, 275/SKS 27, 398, Papir 365:19a). Reduplication
         must be present as praxis in ethical learning, since the ethical is not a “what” but
         an activity. On the other hand, according to The Concept of Anxiety, in becoming spirit, the imagination needs possibility in order to do its exercises
         (see CA 187–96/SKS 4, 454–61). Admittedly, Kierkegaard concedes in the lecture notes
         that communications in knowledge may well take place in the medium of imagination (JP 1: 649, 28, 275/SKS 27, 398,
         Papir 365:19a); however, the main emphasis in The Concept of Anxiety is not knowledge acquisition, but self-realization and self-recognition. Understandably,
         then, we want to know what justifies the important role possibility plays in spiritual
         actualization.
      

      
      At stake in the above question is how the tension plays out between possibility and
         actuality. At times, possibility resembles actuality so closely that we can be deceived
         about the real difference between them. First, we can imagine doing something; then,
         we can do it. There is a striking likeness between these two moments. In fact, considered
         abstractly, that is, in their essence (i Væsen), possibility and actuality are categories of the same kind (see PF 74//SKS 4, 274).
         However, and herein lies the difficulty, considered existentially (i Væren), they are infinitely different (ibid.). An imagined possibility and a lived actuality
         may be the same in every respect—except the former will never have concrete existence.
         In questioning how Kierkegaard avoids the fantasticality of the romantics, we therefore
         also seek to clarify the relation between possibility and actuality. Again, how can
         a person be formed by possibility, precisely such that it brings about transformation
         in actuality?
      

      
      It helps to keep in mind that The Concept of Anxiety, though its central category is possibility, constantly reminds us that it is also
         concerned with actuality, that is, with whether our imaginings actually produce action
         in the given. Haufniensis does not lose touch with the misuse of imagination of which
         Kierkegaard had accused the romantics in The Concept of Irony. Rather, he warns against imagination’s fantasy when it makes the eternal into some
         kind of glimmering moonbeam (CA 184/SKS 4, 452). Recalling the language of reduplication,
         Haufniensis proposes: “[T]ruth for the particular individual is truth only insofar
         as the individual itself produces it in action” (CA 167/SKS 4, 439). Likewise, The Concept of Anxiety anticipates the insight that will come two years later in the Postscript, that actuality for the existing person is not the fantastical phenomenon it becomes
         when spoken of abstractly; for the existing person concerned with her existence, the
         claim of the ethical upon her is always maintained, that she is supposed to exist,
         that what she does in existence is what counts (CUP1 314–15/SKS 7, 286–87).
      

      
      We may also recall the tension between activity and receptivity in appropriation.
         While dialogical education in Kierkegaard underscores self-activity and independence,
         it also accentuates receptivity in the self’s becoming. As we learn through stories
         by appropriating, we are open to receiving the other; but we also actively use our
         powers to engage with narratives, investing ourselves in them, and deciding how to
         act in response to them. Thus, for Climacus, too, as we saw in the previous chapter,
         receptivity is always also productive (see CUP1 78/SKS 7, 78).
      

      
      Further, the requirement for reduplication overlaps with the requirement for risk-taking
         in learning from possibility. Haufniensis continues: “[T]he question is whether a
         person will in the deepest sense acknowledge the truth, will allow it to permeate
         his whole being, will accept all its consequences, and not, in an emergency, have
         a loophole for himself and a Judas kiss for the consequence” (CA 167/SKS 4, 439).
         If the lessons of possibility are to be spiritually transformative, their truth must
         manifest for us personally in actuality. Thus, Haufniensis insists, the task is to
         bring our inner existence into relation with our outward existence, to express our
         spiritual lives in the actions of our ethical lives (see CA 128/SKS 4, 407).
      

      
      It may help to observe that anxiety’s imaginative exercises—whether we do them in
         our living rooms, alone before a work of art, or together with others—entail real
         movements within a person. If we are willing to risk ourselves, we come to an external
         stillness through which we may gain internal clarity about ourselves. This is a relation
         toward anxiety that calmly bids it to do its work, rather than trying noisily to distract
         from it. So Haufniensis writes of the person facing anxiety:
      

      
      
         Then, when it [anxiety] announces itself, when it disingenuously makes it look as
            though it has invented an altogether new instrument of torture, far more terrible
            than anything before, he [the person] does not draw back, and still less does he try
            to ward it off with noise and confusion, but bids it welcome, greets it solemnly,
            and like Socrates who raised the poisoned cup, he takes it in with him and says, as
            a patient would say to the surgeon, when the painful operation is about to begin:
            Now I am ready. Then anxiety enters into his soul and searches out everything, and
            frightens the finite and petty out of him, and it then leads him where he will. (CA
            192/SKS 4, 457–58)
         

         
      

      Ready to do the work anxiety has made known to us, we thus let possibility take us
         by the hand. But first, to grant the space for this work, we actively seek out a refuge
         where external distractions are quieted. This may be literal, as we can benefit from
         peaceful physical places when making difficult internal movements. Or yet, it can
         be metaphorical, as we move into the inner sanctuary we all have within ourselves.
         Recalling a visit to his father’s birthplace in rural Jutland, Kierkegaard wrote in
         his journal in 1840:
      

      
      
         The heath must be particularly adapted to developing vigorous spirits; here everything
            lies naked and unveiled before God, and here is no place for a lot of distractions,
            those many odd nooks and corners where the consciousness can hide, and from which
            earnestness often has a hard time recovering vagrant thoughts. Here consciousness
            must come to definite and precise conclusions about itself. Here on the heath one
            must truly say, “Whither shall I flee from thy presence?” (JP 3: 2830, 257/SKS 19,
            201, Not6:29)
         

         
      

      Thus a person bares himself, with nowhere to hide and no distractions. Imagination
         works to lift him out of everyday concerns, to come into dialogue with the infinite
         within him. But he does not in that moment become a fantastical entity, unaffected
         actually by his imaginings. So long as he invests himself personally, the experience
         is transformative, not potentially, but actually, in the instant (Øjeblikket) of unveiling. To bare oneself fully is spiritually transformative. Such an instant
         of clarity banishes all half-promises and semi-excuses. One is left with nothing but
         what one actually has to show for oneself. Such an experience cannot help but be both
         humbling and enlightening. In the instant, the category of transition, into which
         and out of which all change happens, becoming unfolds (see CA 102n/SKS 4, 385n). Real
         transformation occurs already when a person thus uses her imagination. This change
         is not something that must wait for tomorrow; it is underway right “now” in the instant.
      

      
      It is sometimes emphasized that as a person entertains a work of art, she suspends
         disbelief, that is, she ignores the fictionality of the fictional elements of the
         work in order to play along with its pretense. Suspending disbelief may entail a well-meaning
         willingness to go along with the story, or perhaps even forgetting altogether that
         one is imagining; a good story or storyteller goes a long way in enabling this. Yet
         entering a story subjectively involves more than a mere suspension of disbelief. When
         we say a person identifies with a character or situation, we do not measure her intellectual
         commitment to the story’s reality; rather, what counts is her emotional and imaginative
         engagement. Johannes de Silentio, who imaginatively accompanies Abraham to Mount Moriah
         in Fear and Trembling, says, “in a certain sense I can learn nothing from him except to be amazed” (FT
         37/SKS 4, 132). Amazement, awe, and wonder—these are deep feelings provoked when we
         truly enter a story. To be sure, as learning from art involves sentiment, there is
         also a great danger in these imaginings. If unguided, they can lead a person into
         spiritual harm. Art can mislead, manipulate, and demoralize us—all the more reason
         to sharpen our powers in engaging with it.
      

      
      In such imaginative activity, a person does not remain indifferent to the real world
         fact of her orientation in moral space, but inhabits it as her own experience. This
         exercise can open the individual to a greater realm of possibilities, including her
         ownmost possibility, with the potential of transformation implied in the very exercise.
         Stories, then, in all forms of art, have great potential as formative experiences.
         In brief, art can be transformative.[29]  
      

      
      Spiritual transformation entails recognizing the self essentially as freedom. Rediscovering
         freedom, we naturally exercise it again within finite concerns: “Temporality, finitude—that
         is what it is all about” (FT 49/SKS 4, 143). As we recognize ourselves, we become
         concerned with what we do with our freedom. We have had to risk everything to receive
         ourselves. But we gain everything anew when our freedom is restored to us from beyond
         ourselves. In Fear and Trembling, de Silentio signals that this returning arc of the boomerang, that is, the movement
         of faith, means a person regains everything through grace which she had given up in
         infinite resignation (see FT 40, 49/SKS 4, 135, 143). After all, the knight of infinite resignation, recognizable by his walk, shows through his unsteady landing that he remains an
         alien in the world of actuality (FT 38/SKS 4, 133). But the knight of faith, who also at every moment makes the movement of infinity, does so “with such precision
         and assurance that he continually gets finitude out of it” (FT 40–41/SKS 4, 135).
         Grace, that is, our redemption, our possibility for beginning anew, occurs nowhere
         else but in the given.
      

      
      Undoubtedly, there are no final transformations, whether through the imagination or
         anything else. Naturally, the prisoner who was condemned to be shot later wasted many
         minutes. Surely, he was in earnest as he made his promise before the firing squad.
         Yet as Haufniensis suggests, “earnestness can never become habit” (CA 180/SKS 4, 448).
         The Concept of Anxiety mentions one’s “assigned place [anviist Plads]” in finiteness (see CA 189/SKS 4, 455). Likewise, The Sickness unto Death makes it clear that the self has its becoming only in some particular “where” and
         “when,” the place and time in finitude where our movements of becoming unfold (see
         SUD 36/SKS 11, 152). To be a human being is to return continually to one’s assigned
         seat in finitude’s classroom. This return is on its way as soon as we begin learning
         from possibility. By truly identifying with what we imagine, and becoming concerned
         with ourselves in the process, we are already applying what we learn in our own lives.
         By the time we take our places again, an inevitable consequence of being finite creatures,
         possibility remains present only as a trace. Thus we must revisit stories. Significantly,
         we do not, through imagination, strive purely for the sake of striving, in a beautiful
         though fantastical romantic mood, eternally seeking the blue flower that does not
         exist.[30]   Rather, there simply is no end to life within its own boundaries, and since the
         very momentum of life is striving, we strive on. Thus, learning from possibility continues
         so long as we are.
      

      
      Happiness in This Life

      
      Dostoevsky’s The Idiot comes to an end in total darkness, not only for the Christ-like figure of Myshkin,
         but also for many of the characters he encounters in the story, for whom Myshkin had
         even entertained hopes of being a teacher.[31]   In fact, from a certain pragmatic point of view, it has been overwhelmingly harmful
         for those who trust him to have come in contact with Myshkin. It may be relevant to
         our present investigation to inquire why Dostoevsky’s tale, meant to portray a most
         beautiful person capable of saving us, ends in such darkness.[32]   
      

      
      At least in this instance, Dostoevsky’s portrait of Christ, inasmuch as Myshkin represents
         this figure, is the idiot. That is, Christ for Dostoevsky, as for Kierkegaard, is
         the figure one cannot understand or give explanations about. Even further, through
         this inability to understand him, those who encounter Myshkin in the story, including
         the reader, are repelled by him. Meanwhile, for both Kierkegaard and Dostoevsky, precisely
         this idiocy, this darkness, becomes an attraction, coaxing us near as it simultaneously
         repels. The inexplicable, the intangible, and the indeterminate are all concealed
         phenomena. Though they repel, we are, like the child, drawn toward them in their concealment.
      

      
      Kierkegaard and Dostoevsky both reveal a certain preoccupation with evil, with sin,
         and with suffering. The people Myshkin encounters, as well as those we meet in countless
         other stories by Dostoevsky, are often cloaked in darkness, wretched and miserable.
         Likewise, the figures presented by Kierkegaard of the human being’s obfuscating ways
         of self-denial are innumerable, in The Concept of Anxiety, no less than across his other works. We would not be amiss to point toward both
         Kierkegaard’s and Dostoevsky’s personal experiences here. Dostoevsky, for one, spent
         four years living in prison camps amongst the “wretched.”[33]   His own battles with epilepsy and gambling addiction, the loss of his first child,
         and his lifelong struggle with poverty all would have contributed to his familiarity
         with the dark side of life.[34]   As for Kierkegaard, tragedy visited him from early on in abundance: Five of his
         six siblings, along with his parents, had died by the time he turned twenty-five,
         and he himself suffered an early onset of poor health and melancholia.[35]   
      

      
      To whatever degree personal experience of suffering can be said to inform these thinkers’
         projects, they clearly shared a common approach to suffering in their writings. Through
         their use of polyphonic dialogism[36]   and indirect communication—methods that refuse to offer finalized reifications
         of the human condition and human soul, provoking the reader always to think for herself
         anew—they seem to insist: Do you dare see this darkness, which is indeed part of life?[37]   This is the challenge, the call for risking everything that we have seen in our
         discussion of Kierkegaard’s The Concept of Anxiety. In Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, we may find it, among other places, in the appearance of Holbein’s painting of dead
         Christ in the tomb.[38]   This painting, as with Dostoevsky’s allusion to it, seems to ask: Do you dare see
         the possibility of utter perdition?
      

      
      For these authors, preoccupation with darkness and this challenge to the reader surely
         go hand in hand. Dostoevsky consistently shows how Christ will (also) come for the
         wretched and the sinners.[39]   Further, he often puts the true word in the mouth of rather miserable or despairing
         characters.[40]   Likewise, for Kierkegaard, it is as mentioned through vulnerability and suffering,
         or as a sinner, that a person comes to salvation. In fact, we could go so far as to
         say that the primary condition for returning to God is not, as might be expected,
         being virtuous, but rather suffering as a sinner.
      

      
      Nevertheless, we might inquire whether dialogical education, with learning from anxiety
         at its culmination, entails concrete healing to the effect that a person could be
         said to be happy. In other words, is there truly salvation in this lifetime?
      

      
      Certainly, as mentioned, Kierkegaard posits the possibility of salvation. Wherever there is despair or anxiety his pseudonyms speak about coming
         “closer to salvation” (see, e.g., SUD 62/SKS 11, 177). The presence of despair and
         anxiety are good signs for Kierkegaard, who believes we are led through them toward
         our deeper selves. Where they are absent, a person is farther away from beginning
         such work. Surely, in the preface to The Sickness unto Death, despair is called a sickness, not a cure (SUD 6/SKS 11, 118). Still, Anti-Climacus
         envisions a cure, that is, a state in which despair has been removed completely, which
         begins with dying to the world (ibid.), that is, resignation, and culminates in faith
         (SUD 131/SKS 11, 242). Along the way, the condition for healing is made out to be
         repentance (SUD 61n/SKS 11, 175n), that is, openness and humility. Finally, healing
         itself, insofar as it will turn out to be possible, comes in the form of forgiveness,
         or more precisely, in believing in the forgiveness of sins (see, e.g., SUD 115/SKS 11, 226). So much is healing a
         part of this book that Anti-Climacus, in its first pages, lays out the “formula” that
         describes the state of the self when despair is “completely rooted out”: Again, “in
         relating to itself and in willing to be itself, the self rests transparently in the
         power that established it” (SUD 14/SKS 11, 130; repeated at SUD 49/SKS 11, 164). Shortly
         thereafter, we hear, “to be cured of this sickness is the Christian’s blessedness”
         (SUD 15/SKS 11, 131).
      

      
      Interestingly, as we see from sketches for this work, Kierkegaard left out of the
         preface to The Sickness unto Death a prayer he had considered including, which would have given the work an “almost
         too upbuilding tone” (JP 3: 3423, 566/SKS 20, 287, NB4:2a). The prayer emphasizes
         how each person must first become aware of her sickness and then honestly want to
         be healed; she is thus saved by remaining with the physician, that is, with God—and,
         perhaps, with the other (ibid.). Attending to the ways in which sickness permeates
         our modes of existence, we are in the right position to begin the work of uncovering
         the deeper self with awareness, which we are able to do only by “honestly wanting
         to,” that is, by “remaining with” such work. The cure entails warding off both hopelessness
         and the thought that one can rely solely on oneself in becoming. Significantly, then,
         one of the lessons we can learn from despair is how, in hope, to rely on others.
      

      
      Disclosure, as we saw in chapter 4, is already the first expression of salvation.
         Together with others, we experience in this lifetime the beginning of the restitution
         of freedom. Importantly, it is only in committing myself, in coming into dialogue,
         in opening myself to the other that I come to the possibility of restoring freedom.
         Among the healing person’s deserted delusions lies the belief that she can do whatever
         she needs to do for herself by herself. In “To Need God,” this is given expression
         as accepting the need for grace: I realize I am capable of nothing without God’s help;
         I come to know myself in my own nothingness (EUD 325/SKS 5, 316). As soon as there
         is understanding that I am capable of nothing without God, without the other, grace
         is also present (see EUD 323/SKS 5, 314). Having disclosed myself to the other, or
         confided in God, means everything here. Owing to the disclosing act, I may always
         now return to the friend and say: “My soul is sick so that nothing will become clear
         to me, but I confided everything to you; you remember it, so please explain the past
         to me again” (EUD 324/SKS 5, 315). Disclosure provides us with a witness, a companion,
         an external memory. More importantly, perhaps, it teaches us vulnerability before
         the other. Now, we return more willingly and more easily to our witness to ask for
         help.
      

      
      Believing in forgiveness entails the realization that I do not have solely in my power
         what will become of me. My first task is not to conquer or master myself. As we hear
         in the discourse “To Need God,” I simply cannot conquer myself by myself, as though
         I could be stronger than myself (EUD 319/SKS 5, 310). In fact, when self-mastery becomes
         my focus, however well meaning, I create for myself inner struggles far worse than
         external ones: There, I face temptations of glory, pride, defiance, and so on. (EUD
         320/SKS 5, 311). Self-mastery reflects the need for power, for strength. In contrast,
         the healing of despair is made possible where there is “a willingness to be weak enough
         to hear something about repentance and grace” (SUD 109/SKS 11, 221). This is the same
         vulnerability and humility we have seen in connection with anxiety. 
      

      
      The need for forgiveness signifies that a person can only overcome herself through
         the help of another (EUD 325/SKS 5, 316). Believing in forgiveness also means that
         she is transformed essentially. Based on a journal entry from 1848, written shortly
         before The Sickness unto Death, one could gather that Kierkegaard believes that a human being—in this lifetime—may
         have the experience, though rare, of believing she is forgiven for her sins, not this
         or that particular sin, but sin as a totality:
      

      
      
         Anyone who in truth has experienced and experiences what it is to believe the forgiveness
            of one’s sins has indeed become another person. Everything is forgotten—but still
            it is not with him as with the child who, after having received pardon, becomes essentially
            the same child again. No, he has become an eternity older, for he has now become spirit.
            (JP 1: 67, 25/SKS 27, 488, Papir 409:1) 
         

         
      

      Trusting truthfully in forgiveness transforms us by allowing the space for a new self
         to emerge. We are granted another chance, a new life. Significantly, the fresh start
         granted by forgiveness is not for a time beyond the grave, but for this life. Inasmuch as the dialogical openness to forgiveness can transform a person in
         her very existence, then, we might venture that happiness is possible in this lifetime.
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            37. Just as the preacher’s job is not to make the listener feel comfortable, but to provoke,
                  Kierkegaard’s indirect communication intends to rouse his reader. On the preacher
                  confronting the listener, we read: “In a certain sense a preacher should be such a
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      Conclusion

      
         
         The Case of Children

         
      

      
      In the education of children, Rousseau agrees with Montaigne that suffering should
         be a school: It hardens the child to be less sensitive and to bear life’s difficulties.
         As he argues: “The more he [the child] gets used to the sufferings which can strike
         him, the more, as Montaigne would say, the sting of strangeness is taken from them,
         and also the more his soul is made invulnerable and hard” (E 131).[1]   Kierkegaard would likely differ, neither because he promotes indulgence and overprotectiveness
         of children, nor because he thinks suffering and death circumvent childhood. Rather,
         the spiritual transformation we may come to through suffering requires maturity. In
         the meantime, children deserve to be protected from pain—inasmuch as they can be.
         Interestingly, while the robust and healthy individual Rousseau hopes to create should
         grow to be strong and courageous in the face of suffering, we might consider whether
         he would have the maturity of personality needed to learn from worldly travail. He
         may be able to “bear up” under the pain; but by becoming hard and “invulnerable” he
         may also have learned to evade rather than face hardship. Spiritual transformation
         calls for the courage to make oneself vulnerable in the face of suffering. Rousseau’s
         robust man is all health; he has no room for vulnerability. The child, on the other
         hand, is all vulnerability; but she does not yet have the maturity for an education
         through suffering.
      

      
      To be fair, Rousseau also wants to protect kids. Cruelty does not motivate Emile’s
         education. Rousseau’s primary aim in hardening children through pain is to avoid coddling
         them or accustoming them to getting whatever they want (E 87; see also 125). Furthermore,
         suffering is meant to be a school for compassion, which Rousseau believes the child
         does not yet have, but will need later in life (E 87). However, he says nothing of
         how a child should bear pain—her own and others’—before compassion is awakened. Why
         should Emile be excluded early on from the tenderness of humanity or the sweetness
         of commiseration? Far too often, it seems, Rousseau misses the opportunity to guide
         Emile through the good, just when the heart is most impressionable.
      

      
      Kierkegaard was particularly sensitive to the torments of anxiety and pain that come
         too early in life, spoiling the peacefulness of childhood. He himself knew this early
         anxiety well, as he comments in his papers (1843):
      

      
      
         Why did I not thrive as other children do, why was I not wrapped around in joy, why
            did I come to look into that region of sighs so early, why was I born with a congenital
            anxiety which constantly made me look into it, why were nine months in my mother’s
            womb enough to make me old so that I was not born like other children but was born
            old. (JP 5: 5662, 232–33/Pap. IV B 141)[2]  
         

         
      

      Regret seeps through the page, as Kierkegaard mourns the childhood he never had. A
         child should not be sent early into the region of sighs, but should be allowed to
         thrive in her enjoyment at being alive.
      

      
      Certainly, children cannot be protected from all sufferings of the spirit. Perhaps
         a child bears a tormenting melancholy the source of which one cannot locate. Maybe
         the circumstances of life and death expose a child to loss early on. One glance around
         the globe makes it plain that no teacher or parent can ensure that nothing terrible
         ever happens to a child. This falls among the greatest difficulties of upbringing:
         No one can protect a child from all ills, not even perhaps the ones we impose despite
         ourselves.
      

      
      Nevertheless, it is distressing that our efforts so often tend toward instilling unnecessary
         anxieties in children. As we saw in chapter 1, we often fill children with worries,
         self-doubts, and mistrust; we rob them of childhood while believing we are preparing
         them for life. Indeed, as we read in an 1849 journal entry, a great deal of “carelessness,
         indifference, and unconcern” with how children are brought up results in the fact
         that “almost all bear some damage from youth which they do not heal by the seventieth
         year; furthermore, all unhappy individualities usually have a background of a faulty
         childhood” (JP 2: 1171, 31/SKS 22, 99, NB11:167). Kierkegaard also observes how an
         adult may purposely seek to instill anxiety in a child. For example, a caretaker invents
         a boogie man—on the pretense of keeping the child quiet—though in actuality she is
         stimulated by the child’s anxiety (JP 1: 104, 41–42/SKS 24, 342, NB24:43). Or yet,
         an adult may too quickly become suspicious of a child, believing the worst in her,
         and thus planting the seed that she is guilty. This is a sure way to march a child
         down a road for perdition even before she has the chance to set upon one for the good
         (see JP 1: 91, 38/SKS 17, 134, BB:42). In making a child suffer the judgments of an
         adult, we direct her concern in the wrong direction: Rather than becoming concerned
         with herself, she becomes concerned with external assessments. This misdirection can
         actually make her guilty in Kierkegaard’s sense, that is, guilty of neglecting the
         self (see CA 91/SKS 4, 378).
      

      
      Fortunately, Kierkegaard observes a great deal of resilience in children. As he exclaims:
         “O, wretched satire upon the human race, that providence has so richly equipped almost
         every child, because it knew in advance what it means to have to be brought up by
         ‘parents,’ i.e., to be messed up as much as it is humanly possible to be” (JP 2: 1171,
         31/SKS 22, 99, NB11:167). Kids show incredible resilience and courage in surviving
         “parenting.”
      

      
      It might be objected that we owe children a certain degree of limitation, which may
         even cause them to suffer, as we guide them in learning moral behavior and refraining
         from acting cruelly or violently toward others. This, we might say, is in the long
         run “for their own good.” However, as both Rousseau and Kierkegaard understood, it
         is well worth our efforts to learn an art of teaching that draws up the good inherent
         in a child, rather than impose a law that will otherwise seem arbitrary to her. By
         carefully observing a child, redirecting her attention, and helping her make connections
         between her experience and that of others, she will love the joyful play that teaches
         moral behavior.
      

      
      Consequently, it might seem that as far as possible a child should be exempt from
         an education through anxiety. In order to avoid the suffering that spoils childhood
         and enervates adulthood, we could place a banner over The Concept of Anxiety’s chapter on “Anxiety as Saving through Faith” that would read: “Not for kids!”
      

      
      Or could we? What of the anxiety that already announces itself in childhood? We may,
         for the moment, leave aside the unnecessary anxiety instilled by careless, cruel,
         or well-meaning, but misguided adults, or the foreign anxiety born of loss and suffering
         that comes too early. Instead, let us consider a form of anxiety perfectly at home
         in childhood: It should be present inasmuch as the child is already spirit.
      

      
      The first chapter of The Concept of Anxiety announces a harmless anxiety that signals the impulse for exploration, wonder, and
         adventure. We may recall Haufniensis’s claim: “This is the profound secret of innocence,
         that at the same time it is anxiety” (CA 50/SKS 4, 347). Such anxiety is neither crushing,
         nor crippling, nor does it contain or conceal suffering. Haufniensis’s words are worth
         quoting at length:
      

      
      
         The anxiety that is posited in innocence is, in the first place, not guilt and, in
            the second place, no heavy burden, not a suffering that cannot be brought into harmony
            with the blessedness of innocence. When we observe children, we find the anxiety more
            definitely intimated as a seeking after the adventurous, the prodigious, and the mysterious.
            That there are children in whom this anxiety is not to be found proves nothing, for
            neither does it exist in the beast, and the less spirit, the less anxiety. This anxiety
            belongs so essentially to the child that the child will not do without it; although
            it alarms, in its sweet anxiousness it also captivates. (CA 51–52/SKS 4, 348)
         

         
      

      Familiarity with children reveals the presence of this captivating childhood anxiety,
         which kids love and welcome. It is perfectly in line with their blessedness and neither
         weighs them down, nor pains them.
      

      
      In their games, children continually place themselves imaginatively in great dangers,
         facing conflicts and anxiety-producing unknowns. Likewise, they often cannot peel
         their attention away from the unusual or the strange. They inquire directly about
         the incongruous and they gape at the grotesque. Children want to touch and dissect
         anything off-putting or gory. They want to inhale and taste strange odors. When something
         strikes them as incomprehensible, they direct all their attention to it. The erotic,
         too, produces anxiety in children, as even modesty contains anxiety (CA 84/SKS 4,
         372). While the erotic remains foreign, the child distantly approaches it. The innocence
         of children on the matter of the erotic is “a knowledge that signifies ignorance”
         (CA 84/SKS 4, 372). They are anxiously drawn toward this great unknown that signifies
         “they know not what.” Like adults, children are fascinated by anything off-limits.
         They are, in this sense, quite similar to the adult who gazes at freedom, simultaneously
         desiring and fearing transgression: “Like the glance of the serpent, guilt has the
         power to fascinate” (CA 126/SKS 4, 405). Yet, until we instill it in her, the child
         attaches no value judgment to her fascination with the forbidden. Her desire is simply
         an expression of her need for exploration. Observe any child in the act of exploring
         and you will find this pleasing anxiety.
      

      
      Childhood anxiety reveals a desire for exploring the possible. We saw already in chapter
         1 how imaginatively children make their way through the world. Their anxiousness reveals
         a natural impulse toward that which is more than they are at any given moment. As
         any classroom teacher knows, the child, no less than the adult, longs to leave her
         assigned seat. This is the first shudder of freedom. Like an arrow shot by desire,
         the child reaches out for the unexplored.
      

      
      As mentioned, Plato gave the desiring impulse in human beings the name eros. In his Symposium, the daimon Eros seeks what he lacks, what is beyond him, what he desires to have
         as his own.[3]   Meanwhile, as a creature in between mortals and gods, he also already participates
         to a certain degree in what he seeks. His desire itself is divine though it simultaneously
         seeks the divinity it lacks.[4]   And so it is with childhood anxiety. Talk of anxiety tends to appear dark and gloomy—yet
         observe what it announces: All is quiet, and suddenly, potentiality begins to stare
         anxiously at freedom in the spirit’s awakening (CA 132/SKS 4, 411).[5]   As we saw, this is an insight Kierkegaard took over from Schelling: Freedom’s first
         manifestation as a yearning arising from out of an abyss.
      

      
      Aristotle’s Metaphysics begins with the claim: “All human beings by nature desire to know.”[6]   We tend to limit our interpretation of the desiring impulse in human beings only
         to a search for knowledge, understanding, or certainty. But childhood anxiety often
         dances outside the bounds of knowledge. One child shudders at the thought of an endless
         universe. Another trembles because she hears in a story how a father would sacrifice
         his only son. Still another is dumbstruck when she learns that the world murdered
         the most beautiful person who ever lived. The very incomprehensibility of these phenomena
         incites and drives childhood anxiety.
      

      
      Children have not yet learned the adult habit of taming everything they encounter
         into familiar constraints. The adult wants to bring the unknown within the bounds
         of understanding, packaging it into known concepts or the limits of logic. The child’s
         heart and mind have a malleability adults tend to lose. She is perfectly able to allow
         the unknown to remain just that—unknown. When a child stares out at the sea’s horizon
         or blinks up at the sky’s blanket of stars, she is filled not with explanations or
         calculations, but only with wonder and awe. Here we gleam the vulnerability and courage
         belonging to childhood—this willingness to stand out on the edge despite, or, better
         yet, because of the incomprehensible. Linked to the child’s vulnerability and courage
         is what John Keats calls “negative capability,” that is, when a person is “capable
         of being in uncertainties, mysteries, doubts, without any irritable reaching after
         fact and reason.”[7]   This capability, which Kierkegaard calls primitivity, naïveté, and simplicity,
         undoubtedly lives in childhood, where the child shows great dexterity in uncertainties
         (see JP 3: 3567, 637/SKS 22, 224, NB12:134). It is worth noting that there is nothing
         “negative” or “absent” in Keats’s notion of capability, just as Kierkegaard’s terms
         do not reflect a lack; rather, the emphasis on the negative plays out in how able,
         how agile and flexible, the child is before the boundless. The anxiety that accompanies
         this capability is for the child still sweet and desirable. It is also worth emphasizing
         that this capability, this childhood dexterity, carries over into adulthood wherever
         it has not been thrown off track or repressed. Furthermore, we can regain it or cultivate
         it anew as adults whenever we commit ourselves to loosening our intellectual or categorical
         grips.
      

      
      Again, the pleasing anxiety that reveals the child’s negative capability contains
         no harm in itself. There is no call, then, for its removal or repression in children.
         Instead, since we discover anxiety in childhood, should not spiritual education also
         begin then? And if so, what form should this education take?
      

      
      We can anticipate that the whole range of exercises in possibility we have described
         in these chapters may not be appropriate for children. What this education entails
         in full may be too much for their age. Should a child be asked to discover that she
         is capable of anything, that is, the worst, and that anything could happen to her?
         In The Sickness unto Death, Anti-Climacus notes that a child does not yet know what the horrifying is (SUD 8/SKS
         11, 124). Likewise, a child does not yet despair, whether in willing or not willing
         to be herself, so that we can only assume the eternal in her as potential, not demand
         it of her as actual.
      

      
      Again, should a child ever have to risk everything? In learning from possibility,
         a person begins by baring all. Undoubtedly, children tend to possess a great deal
         of boldness, as can be seen, for example, in their physical games. They run, climb,
         leap, and dive as though they were immortal. Still, such a requirement for risk might
         conflict with a child’s need to feel safe. We cannot underestimate how important it
         is for a child to feel that those who care for her always have her best interest in
         mind. Where it can be helped, the feelings of being endangered, threatened, or abandoned
         to her own resources should never intrude on a child’s sense of security.
      

      
      Similarly, should a child have the task of resigning from the world? She is still
         falling in love with the world and with the feeling of being alive. Is this the time
         for letting go and rebirth? Children are still more nature than spirit. Thus, Haufniensis
         thinks, death, which is terrifying for spirit (CA 112n/SKS 4, 395n), does not yet
         reach children as terrifying. It is questionable if he is entirely right about this,
         as some kids express quite plainly fear of their own death. In any case, we should
         by no means hasten this realization. More to the point, there is as yet no need in
         childhood for releasing one’s believed control over the world and mastery of oneself.
         This resignation becomes useful when a person has become prisoner to worldly attachments
         (FSE 77/SKS 13, 98) and when development has abutted in the hubristic insistence that
         transformation can be achieved on one’s own strength. In a sense, children are selfish,
         as they have not fully realized the existence of the other; in another sense, they
         do not yet manifest the selfishness that attaches a person’s whole feeling of self-worth
         to externalities such as owning things, being powerful, or receiving praise. Likewise,
         though children are still the center of their own universe, they have not yet been
         deceived by the self-illusion that they can do everything without the help of others.
      

      
      Additionally, learning through anxiety can entail being hurt by what we encounter.
         This is no doubt why we choose what children read with care and read along with them
         with vigilance. Where our task in engaging stories means truly identifying with the
         possibility we meet in them, we can suffer through empathy. Having taken the other’s
         burden upon ourselves as shared, we suffer along with the other. Furthermore, there
         is a danger in identifying with something beyond us that results from the impossibility
         of erasing the experience. There are some realities and insights that once received
         cannot be given back without entangling oneself in a wrong. We cannot turn our back
         on suffering once we have truly faced it. Thus, in Fear and Trembling, de Silentio suggests we simply cannot be rid of certain images, such as the Virgin
         Mary’s suffering, once they have been called to mind; to do so would be to sin against
         them, from which we will suffer immeasurably (FT 65/SKS 4, 157–58). After all, the
         sin of denying has, from a certain light, been understood as the only unforgivable
         sin (see Matthew 12:31). We may want to be watchful, then, not only to spare children
         unnecessary suffering, but also to exempt them from a responsibility they are not
         yet ready to bear.
      

      
      Finally, being educated through anxiety entails recognizing one’s unfreedom and encountering
         the possibility of overcoming it. As Kierkegaard rightly notes (in an 1850 journal
         entry), children do not yet have sin-consciousness, and are thus in no position to
         work toward overcoming it (JP 1: 789, 364–65/SKS 23, 82, NB15:117). Should we instill
         in a child an idea of herself as guilty and imperfect? To what end? Let us place ourselves
         imaginatively in the child’s perspective. For her, Kierkegaard suggests, it would
         be as though an adult were praising and recommending the family’s loveable physician:
         “The child thinks something like this: yes, it is very possible that there is such
         a rare man. I would gladly believe it, but I would also rather stay clear of him,
         for the fact that I become the object of his special love means that I am sick—and
         to be sick is no fun” (JP 1: 789, 364/SKS 23, 82, NB15:117). Far from helping the
         child toward overcoming sin, to instill sin-consciousness is likely to turn her away
         from this later possibility of redemption. Every time she hears the dreaded words
         “sin,” “guilt,” “faith,” or “grace,” she will think someone is trying to rob her of
         good health. Thank you very much, she says, but the world and I are getting along
         just fine.
      

      
      Likewise, the child happily does not perceive herself as alienated from herself and
         others, or as separated from God. The feeling that there is a split between herself
         and God, or, ultimately, a duality in her self, is foreign to her. As Kierkegaard
         notes (also in an 1850 journal entry): “As a child I think I am very close to God;
         the older I become, the more I discover that we are infinitely different, the more
         deeply I feel the distance” (JP 1: 77, 29–30/SKS 23, 346–47, NB19:27). To insist on
         the separation would be to steal the wonderful childhood feeling of wholeness. Further,
         it would deprive the child of a discovery she needs to make on her own. Rather than
         uncovering with joy the infinite within her, the child would learn in suffering to
         feel broken.
      

      
      We may propose, then, that childhood is not the time for the exam. Before an exam,
         however, there are plenty of lessons. What, then, if anything, can a person learn
         already in childhood in her relation to possibility? The exam entails baring myself
         without withholding myself, standing unconcealed before my own inner other, before
         my witness(es), and risking everything though I may lose it all. Childhood, then,
         it would seem, is the time for gaining the capacities I will use later in life in
         spiritual lessons.
      

      
      Above all, we could help a child maintain a working relationship with anxiety. She
         is not yet tormented by this visitor. It is still a delight, “a sweet anxiety, a sweet
         anxiousness” (CA 51/SKS 4, 348). Instead of leading the child to feel ashamed of her
         impulse toward the adventurous, the prodigious, and the mysterious, she could be helped
         to explore it imaginatively within limits. Carefully, under the guidance of one who
         has her best interest in mind, she could be encouraged through imaginative, moderate,
         and age-appropriate play to engage what anxiety announces. For example, a child wondering
         about death might be allowed to play with the metaphor of death as life’s twin, a
         rainbow in different colors.[8]  
      

      
      Again, children are quite sensitive to the anxious in religious stories, mythologies,
         fables, and fairy tales. They anticipate the danger of the wolf, tremble while he
         maintains his disguise, and squeal in suspense before he is unmasked. Fables and fairy
         tales are surprisingly bold in their play with the anxious.[9]   Doubtless, their content sometimes leaves us questioning whether they are appropriate
         for children. Thus, Saint-Exupéry’s The Little Prince packs so many of life’s most profound and tragic struggles into one child’s journey.
         A friend of Saint-Exupéry, Anne Morrow Lindbergh, wrote in her diary after reading
         the manuscript for The Little Prince: “No, not for children at all. He does not know what a child is. His little Prince is a saint, not a child. He
         is an adult with the heart of a child. He is the really ‘pure in heart,’ like Dostoevsky’s
         Idiot. But he is not a child. He has not ‘the hard heart of a child.’ He is more like
         a woman who has never grown up.”[10]   Lindbergh doubts whether the tale is appropriate for children. Then again, she
         read the story as an adult just before its publication in 1943; when she wrote the
         above, Lindbergh was not yet afforded the experience we have now, of first reading
         Saint-Exupéry’s story as a child and later returning to it as an adult. Stories, whose
         anxious possibilities can seem almost too much for a child, often play with the anxious
         just enough to allow her to internalize something essential as hidden, which she will
         appropriate with the help of the imagination when needed much later in life. So a
         child may encounter the fox from Saint-Exupéry’s tale, distressed and hesitant with
         the stranger the little Prince represents; the child enjoys the sweet ritual as the
         fox teaches the Prince how to “tame” him. Only much later will a grown person, who
         had loved the tale as a child, understand for herself the risk and reward in opening
         oneself and baring all with another person. However, it was upon her first encounter
         with the text that the child met this possibility for the first time. Thus, we prepare
         a child early on to engage the dialogical imagination that will be so useful to her
         spiritual transformation later in life.
      

      
      Fortunately, we can find contemporary stories in children’s literature aiming at helping
         a child suitably approach the anxious.[11]   For the most part, however, we forbid it with a slap to the hand, instilling phobias,
         hang-ups, and torments as lifelong companions. We do this above all concerning the
         erotic, where, again, children have an entirely natural, modest curiosity. The anxiety
         they find there, Haufniensis notes, persists in another form in adult erotic enjoyment
         (CA 87/SKS 4, 375). This is not at all because the erotic itself is sinful, though
         this is what we tend to teach. Anxiety persists because of the unknown element that
         can never be eliminated from the erotic, which the child already understands. In adult
         erotic enjoyment, Haufniensis suggests: “Even when the erotic expresses itself as
         beautifully, purely, and morally as possible, undisturbed in its joy by any lascivious
         reflection, anxiety is still present, not, however, as a disturbing but as an accompanying
         factor” (ibid.). We could teach children that curiosity and its accompanying anxiety
         are goods, even while the object that fascinates must at times remain distant until
         we are ready for it. 
      

      
      If we gain clarity into childhood anxiety in general, this could prompt us to change
         our educational methods with children. We could then empower them for living, rather
         than burden them with undue shame. The child would benefit, not from being asked to
         deny anxiety, but rather from learning as soon as it appears to greet it forthrightly
         and joyfully. A teacher may guide the child in allowing anxiety’s object to remain
         unknown, mysterious, and indeterminate. This play in childhood is in fact the beginning
         of spiritual learning.
      

      
      Later, the maturing of the individual also prepares her to learn from anxiety. By
         nurturing personality and capability in youth, the child who now becomes an adult
         learns to do only what she can do earnestly. When she is ready for them, she appropriates
         lessons that have dwelt within her. Learning to stand on her own—through another’s
         help, she herself does what indeed only a self can do.
      

      
      Above all, whoever has a mind for teaching or upbringing should be sure to take the
         learner through the good. I refer here to a Danish expression used by Kierkegaard
         in an 1852 journal entry, “tages med det Gode” (see JP 2: 1909, 353–54/SKS NB25:67). The expression is used in Danish for raising
         children, and also for how one treats prisoners, and so forth. We do not have a suitably
         corresponding expression in English, though it approaches what we mean when we say
         a person is motivated by the good in itself, without motivations in a further end.
         To take a person through the good means she is brought along and motivated neither
         by admonishments, threats of punishment, and compulsion, nor by reward and praise.
         Rather, she learns that her striving is good in itself and that everything is a gift.
         Even her sweet anxiousness before the unknown is appreciated through the lens of gratitude.
         The feeling of gratitude allows her to discontinue her activities in good time. Consequently,
         she returns later to the blessing eager to engage it once again.
      

      
      From the earliest age, dialogical education as uncovered in Kierkegaard aims toward
         harmony in the individual. Just as Plato offered us the image of Eros, a creature
         in between mortals and gods, Kierkegaard suggests the imagery of an angelic beast.
         We are both angel and beast, or, more accurately, we exist in the tension of the relation
         between the two. Dialogical education seeks to place us consciously and actively where
         we already are; it aims to open dialogue between disparate and sometimes even opposing
         parts; above all, it hopes to lead us to a transformation, beginning in childhood
         and continued into adulthood, whereby we realize ourselves as free spirit. This ongoing
         becoming entails allowing ourselves to be vulnerable, as vulnerability itself is the
         birthplace of freedom.
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                  accompanying manual: Jeannette Bresson Ladegaard Knox, At tænke er at gå på opdagelse: om at filosofere med børn [To Think is to Discover: On Philosophizing with Children] (Copenhagen: Frydenlund,
                  2011). We can contrast this approach with Kant’s, who wants to a child to “sober up”
                  from fear of death: “[O]ne must emphasize to the young man that he should place little
                  value on the enjoyment of the amusements of life. The childish fear of death will
                  then cease” (Kant, “Lectures on Pedagogy,” p. 485).
               

            

         

         
            9. See, for example, the Grimm brothers’ The Robber Bridegroom, La Fontaine’s Death and the Woodmen, or H. C. Andersen’s The Red Shoes.

            

         

         
            10. Anne Morrow Lindbergh, War Within & Without: Diaries And Letters of Anne Morrow Lindbergh, 1939–1944 (Orlando, FL: Mariner Books, 1980), p. 338.
               

            

         

         
            11. See, again, Knox, Er døden en regnbue?, as well as works by Oscar Brenifier and Michel Puech.
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            See anxiety
            
         

         
         
            and unfreedom,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            and yearning,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            as human essence,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            truth and untruth in relation to,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
      

      
      G

      
         grace,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         
         
            as forgiveness,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         gratitude,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Goethe, J.W.,
         1
         , 2
         
         
            and Sorrows of Young Werther,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
      

      
      H

      
         Hegel, G.W.F.,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Heidegger, Martin,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         hubris
         See despair
         
      

      
      
         humility,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5
         
      

      
      I

      
         imagination
         
         
            and the image,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            and irony,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            
         

         
         
            and narrative, narrativity,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
         
            and openness,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            and possibility,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            
         

         
         
            appropriation through the,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            
         

         
      

      
      
         incognito
         See indirect communication 
         
      

      
      
         Inderlighed. See inwardness
         
      

      
      
         indirect communication,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         
         
            and pseudonymity,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            and theater,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            elenchus as,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            incognito as,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            
         

         
         
            maieutics as,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         inwardness (Inderlighed),
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         
         
            and earnestness,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            , 6
            
         

         
         
            and monasticism,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            and Stoicism, Stoics,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            
         

         
      

      
      K

      
         Kant, Immanuel,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      M

      
         maieutics
         See indirect communication
         
      

      
      
         monasticism
         See inwardness
         
      

      
      
         Montaigne, Michel,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      N

      
         narrative, narrativity
         See imagination
         
      

      
      
         Nietzsche, Friedrich,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      O

      
         openness,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         , 9
         
         
            and receptivity,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
      

      
      P

      
         Plato,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11.1-11.2
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         
         
            and poetry,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         primitivity, the primitive,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         
      

      
      R

      
         receptivity
         See openness
         
      

      
      
         reduplication,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         repetition,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Rousseau, Jean-Jacques,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8.1-8.2
         , 9
         
      

      
      S

      
         Sartre, Jean-Paul,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Schelling, F.W.J.,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Schiller, Friedrich,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5.1-5.2
         
      

      
      
         situation, situatedness,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2.1-2.2
         
      

      
      
         Socrates,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
         
            and communication,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            and elenchus
            See indirect communication
            
         

         
         
            and maieutics
            See indirect communication
            
         

         
         
            and poetry,
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         stoicism
         See inwardness
         
      

      
      
         subjectivity, the subjective,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         , 9.1-9.2
         , 10.1-10.2
         , 11
         
      

      
      V

      
         vulnerability,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10.1-10.2
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         
      

      
      W

      
         Wackenroder, W. H. and L. Tieck,
         1.1-1.2
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