Concluding Unscientific Postscript – Soren Kierkegaard (as Johannes Climacus)

Introduction

In the introduction, Climacus raises what is essentially the guiding problem for the whole Postscript, as it was for the Philosophical Crumbs; namely, the way “Christianity is the only historical phenomenon which in spite of the historical, indeed precisely by means of the historical, has wanted to be the single individual’s point of departure for his eternal consciousness, has wanted to interest him more than just historically, has wanted to base his happiness on his relation to something historical.” (p.16)
He goes on to state that the first part of the Postscript will be about the objective problem of Christianity; i.e. Christianity’s truth. The second part will address the subjective problem; i.e. the individual’s relation to Christianity.   


Part One: The Objective Problem of Christianity’s Truth

Under an objective framework, truth can be either historical or philosophical. Climacus will discuss both. The former turns on “a critical consideration of the various reports etc.” (p.19), while the latter depends on “the relation of a historically given and ratified doctrine to the eternal truth.” (p.19). 
It is also worth noting that Climacus here discusses the subject’s “infinite interest” in Christianity. What he means by this is essentially how the subject is concerned about Christianity. To be infinitely interested in it is to care about it to the maximum degree, to be wholly invested in it, precisely because it concerns one’s eternal happiness.

Chapter One: The historical view
The first thing Climacus notes here is that with regard to historical truth, by its very nature as historical accounts, the closest one can ever hope to come to certainty is an approximation. No matter how accurate we believe an account is, even if it comes down to us as video (which can easily represent events which never happened, or fail to accurately convey the whole truth), we can never achieve complete certainty. 
Because of this, “the decision [regarding the truth of Christianity] is postponed” (p.24), awaiting the certainty which the scholar is working on and will assuredly reach a conclusion soon. In this way, the “subject’s personal, infinite, impassioned interest [which is the only way truth can be realised]… gradually vanishes…” (p.24). In fact, in order to become objective, the subject’s infinite, personal interest (i.e. faith) must be given up, effectively cutting one off from eternal happiness. “It is a self-contradiction and therefore comic to have an infinite interest in respect of what, at its maximum, always remains only an approximation.” (p.28) 
For Climacus, the essential, impassioned and infinite Christian movement is a deeper inwardness in the subject; i.e. “the truth is the subject’s transformation in himself” (p.33). Climacus calls this the “Socratic secret”. He summarises this position with the following:

“Christianity is spirit; spirit is inwardness; inwardness is subjectivity, subjectivity in its essential passion, at its maximum an infinitely, personally interested passion for one’s eternal happiness. Once subjectivity is taken away, and passion from subjectivity, and infinite interest from passion, there is absolutely no decision at all, on this problem or any other. All decision, all essential decision, lies in subjectivity. At no point does an observer (and that is what objective subjectivity is) have any infinite need of a decision, and at no point sees it.” (p.29)  

We can attempt to find objective, historical proof for the truth of Christianity in three areas; the Bible, the Church, and Christianity’s lengthy pedigree. Objective truth fails to satisfy in all three areas. Regarding the Bible, we are “dealing with matters such as whether particular books belong in the canon, their authenticity and integrity, the author’s trustworthiness, [etc.]” (p.22). The typical response to this is to assert the truth of these things by inspiration. Climacus investigates this by considering both the situation in which the Bible turns out to be 100% accurate and that wherein it is demonstrated to be false. In the former, the sceptic has not progressed one step closer to faith because faith (infinite, passionate interest) is arrived at precisely through uncertainty, not rational argument or demonstration. In addition, this turns out to be bad for the person of faith as well, because they risk losing their passion (hence, their faith) by substituting it for knowledge. In the latter situation where the Bible is proven false, once more, the sceptic remains where they were, outside of faith. The person of faith is also unmoved, because no matter what is disproven concerning the Bible, the believer is still free to believe in the truth of Christ.   
Concerning the Church, there are three elements that might preserve objective truth; the “living word in the Church, the confession of faith, and the word with the sacraments.” (p.33) If one limits oneself to saying the Church is here, in the present, this is something we can work with, but the problem is that it is asserted of this Church that it “is the apostolic Church, the same Church that has persisted for eighteen centuries.” (p.35) Now we have a historical problem in the same vein as the Bible. Confession is historical inasmuch as the articles of the confession depend on New Testament exegesis. The sacrament Climacus focuses on is baptism, to which he denies certainty by noting that it is a mere historical fact and therefore approximation. Sure, I may have a certificate, public records may confirm it, but my baptism will never be 100% certain.   
The fact that Christianity has been around for as long as it has is obviously an objective, historical claim and therefore never more than an approximation. “Although a hypothesis may become more probable by being upheld for 3,000 years, it never on that account becomes some eternal truth decisive for one’s eternal happiness.” (p.41)

Chapter Two: The speculative view
Climacus calls this the “speculative view”. Speculative philosophy, from the beginning, grasps Christianity as a historical phenomenon and therefore goes astray immediately. It’s one strength is that it proceeds almost without presuppositions. A big weakness, however, is that one thing is assumed; “Christianity as a given. It is assumed that we are all Christians.” (p.44) Climacus disliked the idea that one could be a Christian by default, just by being born to Christian parents or into a Christian society. This attitude treats humans as objective; we are what we are by virtue of some external contingency. “Of course, if Christianity is essentially something objective, then the observer too must be objective. But if Christianity is essentially subjective, it is a mistake if the observer is objective.” (p.46)
Climacus gives an analogy here of a married couple. Their marriage is objective, leaving its stamp on the world historically, but their “love is no historical phenomenon” (p.47). In the same way, the “invisible Church is no historical phenomenon; it cannot as such be observed objectively at all, because it is only in subjectivity.” (p.47)
Climacus adds something interesting here that will later be taken up by Sartre in a different context; one can only be in faith, “not once and for all but daily acquiring the certain spirit of faith through the infinite personal passionate interest” (p.48).
Ultimately for Climacus, he says he has respect for speculative philosophy but it is just not the right discipline for approaching the problem he is concerned with here; i.e. one’s eternal happiness. The reason is that the speculative philosopher’s task “consists in getting more and more away from himself, and becoming objective, thus vanishing from himself and becoming speculation’s contemplative power.” (p.49)     


Part Two: The Subjective Problem. The Subject’s Relation to the Truth of Christianity, or what it is to become a Christian

Section One: Something on Lessing

In this section, Climacus discusses some insights he can (possibly) attribute to German writer and philosopher G.H. Lessing.
1. The subjective existing thinker is aware of communication’s dialectic.
Objective thought invests everything in result while subjective thought invests everything in becoming. Climacus calls the inwardness of subjectivity the “double reflection”; “In thinking, he [the subjective thinker] thinks the universal, but as existing in this thinking, as assimilating this in his inwardness, he becomes more and more subjectively isolated.” (p.62)
The difference between subjective and objective thinking manifests in the form by which each communicates. Objective thinking, because it lacks this double reflection, the essential, isolating inwardness, is wholly immediate and direct. Subjective thinking however cannot be direct because direct communication will always pass over the inward aspect. Interestingly, Climacus calls the successful transmission of subjectivity appropriation. Objective thinking, on the other hand, is “really not a case of communicating at all, at least not artistic communicating in so far as it would require one to think of the receiver and pay attention to the message’s form in relation to the receiver’s misunderstanding.” (p.64) The form the message takes involves the transmission of the second of the two reflections, which can only be understood by “each individual coming to understand it by himself… [and] The greater the artistry, the greater the inwardness.” (p.65) Indeed, subjectivity can only be communicated by works of art. It is this emphasis on form which makes the communication of subjective thinking, like subjective thinking itself, doubly reflected. “The ordinary communication, objective thinking, has no secrets; it is only with double reflected subjective thinking that secrets arise, i.e., all of its essential content is essentially secrecy because it cannot be imparted directly… the knowledge in question is not to be said directly, because the essential thing with the knowledge is the appropriation…” (p.67)      
2. The existing subjective thinker is, in his existence-relation to the truth, just as negative as positive, has just as much humour as essentially he has pathos, and is constantly coming to be, i.e., striving. The existing subject, “as existing… cannot be but only be constantly arriving.” (pp.68-9) The nature of the existing subjective thinker as becoming is the alternation between being and non-being, which Climacus understands as the positive and the negative. The former refers to sense certainty, historical knowledge, and speculative result, none of which yield truth. Sense certainty is deceptive, historical knowledge can never be certain, and speculation (philosophy) abstracts the individual from the fact that he or she is existing. None of these ‘positive’ elements, therefore, “express the situation of the knowing subject in existence” (p.68). “The negative thinkers therefore always have the advantage that there is something positive they possess, namely their awareness of the negative element…” (p.69)
The negative, for Climacus, is present everywhere in life and “has its ground in the subject’s synthesis, in the fact that he is an existing infinite spirit.” (p.69) In this contradiction; i.e. the fact “that the eternal becomes, that it comes into being” (p.69), the only form in which such an existing subject’s thinking can be rendered is a “treacherous” one, “the direct form relies on the dependability of continuity, while life’s betrayal, when I grasp it, isolates me.” (p.70) The “betrayal” Climacus is talking of here is the fact that the eternal becomes, and the treachery of the infinite is the fact “that the possibility of death is present at every moment.” (p.69)
The genuine existing thinker then, is not the one who “having got a whiff of the negative, take[s] to the positive and go[es] out shouting into the world to advertise their beatifying negative wisdom” (p.72). The existing thinker is constantly coming to be and carries this mode of being into their thinking as well as their communication.   
The fact that the existing subjective thinker is constantly coming to be is apprehended in the way they are constantly striving, not towards any particular goal, which upon “reaching would mean he was finished. No, he strives infinitely, is constantly coming to be, which is ensured by his being constantly just as negative as positive…” (p.77)
Climacus sums his thought in this section thus; “The thinker who, in all that he thinks, can forget to think it along with the fact that he exists, does not explain life; he makes an attempt at ceasing to be a human being, to become a book or an objective something…” (pp.78-9)   
3. Accidental historical truths can never be evidence of eternal truths of reason, so the transition whereby one will build an eternal truth on a historical account is a leap. This obviously goes right to the heart of the “problem” identified in the Philosophical Crumbs. Climacus talks a bit about the leap here. The “ditch” we must leap over is infinitely wide, but this has nothing to do with anything external; rather, it is to do with it being “internally, the dialectical passion that makes the ditch infinitely wide.” (p.84) And what exactly constitutes the leap? The decision (which we will return to later in more depth).
Being subjective, the leap “cannot be taught or imparted directly, exactly because it is an act of isolation that, precisely regarding what cannot be thought, leaves it to the individual whether he will decide to accept it in faith and on the strength of the absurd.” (p.85) Imagine that someone had made the leap and directly persuaded someone else to want to make it. In this case, the learner has established a relation with the teacher, not with the eternal itself.
4. There can be a logical system, but there can be no system for life itself. For a system to be system, it must be complete. An unfinished system isn’t a system. This means a system must begin with the absolute; i.e. without any presuppositions. A system can begin without any presuppositions only if it is about something other than life itself. “If the system is assumed to be after life itself… then the system does of course come afterwards and therefore does not begin immediately with the immediacy with which life itself began… The beginning of the system that begins with the immediate is then itself attained through a reflection.” (p.95) Now, because reflection is, by nature, infinite, the only way to end reflection is by a conscious act, that is, by a decision. This obviously means that the beginning made in reflection is not presuppositionless. The Hegelians were aware of this, and so they attempted to abstract out from everything to ensure their beginning was truly presuppositionless. However, abstracting from everything leaves one with nothing, from which a beginning cannot be made. So, what exactly is this decision? “And only when the beginning that brings the process of reflection to a halt is a breakthrough, so that the absolute beginning itself breaks through the infinitely continued reflection, only then is it that the beginning has no presuppositions.” (p.96) This “breakthrough” is precisely the leap. If the leap (a decision) is not made, the reflection is not stopped and the individual will be “infinitized in reflection… Through getting lost in reflection in this way, the individual in fact becomes objective; he increasingly loses the decisiveness of subjectivity and its turning back into itself.” (p.98)  
As we already noted, an unfinished system isn’t a system. This means not only that it must begin with the absolute, it must also be complete; that is, finish. Life, however, for any existing spirit is exactly the opposite; “Existence is the spacing that holds things apart; the systematic is the finality that joins them together… When a life is a thing of the past, it is indeed finished, it is indeed finalized, and to that extent falls into the systematic grasp. Quite right – but for whom? Someone himself existing cannot gain the finality outside life that corresponds to the eternity into which the past has entered.” (pp.100-1) This leads Climacus to say that, “with Hegel we got a system, the absolute system – without having an ethics.” (p.101) The ethical is where life belongs for Climacus, and since life; i.e. actually existing, cannot be completed and captured in a system, neither can ethics. “In the ethical sense, the continued striving is, on the contrary, the consciousness of being one who is existing, and the continued striving is the expression of the perpetual realization that at no moment is it done with, as long as the subject is existing…” (pp.103-4). In an interesting passage, Climacus talks about the systematic as being “the subject-object” (p.105); i.e. a unity of subject and object, or thinking and being. Existence on the contrary, consists in separating these two features, and maintaining that separation. In a nice summary of this section, Climacus says, “every speculative philosopher mistakes himself for humankind, which makes him something infinitely great and also nothing at all.” (p.106)

Section Two: The subjective problem, or how subjectivity must be for the problem to appear to it

Chapter One: Becoming subjective
Subjectivity is not concerned with the matter at hand; rather, it is concerned with the subjectivity itself. By the phrase “subjectivity itself”, Climacus means the existing individual. Christianity, for him, is concerned only with this, not with anything objective. This might seem trivial. After all, isn’t everyone automatically a subject just by existing? Climacus says no. Becoming subjective is “the hardest task of all, simply because every human being has a strong natural bent and urge to become something else and more… [namely] to divest himself of his subjectivity in order to become more and more objective.” (pp.108-9) Climacus goes on to link subjectivity with passion; “Christianity wants precisely to intensify passion to its highest pitch, but passion is subjectivity and objectively it does not exist at all.” (p.109) Furthermore, “[f]aith is indeed the highest passion of subjectivity…” (p.110)
The central point here is the conflict between the subjective, or ethical, and the objective, external, world-historical, or aesthetic; “no matter what a person achieves in the world, be it the most astonishing, it is of doubtful worth all the same if that person was not ethically clear in making the choice and has not made the choice ethically clear to himself.” (p.111) The choice Climacus is referring to here seems to be the choice to focus inwards on the subjective, rather than externally on the objective. He talks of world-historical knowledge as a “snare”, and involving oneself too heavily with it as a “temptation”. Indeed, “true ethical enthusiasm lies in willing to the utmost of one’s ability but… never giving a thought to whether or not one achieves anything. Once the will begins to have half an eye for the outcome, the individual begins being immoral…” (p.112) There are two reasons I could find here for this. The first is quite Stoic in nature, and says that we can only control our own internal subjectivity, not the external results. The second is that whatever good happens in the world, even if it appears to be of our own making, is because of God, not us.   
Another way speculation leads us astray is to interpret the subjective individual world-historically. “World-historically the individual subject is no doubt a trifle… Ethically, the individual subject is infinitely important.” (p.123)    
Another crucial point Climacus makes here is that in order to study the ethical, which is “the highest task set for every human being” (p.126), we are each referred only to ourselves. We can see and know other subjects, not as the ethical subjectivities they are, but only as the external, world-historical objectivities they appear to be. “It is only by attending closely to myself that I am able to become familiar with the conduct of a historical individuality at the time he lived…” (p.122)
Much of Climacus’s disdain for the world-historical is directed at Hegel, whose entire philosophical system was based on the idea of historical progress. He criticises Hegel’s system by noting that what makes it into, and what is left out of, his ‘world’ history is completely arbitrary. The material of a world history is endlessly vast and constantly changing as new observations or research yield new discoveries. What is finally included in the ‘world’ history therefore comes down to a matter of arbitrary selection. Not to mention the fact that Hegel has excluded vast sections of the world in his ‘world’ history. Climacus makes fun of this by noting how China and a “recently discovered tribe in Monomotapa” (p.125) ought to feature more in his work.  

So, what exactly is world history? Climacus wonders here “what the borderline is between the individual and the world-historical… in what way and how far is the human race the outcome of the individuals, and what relation has the individual to the race?” (p.129) He declines to answer the question but notes how ironic it is that “the survey of world history is… going along nicely without having had this difficulty removed.” (p.129)
If world history is nothing more than the history of the human race, then it bears no relation to the individual, and by extension, none to the ethical, either. The human race is an abstraction and cannot reveal anything about the ethical; “it is only in himself that each individual genuinely and essentially grasps the ethical, because it is his co-consciousness with God.” (p.129) World history is then seen “speculatively as the immanence of cause and effect, ground and consequent.” (pp.129-130) If a telos can be grasped in world history, it is a metaphysical telos, and one which therefore has nothing to do with ethics. “What makes the deed ethically the property of the individual is the intention, but this is precisely what is not included in the world-historical… World-historically, I see the effect: ethically, I see the intention.” (p.130) It follows from this position that ethically, “it is indifferent what the effect was.” (p.130) The reason Climacus has gone down this path is that since the ethical lies in an individual’s intentions, and is therefore completely internal, the gaze of the world-historical cannot penetrate it to determine guilt or offer praise. The drive to resurrect the dead, giving them an “imaginary objective life” (p.131) as that abstraction, the ‘human race’, we can thereby use to learn how to live, has everything back to front for Climacus (more digs at Hegel here). 
Climacus next gives an objection (one which relies on the existence of God) against the view that focuses only on the world-historical (i.e. the human race) and makes of this the highest task before us. If only the world-historical matters, why has God engaged in so much “extravagance” and the wastage of “myriads of human lives” (p.133)? From the world-historical viewpoint the individual is of no concern, and eventually fades and disappears from view. Climacus talks of an observer who, rather than being unable to see the forest for the trees “sees nothing but forest, not one single tree.” (p.133) For Climacus, becoming subjective is the task before every human being, and it’s a task which is never complete; indeed, it is “over only when life itself is over” (p.132). He draws three immediate conclusions if we embrace this idea; first, “world history is no concern of [the individual’s]” (p.133); second, there is no waste because every individual is given the task of becoming subjective; third, world-historical development is still seen as important; just not as central; “first the ethical, becoming subjective, and then the world-historical.” (p.133)

Climacus then goes on to venerate the “simple soul” over the “wise man”. The simple-minded understand what is simple; i.e. essential, immediately, “but when the wise man is to understand it, it becomes infinitely difficult.” (p.134) However, ethics is about deeds as much as it is about knowledge, and it is precisely this which makes “the ethical path… exceedingly long” (p.135). Climacus takes an example from “the religious sphere (which lying so close to the ethical puts them in constant communication with each another)” (p.136); namely, prayer. Prayer is of course simple but intellectually, one must have a clear conception of God, of oneself, of ones relation to God, and of the dialectic of prayer. None of this is simple. 
This is why Climacus says “the task of becoming subjective should give a person plenty to do for as long as he lives” and “this task lasts as long as life itself, this life’s task, that of living.” (p.137) This task will require repetition, an important idea for Climacus, which we will revisit later but essentially means a “deepening in the one thought” (p.137). He finds fault with the modern character who never repeats him or herself, but rather finishes everything exceptionally quickly and moves on to the next task, being a systematician, before becoming “world-historian, then astronomer, veterinarian, waterworks inspector, geographer, etc.” (p.137) Sometimes, “to be finished too quickly is the most dangerous thing of all… when time itself is the task, it will be a mistake to finish before time.” (p.137) This is the situation we are in with subjectivity because here life is the task; “for you to be finished with life before life is finished with you is precisely not to have finished the task.” (p.138) 
Climacus will now go through several examples of “how the simplest problem is transformed through restraint into the most difficult” (p.138); none of which he provides answers to because that’s the whole point, there are no readymade answers to be had here. The first is to die. Death is both personal and uncertain (with regard to when it will come). This means that I must “think it into every moment of my life, for since its uncertainty is there at every moment, it can only be overcome by my overcoming it at every moment. If, on the other hand, the uncertainty of death is just a something in general, then my own dying is itself only a something in general.” (p.140) Climacus is particularly critical of those who speak “harrowingly of the uncertainty of death” and yet end by encouraging their “hearers to form a good intention for the whole of life” (p.139). To truly think death cannot mean bringing it to mind two or three times a year and ignoring it in every other moment.
But, given that the being of death is non-being, is the idea of death really thinkable while one is alive? If the answer is yes, given that our task is to become subjective, we know “thinking death is not at all a something in general, but indeed an action, for the development of the subjectivity consists precisely in his actively implicating himself in his thought about his own existence, that he actually thinks the thought by making it actual” (p.142). 
The next example is that of being immortal. Obviously, immortality cannot be found in systematic thinking. “[A]ll systematic thinking is sub specie aeterni [under the aspect of eternity]… But this immortality is not at all the one inquired about, because that is a matter of the immortality of a mortal, and is not answered by showing that the eternal is immortal, because the eternal is after all not the moral” (p.143). The immortality of a human being is quite different from the immortality of an abstraction; i.e. the human race. This means that “[o]bjectively, the question cannot be answered at all, for it is not one that can be put objectively, since immortality is precisely the intensification and highest development of the developed subjectivity.” (p.145) For the same reason, it cannot be answered socially either.
The question then is for the individual, and is about his or her immortality, not immortality in general; “He asks about his immortality, what it means to become immortal, whether there is something he can do to become it, or becomes it in some way as a matter of course; or whether he is it but can become it… how immortality refashions his life for him, in what sense the consciousness of it must be ever-present to him, or whether perhaps it is enough to think this thought once and for all…” (pp.146-7)        
The next apparently simple problem that has no easy solution is “what does it mean that I am to thank God for the good he gives me?” (p.148) Here Climacus asks, for what goods are we supposed to thank God? Goods that we know are good? But our knowledge is only of the finite; “in my relation to God I know nothing definitely, and so neither whether this is a good” (p.149). How can we thank God for a good we cannot know is a good? So, do we then have to apologise to God and pray for forgiveness for giving thanks? Finally, giving thanks will turn out to be something we must do continuously, not merely “once a year on the second Sunday in Lent, at Evensong…” (p.150), and so “thanking God, this simple matter, suddenly presents me with one of the most strenuous of tasks, enough for my whole lifetime.” (p.150)

Climacus does the same thing with marriage next, before going on to note that things become more difficult in the religious sphere “where the explanation cannot consist in bringing about infinitization immanently but in becoming aware of the paradox and holding on to the paradox at every moment, most of all fearing exactly an explanation that took away the paradox; for the paradox is not a transitory form of the relation of the religious in its stricter sense to the one who exists, it is essentially conditioned by the fact that he is existing, so that the explanation that removes the paradox also transforms someone existing, fantastically, into a fantastic something belonging neither to time nor to eternity. But such a something is not a human being.” (pp.152-3)
Climacus finishes this chapter talking about how his goal is, far from making things easier, to make things more difficult for his readers. This is a common refrain in Kierkegaard. Being a Christian, becoming subjective, isn’t easy. On the contrary, as Climacus has been endeavouring to demonstrate here, it should be the hardest task one can ever undertake. 

Chapter Two: The subjective truth, inwardness; truth is subjectivity
There are two starting points for truth; “an empirical definition of truth as the agreement of thought with being… [and] an idealist definition as the agreement of being with thought…” (p.159) In both of these formulations, care must be taken with the word ‘being’. If by ‘being’ what is meant is concrete, empirical being, then a conclusive truth can never be attained here, “since the empirical object is unfinished and the existing cognizing spirit itself is on the way to being. The truth thus becomes an approximating whose beginning cannot be posited absolutely…” (p.159) No, rather ‘being’ in the above propositions is meant abstractly. In this case, “there is no obstacle to our abstractly defining the truth abstractly as finished; for when viewed abstractly the agreement between thought and being is always finished… [But, in this case] the formula is a tautology; that is, thought and being mean one and the same, and the agreement in question is merely an abstract self-identity. So neither formula says more than that… truth is...” (p.160). Climacus goes on to say that this means “truth is twofold. Truth is the first, but truth’s second, that it is, is the same as the first; this latter, its being, is truth’s abstract form.” (p.160) Truth can never be like this for an “existing spirit qua existing spirit…” (p.160), because “[o]nce the being of truth becomes empirically concrete, truth itself is coming to be… seeing that in existing the [existing spirit] is on the way to being.” (p.160) What Climacus is saying here is that the being of truth is different under objective and subjective categories. In the former, truth, as regards an abstraction and therefore something whole and complete, is; while in the latter, truth, as regards an existing person, therefore something concrete and particular, is becoming. This means that an existing spirit who asks about truth doesn’t do so to achieve this objective, abstract tautology (which is an impossibility); rather, it does so because it wants to exist in the truth. 

“When the question of truth is raised by an existing spirit qua existing, that abstract duplication recurs. But existence itself, existence in the questioner, who does indeed exist, holds the two factors apart, and reflection marks out two relations. For objective reflection the truth becomes something objective, an object, and the thing is to disregard the subject. For subjective reflection the truth becomes appropriation, inwardness, subjectivity, and the thing is precisely, in existing, to deepen oneself in subjectivity.” (p.161)

The bottom line of all of this is that objective truth carries us away from the subject, and “while the subject and his subjectivity become indifferent, the truth becomes that too…” (p.163) In subjective reflection, the subject exists, that existing is a becoming, and truth as the identity of thought and being is a “chimera of abstraction” (p.165).
One might object that objectivity has a security which is lacking in the subjective. “With the solely subjective definition of truth, madness and truth become ultimately indistinguishable, since they could both have inwardness.” (p.163) This is true, but Climacus points out that “[a]bsence of inwardness is also madness...” (p.163) He goes on to say that “[w]hen the madness is a raving inwardness [e.g. Don Quixote], what is tragic and comic is that this something, which is of such infinite concern to the unfortunate, is some fixated particular that is of no concern to anyone. But when the madness is absence of inwardness, what is comic is that, although the something which the blissful individual knows is indeed the truth, the truth that concerns the entire human race, it does not concern the much-respected rattler in the least.” (pp.164-5)
In order for truth to be something concluded for the existing subject, that subject would have to be “able to come outside himself” (p.165). This, Climacus notes, as the “I-I is a mathematical point that doesn’t exist at all…” (p.165) However, Climacus does talk about a “moment” in which the existing subject can “be in a unity of infinite and finite that transcends existing. This moment is the instant of passion… In passion, the existing subject is infinitized in the eternity of imagination, and yet is also most definitely himself.” (p.166) The highest point for inwardness is passion and passion corresponds to the idea of truth as paradox; “and the fact that truth becomes the paradox is grounded precisely in its relation to an existing subject.” (p.167) Here, Climacus seems to be offering an explanation for why the highest truth (i.e. truth in the religious sphere) is paradoxical, and it appears to be because, grounded in passion, it is the truth of an existing subject that is both becoming (as a finite being) and being (having been raised to the infinite in imagination). Climacus confirms this a few pages later when he says, “Eternal, essential truth, i.e., truth that relates essentially to someone existing through essentially concerning what it is to exist… is the paradox. Yet the eternal, essential truth is by no means itself the paradox; it is so by relating to someone existing.” (p.172)

Climacus takes a moment here to point out the difference, in a related area, between what he calls “essential knowing” and “accidental knowing”. “All essential knowing concerns existence, or only such knowing as has an essential relation to existence is essential, is essential knowing. Knowing that does not concern existence, inwardly in the reflection of inwardness, is from an essential point of view accidental knowing, its degree and scope from an essential point of view indifferent… Therefore only ethical and ethico-religious knowing is essential knowing.” (p.166) 

So, the idea is not to know the truth, but to be in the truth. One can do this both objectively and subjectively. However, the requirements for both are different:

“When truth is asked about objectively, reflection is directed objectively at truth as an object to which the knower relates. Reflection is not on the relation but on it being the truth, the true that he is relating to. If only this, to which he relates, is the truth, the true, then the subject is in the truth. If the truth is asked about subjectively, reflection is directed subjectively on the individual’s relation; if only the how of this relation is in truth, then the individual is in truth, even if he related in this way to untruth.” (pp.167-8)

What’s interesting here is that Climacus is claiming that in subjective reflection, the individual, even if relating to untruth, is still in truth.
By way of example, Climacus looks at knowledge of God. “Objectively, reflection is on it being the true God, subjectively on the individual relating to something in such a way that his relation is truly a God-relationship.” (p.168) The person who chooses objective truth “enters upon that whole approximating deliberation that aims at bring God to light objectively, which is in all eternity impossible since God is subject and therefore for subjectivity in inwardness.” (p.168) The person who chooses the subjective path has God through the “infinite passion of inwardness.” (p.168) In a footnote, Climacus adds to the suspiciousness of this claim when he says that the realisation of the objective impossibility of the task “brings his passion to despair, and helps him to embrace God with the ‘category of despair’ (faith) in such a way that far from being arbitrary, the postulate is precisely a self-defence, so that God is not a postulate but the existing person’s postulating God – a necessity.” (p.168)    
He continues by praising Socrates who “dares to die, and with the passion of the infinite he has so ordered his entire life as to make it likely that it must be so – if there is an immortality. Is there any better proof of the immortality of the soul? But those with three proofs do not at all order their lives accordingly. If there is an immortality it must be disgusted with the way they live; is there any better refutation of the three proofs?” (pp.169-70) Climacus is definitely right in criticising those who fail to live according to their (professed) beliefs, but it is a fairly bold claim to suggest that passion alone can count as a “proof”.
This focus on passion leads into Climacus’ next point, which brings us to the controversial claim that truth is subjectivity. In objective truth the emphasis in on what is said; in the subjective it is on how it is said. The ‘how’ is understood “as the existing individual’s relation, in his own existence, to what is said… This ‘how’ at its maximum is the passion of the infinite, and the passion of the infinite is itself the truth. But the passion of the infinite is precisely subjectivity, and in this way subjectivity is truth. From the objective view there is no infinite decision…” (pp.170-1)
A crucial point we must keep in mind throughout this discussion is that subjective truth, truth for someone existing, hence a becoming which concerns that existence itself, is different from objective truth, in which everything is completed. The highest truth for someone existing is precisely that kind of truth apprehended in passionate inwardness because everything objective is necessarily uncertain; “…the objective uncertainty maintained through appropriation in the most passionate inwardness is truth, the highest truth there is for someone existing.” (p.171) Climacus goes on to say that it is just this uncertainty which forms the core of the infinite passion of inwardness, so that “truth is precisely this venture of choosing an objective uncertainty with the passion of the infinite.” (p.171) This stands opposed to the idea of a mathematical proposition, for example, which, given its objective certainty, is a truth which is indifferent.

Climacus now asks whether there is a more inward expression of the claim that subjectivity is truth. He asserts there is, and it lies in the proposition that: “Subjectivity is untruth.” (p.174) What he means by this is that in order to “set about becoming truth by becoming subjective” (p.174), subjectivity must initially be untruth. In starting out from this position, it thus goes backwards, back into inwardness. Since subjectivity is becoming, it follows that it cannot be untruth eternally, but rather must “have become that in time, or becomes that in time.” (p.174) Climacus puts a Christian spin on this by claiming this original untruth might be called sin. Given what we said about untruth being a becoming, it follows then that one “is not born a sinner in the sense that his being a sinner is presupposed before he is born, but he is born in sin and as a sinner. We might call this original sin.” (p.175) This elevates untruth into what Heidegger would later term an existential, or a condition of human existence (ontological), as opposed to a characteristic human beings have (ontic).
Earlier Climacus said that the paradox of faith is not in the truth itself, but in the fact that this truth relates to someone existing. He now asks us to assume that “the eternal, essential truth is itself the paradox.” (p.175) Combining these two ideas; eternal, essential truth, and existing, we get the idea that the “eternal truth has come about in time.” (p.176) We now have a situation where the paradox (eternal truth relating to existing) is paradoxical (because the eternal truth is itself a paradox), and this now makes it the absurd, for which the corresponding passion of inwardness is faith. “Instead of objective uncertainty, we have here the certainty that objectively it is the absurd; and this absurdity, when held fast in the passion of inwardness, is faith… So what is the absurd? The absurd is that the eternal truth has come about in time, that God has come about, has been born, has grown up, etc., has come about just as the single human being…” (pp.176-7) Climacus repeats one of his central arguments here that the more approximating one undertakes, the more the absurd becomes probable, and the less one can have faith in it. He calls it comic for someone to want “faith but also a safeguard by way of objective deliberation and approximating… If any historical certainty is reached, all that means is that what is proved is not what was in question.” (pp.177-8)
Climacus offers an interesting thought next. He asks what if Christianity, right from the beginning had not wanted to be understood? What if it had “wanted to be only for those existing, and essentially for those existing in inwardness, in the inwardness of faith...” (p.180)? What if it had wanted to discourage people from following the road of objectivity? What if, to achieve all of this, it had set itself up as the ultimate paradox? This line of enquiry is interesting because, although we have been talking about it this whole chapter, it makes explicit the notion that whether Christ was really (the son of) God or not, is completely irrelevant. Even if it never really happened, even if the Biblical Jesus had ever existed, Christianity would still presumably be a legitimate belief system. Climacus, if you think he succeeds here, is rendering Christianity absolutely immune to attack. He reinforces this idea by noting that the proposition that God has come into being in human form, as the absolute paradox (i.e. not a relative one), means it cannot be overcome by any human being. “A relative paradox relates to the relative difference between more or less clever minds; but the absolute paradox, just because it is absolute, can relate only to the absolute difference that distinguishes man from God… But the absolute difference between God and the human being consists precisely in this, that the human is a particular existing being… whose essential task therefore cannot be to think sub specie aeterni, since as long as he exists he is, though eternal, essentially someone existing for whom the essential thing, therefore, has to be inwardness in existence, while God is the infinite, who is eternal.” (p.183) 
Offering yet another obstacle to anyone seeking to storm the gates of Christianity, Climacus next attempts to safeguard his paradox against explanation. An explanation removes not the thing in question but its unclarity. To the extent that any ‘explanation’ of the paradox dissolves that paradox, it has failed as an explanation. Furthermore, any explanation which ends up dissolving the paradox, claims it was therefore only a relative paradox, rendering it an “explanation not for existing individuals but for the distrait [distracted].” (p.184) A paradox which is a paradox only to a certain degree, is a paradox for someone who exists only to a certain degree; i.e. for someone who forgets their existence at every other moment; which is someone who, by definition, is distracted. 
Climacus gives an example of an explanation which miraculously explains a paradox by talking of “unutterable joy”. To explain such a thing would require one give utterance to something unutterable. “Now suppose the unutterable joy had its ground in the contradiction that an existing human being is a composite of the infinite and the finite situated in time, so that the joy of the eternal in him becomes unutterable because he is one who exists, and becomes a supreme drawing in of breath that nevertheless cannot articulate itself because the one who is existing exists.” (p.186) 

Climacus recounts a tale of an old man and his grandson at the grave of the boy’s father; a man who had died an unbeliever. The grandfather asks his grandson to vow never to lose his faith in Jesus Christ. The purpose of the story is to show how the infinite passion of inwardness is more than a solemn vow one renews every once in a while; “the solemnity with which it [the oath] was said seems less important when the continuing solemnity with which one keeps oneself from forgetting it day by day is a truer solemnity.” (p.201) Here, Climacus talks about “resolution’s quiet dedication” (p.201) which changes one in one’s core without anyone being able to detect any change from the outside (this, he talks about with reference to himself resolving to find out where the misunderstanding between Christianity and speculation was).  
The misunderstanding he discovered is that amidst the knowledge of the whole age, people have “forgotten what it is to exist and what inwardness means.” (p.203) The “supreme law” for people of his time, Climacus thinks, is “variety, but regarding truth as inwardness in existence, regarding a more incorruptible joy in life, which has nothing in common with the craving of the life-weary for diversion, the opposite holds and the law is: the same and yet changed and still the same. That, you see, is why Tivoli fanciers value eternity so little, for it is the nature of eternity always to be the same, and sobriety of spirit can be recognized by its recognizing that change in externals is diversion but change in the same, inwardness... change in externals is simply the diversion that life-weariness and life-emptiness clutch at.” (p.240) 
From this, Climacus realised that if he wanted to communicate anything, it would have to be in the indirect form to avoid making the mistake he noted earlier; namely, assuming a direct relation between himself and the learner, which would obstruct the latter’s inwardness, “for it is precisely the pious and silent accord by which the learner by himself assimilates what is taught, distancing himself from the teacher because he turns inwards to himself, that is the inwardness.” (p.203) This is also why Socrates was happy over his ugly appearance, because it “put the learner at a distance, so that the latter was not caught up in a direct relation to the teacher…” (p.208) It is also why Socrates imparted wisdom, not through direct teaching, but through the indirect technique of question and answer. Climacus elaborates on this a little later when he says that the stages in the “world of the spirit” are not like cities through which one travels while on a holiday, in which one “changes places but not himself, and so it is quite all right for him to talk about it in the direct, unaltered form and thus to tell of the change. But in the world of spirit, to change places is to be oneself changed, and so all direct assurances of having arrived at this or that place are attempts in the Munchhausen manner. That one has arrived in the world of spirit at that far-off place is something the presentation itself demonstrates.” (p.236) 
Naturally, Climacus sees a parallel here with the relationship we have with God; “no anonymous author is able to hide himself more cunningly, no maieutic artist able to avoid the direct relation more painstakingly than God. He is in creation, in it everywhere, but he is not there directly, and only when the single individual turns inwards into himself (hence only in the inwardness of self-activity) does he become attentive to and capable of seeing God.” (p.204)

Having come to this realisation, Climacus tells us how he then resolved to go back as far as possible, starting with what it is to exist as a human before getting to the religious mode of existence (since people would be unable to grasp the latter if they had no idea of the former). But “it must not be done didactically, for then the misunderstanding would instantly capitalize on the attempt at explanation by making a new misunderstanding, as if existing consisted in getting to know something about this or that. If this is imparted as a piece of knowledge, the recipient is led to the misapprehension that he is getting something to know, and then we are back in knowledge [as opposed to an inward realisation for someone existing].” (p.209) This meant he had to let the “existence-relation between the aesthetic and the ethical come about in an existing individuality.” (p.210) Thus, Either/Or was born. 

For the next forty pages, Kierkegaard (still as Climacus) discusses the works he has produced over the past several years. From this section, I will restrict myself to a few comments that have more general applicability: 
· In an interesting passage on p.233, Climacus says that although inwardness at its maximum is Christianity, “[t]hat it is possible to exist with inwardness also outside Christianity has been sufficiently vindicated by the Greeks among others…” (p.233) This is worth noting because it occurs in the midst of what is essentially a sustained argument for Christianity. Climacus will follow this up later when he talks about religiousness A and religiousness B.  
· In connection with Stages on Life’s Way, Climacus talks briefly here about the importance of suffering. In the aesthetic and ethical spheres, suffering is purely accidental. In the religious sphere, on the other hand, suffering is necessary and definitive of inwardness. Indeed, Climacus goes so far as to say, “the more the suffering, the more religious existence, and the suffering persists… While aesthetic existence is essentially enjoyment, and ethical existence essentially struggle and victory, religious existence is essentially suffering – and not as transitional but persisting.” (p.241) 
· Knowledge is again criticised as insufficient. “It is thought in our age that knowledge settles everything, and that one is helped if one only acquires knowledge of the truth, the quicker and shorter the better. But existing is something quite other than knowing.” (p.249)
· Climacus criticises Hegel’s proposition that the outer is the inner and the inner the outer as being “an essentially aesthetic-metaphysical principle” (p.249). It thus never has to engage with the ethical or the religious. “Even the ethical posits a kind of opposition between the outer and the inner in so far as it places the outer in indifference. As material for action, the outer is indifferent, the ethical accent being on the purpose. The outcome, as the externality of action, is indifferent, the ethical accent lying on the purpose, and concern with the outcome being precisely what is immoral. Victory in the outer proves nothing at all ethically, because ethically one asks only about the inner.” (p.249, footnotes)

Chapter Three: Actual, ethical subjectivity; the subjective thinker

Section 1: Existing; actuality
In this section, Climacus challenges the idea that thinking is higher than existing. The abstract thinker, for all of his or her intelligence and erudition ends up as comical, because in disregarding the concrete, the actual, they are “on the point of ceasing to be a human being.” (p.253) “The difficulty with existence and one who exists never really emerges in the language of abstract thought, much less receives an explanation. Just because abstract thinking is sub specie aeterni, it disregards the concrete, the temporal, the becoming of existence, the predicament of the existing individual due to his being a composite of the temporal and the eternal situated in existence.” (p.252) This last sentence is interesting and Climacus highlights it once more on the next page; “While, as a composite of the finite and the infinite, an actual human being has his actuality precisely in keeping these together, infinitely interested in existing…” (p.253)
Abstract thought is suspicious in the way it attempts to deal with all “existence-questions” (p.253) by removing the difficulty (through abstraction) and then claiming to have explained it. Climacus’ example is immortality, which abstract thought explores as immortality in general, and thereby completely fails to address whether the individual human being is immortal, which was the original question.
Climacus lambasts Hegel’s pure “I am I” by asking whether Hegel himself is an existing human being or “sub specie aeterni, even when he sleeps, eats, blows his nose and whatever else a human being does?” (p.256) If Hegel exists, then, far from pure being, he is on the way to being; he is becoming. This means that he has a relation to the future, which requires that he make decisions (either/or) and act on them. None of these things apply to the sub specie aeterni existence of pure being.
In this, Climacus claims that pure thought (which is essentially the claim that “thought and being are one” (p.275)) is a completely new medium derived only after the most exhaustive abstraction. Existence has combined thought and existing in making the one who exists a thinker. This results in two possible media: abstract thought and actuality. While abstract thought is still related to existence, pure thought has completely severed itself from actuality and is “suspended mysteriously between heaven and earth… with no relation to someone existing…” (p.262)

Modern understanding has it backwards in that it believes existing is nothing special while abstract thinking is something impressive. “However, truly to exist, that is, to permeate one’s existence with consciousness, at once eternal as though far beyond it and yet present in it, and nevertheless in the course of becoming – that is truly difficult.” (p.258) The difficulty here lies in the fact that if I think about existence (i.e. put myself at a distance from it), I am no longer properly that existing, because I am thinking about it. So, there is something here which cannot be thought; namely, existing. And yet we are still faced with the problem that the thinker exists. This is precisely where Hegel goes astray. He “puts existence into confusion through not defining its relation to someone existing, by ignoring the ethical.” (p.259)

As becoming, existence is motion, but this means “there must be something continuous holding it together, for otherwise there is no motion.” (p.261) The continuity that underlies motion as its telos, or goal, is immobility. The “immobility” that constitutes the continuity for human existence can’t be found in either abstraction or passion. It can’t arise in the abstract because “an abstract continuity is no continuity” (p.261). Indeed, as Climacus discusses later, abstract language “cannot give to movement either time or space, which presuppose it, or which it presupposes.” (p.287) In abstraction, everything is. Nor can passion provide continuity, because “passion is the momentary continuity that at once restrains and is the movement’s impulse.” (p.261) For human existence, the telos is decision and repetition; moreover, the one who exists constantly has a telos.     

The thing most interesting to the person who exists is that existence. This being interested in existing is his or her actuality. Actuality can’t be expressed in abstraction, because abstraction can only grasp actuality by suspending it, or knowing it, which is precisely to transform it into possibility. On the other hand, the “only actuality that one who exists has more than a knowledge of is his own actuality, the fact that he is there, and this actuality is his absolute interest. What abstraction demands of him is that he become disinterested in order to have something to know; what the ethical demands of him is that he be infinitely interested in existing.” (p.264) The bottom line of all of this talk of actuality, possibility, and knowing is that the “actual subjectivity is not the knowing subjectivity, for through knowing he is in the medium of the possible; it is the ethically existing subjectivity.” (p.265) We can’t go from thought to actuality (“being there” (p.266)), because thought does the opposite, “taking one’s being there from the actual and thinking it by suspending it, by translating it into possibility.” (p.266) 

Section 2: Possibility higher than actuality; actuality higher than possibility; poetic and intellectual ideality; ethical ideality
Climacus invokes Aristotle here who asserted that poetry is higher than history in the sense that “poetry commands the possible” (p.266). History merely tells us what happened, poetry can tell us “what could and ought to have happened” (p.266). In this, poetry and the intellectual are disinterested; a word which means indifferent to actuality. The height of this indifference was achieved in Descartes’ cogito ergo sum, which says I think, therefore I am, “but whether I am or it is (in actuality’s sense, where I means a single existing human being, and it a definite something in particular) is a matter of infinite indifference.” (p.267) In Climacus’ time the ethical is ignored, which means that poetry and speculation have “let go of the disinterested elevation of possibility in order to grasp at actuality” (p.267). This is a problem because the actual is outside the domain of both of these spheres.   
Ethically, “the actual is higher than the possible. It is the very disinterestedness of possibility that the ethical wants to annihilate by making existing the infinite interest.” (p.268) The ethical deals only with particular human beings (i.e. not humanity as a whole), and for each individual the only ethical observation is self-observation. One of the features of the ethical is that it cannot be observed externally (especially by observing the world or humanity); it can only be realised within the existing individual. It is “the only actuality that does not become a possibility by being known and that cannot be known just by being thought, since it is his own actuality, which before it became actual he knew as a thought-about actuality, i.e., as a possibility; whereas in respect of another’s actuality, he knew nothing about it before, by coming to know it, he thought it, i.e., changed it into possibility.” (p.268) Actuality is not other people or the external world; rather, it is only to be found within the individual him or herself. 
An interesting consequence of this is that “ethically there is no direct relation between subject and subject.” (p.269) As soon as I know another subject, his actuality is for me a possibility, and vice versa. This means that “One human being cannot ethically judge another, because the one is only able to understand the other as possibility.” (p.270)

After making these sound points, Climacus then gives a fairly weak argument that the Christian’s belief in the fact that “the god has actually been there as an individual human being” (p.273) is not suspended in possibility like other historical facts. Basically, he claims that the object of (religious) faith is not a doctrine or teaching (because this would place it in the sphere of the intellectual); rather, it is “the actuality of the teacher, the teacher’s actually being there.” (p.273) Moreover, the question is asked with infinite interest and the answer given with infinite passion. Since it would be “unthinking to put such infinitely great weight on whether [a normal human being] was ever actually there or not” (p.273), this somehow raises it above other assessments of things external to the individual subject. As Climacus says, “If Christianity were a doctrine, the relation to it would not be one of faith, for the only relation to a doctrine is intellectual. So Christianity is not a doctrine but the fact that the god has actually been there.” (p.273)   

Climacus now returns to a question he posed earlier; “If existing cannot be thought and the one who exists nevertheless thinks, what does this mean?” (p.275) He also goes on to give the answer; “It means that he thinks intermittently; he thinks before and he thinks after. Absolute continuity in thought is beyond him. It is only in a fantastical sense that someone existing can be constantly sub specie aeterni.” (p.275)
As we have already discussed, thought and being are not identical when applied to “imperfect” existents (Climacus’ example here is that of a rose). However, when applied to “more perfect” existents, such as, ideas like the good, the beautiful, etc., Climacus acknowledges that thought and being are the same. This is because the ideas themselves are abstract, and therefore indifferent to existence. It must be noted though, that this doesn’t conflict with his main argument, because a “particular existing human being is no idea” (p.276). While not being pure idea-existence, Climacus does note that human existence is not as imperfect an existence as a rose, for example, because we are capable of thought. Human existence lies between the existence of things and abstract ideas.
An interesting point crops up here when Climacus suggests a reason for why thought and being are not identical in “imperfect” existents. Thought and being are kept separate by existence, which “holds them apart from each other in succession.” (p.278) This sounds a lot like Heidegger’s claim in Being and Time that temporality undergirds being.   

After having claimed that actual existence cannot be thought, Climacus clarifies that he is not claiming existence is unthinking. Human existence is precisely a thinking existence. It is just that to ask about actuality in the language of abstract thinking is a contradiction, because actuality is, by definition, exactly what abstract thinking ignores. Concrete thinking, on the other hand, is “thought where there is also one who thinks, and a definite something (in the sense of ‘particular’) that is thought, where existence gives the existing thinker thought, time, and space.” (pp.278-9) Despite this, Climacus is clear that being is higher than thought, which means that being is not thinkable and “no system of life itself is possible.” (p.279) What Climacus is saying here is simply that life, or existence, can only be lived. To think a life is to not have lived one. 

Climacus takes a moment here to refute the ontological argument for the existence of God by noting that at the beginning of the argument God either has being or doesn’t have being. If the former, then the ‘argument’ is a tautology, concluding that God exists after having posited it in the beginning. If the latter, a God who begins the argument without being somehow ends up coming out of the conclusion with being, a truly astonishing feat. The confusion in the argument arises because of what Climacus has been discussing this whole chapter; namely, it attempts to explain actuality through pure thought. The actuality of God is explained “but that the whole thing is inside the pure thought category of possibility has been forgotten.” (p.280)

Next, Climacus explicitly disputes the Cartesian claim that doubt can ever result in certainty. Earlier, he claimed that Descartes’ cogito proved nothing. On p.265, he asserted that: “If this I in cogito is to be understood as an individual human being, then the proposition proves nothing: I am thinking, ergo I am; but if I am thinking, then little wonder that I am…” (p.265) 
Here Climacus continues this attack on the cogito by asserting that doubt cannot overcome itself. “That basic certainty supporting doubt cannot hypostatize itself so long as I doubt, because doubt is constantly departing from it in order to make doubt possible. If I want to continue doubting, I shall never in all eternity come any further, since doubt consists precisely in, and is made possible by, passing that certainty off as something else. By holding fast for a single moment to this certainty as certainty I must in that very moment cease to doubt.” (p.281, in footnotes) Doubt can only be overcome by ceasing to doubt, and this can never happen in a conclusion; rather, it’s the leap which occurs in a decision.     

Climacus now turns to action. Action, he maintains, is not thought, or else “the most perfectly worked-out thought, even before I acted, would be the action” (p.284), but nor is action the external (“the person who owns not a penny can be as charitable as the one who gives away a kingdom” (p.285)). Ultimately, Climacus defines action as “an internality in which the individual cancels the possibility and identifies himself with what is thought, in order to exist in it.” (p.284) Basically, the idea here is that real action comes from the individual’s internal attitude towards a possibility. If one’s relation to a possibility can be changed at any time, then an action hasn’t yet occurred. “Altogether, what marks the difference between the thought action and the (in the inner sense) actual action is the fact that while every further reflection and consideration respecting the former must be regarded as welcome, in respect of the latter it is to be looked at as a temptation.” (p.286, in footnotes) Climacus looks with pity upon those who fail to act in this way, saying that such an individual “has absolutely nothing, no actuality at all, since to everything else he has only, at most, a relation of possibility.” (p.287) There are two immediate consequences to defining action in this way. First, “people very seldom really act at all” (p.285). Second, outward indications reveal nothing of true action.   

Section 3: The simultaneity of the individual moments of subjectivity in the existing subjectivity; the simultaneity as contrasting with the speculative process
Climacus makes a distinction here between animals and humans. Animals relate directly to the species as specimen, “partaking without further ado in the development of the species” (p.289), but it is different for human beings. We are individuals, defined by Climacus as spirit, who relate differently to the generation. Human spirit cannot be bequeathed to one’s children, as if it were the generation and not the individual, which was defined as spirit. As he says, Christian parents don’t give birth as a matter of course to Christian children. 
In science and history, thinking is acknowledged to be the highest. “One does not love, one does not have faith, one does not act, but one knows what love, what faith, are, and the only question is their place in the system.” (pp.288-9) Science takes moments of subjectivity and organises them inside a system of knowledge, which is, by definition, “cancellation of existence, a removal from it.” (p.291) Clearly, such a system has failed to capture the essence of existence, which must include the imagination and feeling. For Climacus, that task “is not to elevate the one at the cost of the other; the task is equal proportions, simultaneity, and the medium in which they are united is in existing.” (p.292) To simply be born, be young, grow older, and then die, is a “mediocre existence” (p.292) which all animals enjoy. What separates humans from animals is just this task of uniting the moments of life in simultaneity. 
 
Section 4: The subjective thinker – his task, his form i.e., his style
The subjective thinker requires imagination, feeling, and dialectics, but above all, she needs passion. In having aesthetic and ethical passion, she gains concrete existence. To think about existence without being passionate is not to think about existence at all; rather, it is to forget that one is oneself existing. “The subjective thinker is not a scholar, he is an artist. To exist is an art… The subjective thinker’s task is to understand himself in existence.” (p.294) In this then, his task is inexhaustible.
Existence is fundamentally paradoxical. We have already seen this in the way the existing subject is both becoming and being. The trick with this is not to remove the difficulty by abstractly thinking oneself out of it (thereby removing the difficulty); rather, it is to “understand the greatest opposites together and understand oneself existing in them… To be contrite over one’s sin and then a jolly fellow is not difficult, but to be contrite and carefree at the same time is hard.” (p.297)

The final point in this chapter revisits and expands on a theme already addressed; namely, that of the teacher communicating existence-actuality to another. We have already seen that subjectivity cannot be taught, and must be presented in indirect form. Here, Climacus goes into more detail concerning this. If someone wishes to communicate actuality to a third party, it must be done in such a way that they understand it as possibility, not actuality. This seems backwards though. “One would think that telling that this or that person has actually done this and that (something great and remarkable) would bring a reader closer to wanting to do the same, to wanting to exist in the same, than if one simply presents it as possible.” (p.300) Climacus gives two reasons why this is the case. First, the recipient can only understand the communication if it appears as possible. Recall that externally, actuality is completely invisible. Secondly, if the communicator presents him or herself as having actually done this or that, the recipient turns them into the rare exception; a case to be admired but not emulated. If one wants to motivate another to action, the communication must appear as a live possibility, it must call to the other, place a demand on him or her. Actualising a deed as something completed by this person at that time, closes it off to possibility and makes it a story one admires from a distance.   

Whatever is great in terms of the universal must therefore not be presented as something to be admired but as a requirement. In the form of possibility the presentation becomes a demand... This brings home to the reader, as nearly as possible, the question of whether he wants to exist in it. Possibility operates with the ideal human being (understood in terms not of difference but of the universal), which relates to each human being as a requirement. The more one points to it being this particular human being, the easier it becomes for the others to treat him as exempt… ethically speaking, there is nothing one sleeps so soundly on as admiration over an actuality. And ethically speaking, if anything can rouse a person, it is possibility, when it requires itself ideally of a human being. (pp.301-2)      
 
Chapter Four: The problem of the Crumbs: how can an eternal happiness be built on historical knowledge?
The central question guiding the Crumbs was the paradox that “the teaching of Christianity in the New Testament is that the eternal happiness of the individual is decided in time, and is decided through the relation to Christianity as something historical.” (p.310)

First, Climacus bemoans the current state of Christianity, which has first, been taken over completely by speculation, and second, become confused because people think they are already Christians. As Climacus puts it; “When Christianity came into the world one was not Christian and the difficulty was to become that; the difficulty of becoming it now is of having, by one’s own self-activity, to transform an initial being-a-Christian into a possibility in order truly to become a Christian. And the difficulty is so much the greater because this is to, and ought to take place quietly within the individual himself, with no outwardly decisive action…” (p.306)   

What is Christianity? Whatever it is, it must be raised in terms of existence and it must be possible to answer it briefly. If it weren’t, and the individual had to spend his or her whole life considering the question, when would they exist in it? Considering the above, the “question of what Christianity is must therefore not be conflated with the objective problem of the truth of Christianity” (p.311).
When speculation asks about Christianity, it doesn’t ask about it in good faith, as it were. Instead, it launches right into “the speculative interpretation of Christianity, without bothering to inquire whether there is anything in the distinction between something and the interpretation of that something” (p.315). Moreover, even if it were to assume a distinction, and attempt a mediation between Christianity and speculation, such a mediation would be a sham, because the act of mediation itself already belongs to speculation. Speculation is then overseeing the mediation between speculation and Christianity. “Before mediating it has already mediated, i.e., made Christianity into a philosophical doctrine.” (p.318) In truth, however, opposing Christianity and speculation in the first place has already revealed that Christianity is the opposite of speculation, and as “the opposite of speculation, it is also the opposite of mediation, the latter being speculation’s idea” (p.318), meaning that it cannot be mediated. “So what then is the opposite of mediation? It is the absolute paradox… Christianity is not a doctrine but expresses an existence-contradiction and is an existence-communication.” (p.318) 

The problem of the Crumbs, as with all existence-problems, is what Climacus calls “pathetic-dialectic”. The challenge for Climacus is to put both of these elements together “in the simultaneity of existence” (p.324). This problem “requires existence-inwardness for the element of pathos to be grasped, the passion of thought for the dialectical difficulty to be grasped, and concentrated passion because one is to exist in it.” (p.324)

A: The Element of Pathos
(Resignation – Suffering – The Totality of Guilt-Consciousness)
The pathos Climacus is talking about here is not aesthetic pathos but existential pathos. The former expresses itself in words and allows the individual to lose him or herself in the idea, “whereas existential pathos arises through the idea relating to the individual’s existence in a reconstructive way” (p.325), such that the idea, the absolute telos, transforms him or her absolutely. “The pathos that corresponds adequately to an eternal happiness is the transformation in which, in existing, the existing person changes everything in his existence in relation to that highest good.” (p.327) This is contrasted with more minor matters (e.g. working for a living, marrying, etc.) which, because they remain open to change, cannot transform one’s existence absolutely.
In possibility, word is the highest pathos, while regarding actuality, the highest pathos is deed. It is right then, that the poet should not be altered as a result of her own production “since aesthetically speaking it is the production and possibility that are the highest.” (p.327) Ethically however, this is reversed; the product is infinitely indifferent, and what matters most is the poet’s own existence. “Ethically, the highest pathos is interested pathos (which is expressed in my actively transforming the whole of my existence in conformity with the object of the interest); aesthetically, the highest pathos is disinterestedness.” (p.328) 

Another important distinction to be made here is between the relative and absolute telos. The former is always willed for the sake of something else (and so includes any and all worldly goals), while the latter is willed for its own sake (and will turn out to be eternal happiness). “And this highest τέλος is not a something, for then it would be relative to something else, and be finite; it is a contradiction to will something finite absolutely, since the finite must have an end, and consequently there comes a time when it can no longer be willed. But to will absolutely is to will the infinite, and to will an eternal happiness is to will absolutely, since it must be possible to will it at every moment.” (p.331) 
Here Climacus also talks about the “both-and of mediation” (p.336), which operates between different relative telos (as opposed to the either-or of choice). “In respect of relative moments, mediation may have its significance (that they are all equal before mediation), but with the absolute τέλος, any mediation means that it has been reduced to a relative τέλος.” (p.336) Climacus talks of the absolute telos as wanting to be the absolute telos at every moment. If one can do both this and direct oneself to other relative goals at the same time, the absolute telos has become just another relative telos on equal footing with everything else.
So, what can one expect with the absolute telos? First, in a finite sense there is nothing to gain and everything to lose. In temporality, there is also no reward, although there is the expectation of an eternal happiness, which is the highest reward. The absolute telos is also accompanied by suffering, which cannot be mediated away without reducing the absolute telos to the relative.
Once one acquires the absolute orientation towards the absolute telos, what then? “Well, then the task is to express in existing that he is constantly oriented absolutely towards the absolute τέλος, the absolute respect. He is to express it in existing since pathos in words is aesthetic pathos. He is to express it in existing, and yet there is to be no direct or distinctive externality that is its expression, for then what we have is either the monastic movement or mediation. He must live, then, just like other human beings, but resignation will see to it, from dawn to dusk, that he works at preserving the solemnity with which, in existing, he first acquired the absolute orientation towards the absolute τέλος. He knows no both-and…” (p.341) 
This doesn’t mean that there can be no relative ends. Rather, the task is to relate to both the absolute telos and relative ends, not by mediating them, but by “relating absolutely to his absolute τέλος and relatively to the relative. The latter relation belongs to the world, the former to the individual himself…” (p.342) Climacus illustrates this with reference to the married couple who, being so busy during the week, have no time for each other, and so look forward to a day which they can devote to each other. This is fine for married couples because they relate to each other only relatively. “But to relate to one’s absolute τέλος once in a while is to relate relatively to one’s absolute τέλος, for here it is the relation that is decisive. The task is therefore to practise one’s relation to the absolute τέλος so as always to have it with one, while staying within the relative goals of existence…” (p.343). In a nice turn of phrase, Climacus adds that the individual who relates to the absolute telos absolutely “still lives in the finite, but he does not have his life in it.” (p.345) This makes life strenuous because it must be lived constantly in this absolute relation, and with resignation constantly checking to see that the absolute respect for the absolute telos is maintained, irrespective of the realisation of relative ends.         
The mistake of the Middle Ages was that in its overzealousness to practice the absolute distinction, it became indifferent to the finite; “it lacked complete faith in inwardness unless the latter became visible in the outer… The Middle Ages were a mistrustful inwardness that wanted for that reason to see it in the outer.” (p.347) 

As an aside, Climacus notes that human being cannot wish to express a direct likeness to God. God doesn’t relate to us directly; rather, there is an absolute difference, and our relation with God must express this. “Worship is the maximum for a human being’s relation to God…” (p.347)

The next passage is interesting: “As someone existing, then, it is not up to him to form existence out of the finite and the infinite. As himself compounded of finite and infinite, as existing, he is to become one of them, and one does not become both at one time, because one is that by being an existing person, for precisely this is the difference between being and becoming…” (p.352) One is both finite and infinite, but in existing, one becomes one or the other, because one cannot become both finite and infinite. 
It is perhaps clearer to think about this in terms of good and evil. We are both good and evil, “as we say quite plainly that a person has a disposition to both good and evil. But one cannot at one and the same time become good and evil.” (p.353) If we step out of existence for a time and reflect on our lives to see if we are good or evil, we find we are both, but as soon as we return to existing, we become one or the other. Ethically, the former insight is of no concern, because ethics operates in the medium of becoming, not that of being.

One can also relate absolutely to a relative telos, and this takes the form of vanity, avarice, envy, etc., which Climacus describes as essentially madness. “It is madness (comic, seen aesthetically) that a being planned eternally uses all its power to grasp the transitory, clinging to what is inconstant, believes that it has gained everything when it has gained this nothing… For the transient is nothing when it is past, and its essence is to be past…” (p.354)
What about the person who asks whether this good of eternal happiness is certain and definite, who demands certainty before risking everything? Climacus responds by saying that it is only in taking a risk that one can become a different person; that is, experience that fundamental transformation characteristic of the absolute telos we talked about earlier; “it is only through the risky venture that the individual becomes infinite; it is not the same individual, and the venture is not one among many others, one more predicate to attach to one and the same individual; no, through the risky venture he himself becomes another.” (p.355) In addition, this person’s request is surely self-contradictory. Certainty and definiteness belong to the present. However, the good of eternal happiness belongs to the future, which we relate to from the present. The only way such a relation can manifest is in expectation, which, by definition, cannot be certain. It is also contradictory in the sense that this individual claims they will be happy to stake everything on it if only it can be shown to be certain. Now obviously, one cannot stake everything on something which is certain. “If what I hope to possess by taking a risk is itself certain, then I do not take a risk but make an exchange.” (p.356)
All of this means that “the eternal happiness as the absolute good has the remarkable trait that it can be defined solely by the mode of acquisition, whereas other goods, precisely because the mode of acquisition is accidental, or at any rate relatively dialectical, must be defined by the good itself.” (p.358) Climacus cites as examples of the latter, money and knowledge. Eternal happiness is the only good about which nothing can be said “except that it is the good which is to be attained by risking everything.” (p.358) 
This mode of acquisition, as has been said before, is suffering. “The merit of the religious discourse is to make the way difficult; for it is the way that is decisive, otherwise we have aesthetics.” (p.359) If the aesthetical sufferer seeks solace in ethics, she will find it but only after having been put through an even greater suffering first.   

--------------------------------------

Given that we are all initially in the grip of immediacy (that is, the aesthetic), we can’t begin at once by relating absolutely to the absolute telos and relatively to relative ends. Instead, we must practice the absolute relation through the renunciation of relative ends. Only after this, can the individual begin on the absolute task. 
Relating to the absolute requires existential pathos and, as we have already seen, “the essential expression of existential pathos (which is acting) is suffering… what marks religious action is suffering.” (pp.362-3) The problem is that the deeds we are talking about here are not external acts, which, while nevertheless capable of transforming existence (people/things), or transforming the individual’s existence (changing one’s circumstances), are unable to transform one’s inner existence. Such actions are therefore only aesthetic pathos, in which “the individual is outwardly changed but remains inwardly unchanged.” (p.363) The essential existential pathos “relates to existing essentially; and to exist essentially is inwardness; and the action of inwardness is suffering, because changing himself is something the individual cannot do… and that’s why suffering is the highest action in the inner life.” (p.363) So, inward change is suffering because it must be wrought on an individual from outside. The individual themselves is unable to effect this kind of change. “The contradiction comes from outside and is misfortune. If it fails to come from outside, then the immediate person remains ignorant of its presence.” (p.363) So, misfortune befalls the aesthetic, immediate individual in this way, but precisely because they are immediate, they are unable to grasp it, and imagine it will soon come to an end. If it doesn’t, despair takes hold, “at which point immediacy ends and the transition is made possible to another understanding of misfortune; i.e., to grasping suffering, to an understanding that grasps not only this misfortune or that, but grasps suffering essentially.” (p.364)
Once suffering has been grasped as being essential, the individual has made the change to inwardness, and at this point, the “individual has suffering constantly with him, demands suffering just as the immediate individual demands good fortune, and demands and has suffering even when misfortune is externally absent; for it is not misfortune he demands, for then the relation would still be aesthetic and he himself essentially undialectical in himself.” (pp.364-5) Indeed, “from the religious viewpoint it is a matter of grasping the suffering and remaining in it in a way in which reflection is turned upon the suffering and not away from it.” (p.372) This essential persistence of suffering, which is essential for the religious life is exactly what Climacus calls the actuality of suffering. Suffering is so central to the religious that Climacus says that while the faith of immediacy lies in good fortune, the faith of the religious lies in suffering. 
In truth, all human beings are suffering, and the task of the religious is not so much to plunge into suffering, as it is to discover that one is already in it.

Climacus next asks if it is possible for someone existing to transcend suffering with the help of an infinite teleology. Can “an existing person, as he is expressing his relation to an eternal happiness as the absolute τέλος by his suffering, at the same time, by being aware of this relation, be beyond the suffering…”? (p.379) The short answer to this is, no. The slightly longer answer is that for an existing subject to raise him or herself above suffering would mean to no longer be an existing subject. “In the eternal happiness there is no suffering, but when someone existing relates to it, the relation is quite properly expressed by suffering. If someone existing were capable, through knowing that this suffering signifies the relation, of raising himself above the suffering, then he would also be able to transform himself from someone existing into someone who is eternal…” (p.379)

All of this gives us the rather odd consequence that “for someone existing, the existence-relation to the absolute good can only be defined negatively as the relation to an eternal happiness through suffering, just as the certitude of faith that relates to an eternal happiness is defined through lack of certitude.” (p.382) Removing either the suffering or the uncertainty; rather than enhancing faith, has the opposite effect, sending us back to the aesthetic.

Climacus moves on now to distinguish between temptation and enticement. The latter comes from the lower which wants to attract the individual backwards; the former comes from the higher and it’s as if it wants to frighten him or her back. The more religiousness in an individual, the more strongly temptation strikes. Climacus says enticement lies with the compass of the individual’s ethical constitution while temptation is the “absolute’s own resistance.” (p.385) 

We’ve been talking a lot about suffering, but what exactly does Climacus mean by the word? Suffering for Climacus is, by its very nature, religious, and therefore is always the suffering of the God-relationship. “This suffering has its basis in the fact that, strictly speaking, in his immediacy the individual is inside relative ends absolutely; its meaning is the inversion of the relation, dying to immediacy, or expressing in existing that the individual himself can do nothing at all but is nothing before God” (p.386). Dying to immediacy, breaking from relative ends, relating to the absolute telos absolutely, brings the stark truth of our existence before us; namely, that we can do nothing ourselves (i.e. without God), and before God, we are nothing. “Religiously, the task is to grasp that one is nothing at all before God, or to be nothing at all and be thereby before God” (p.387). This brings to mind something that Climacus a lot; in the religious “the negative is the mark” (p.389), and again, “religiously the positive is always recognized in the negative” (p.395).
Climacus now launches into a lengthy discussion about how few people actually manage to believe they can do nothing on their own. Many listen to the priest on Sundays, nod their heads, and even understand the idea, but believing, understanding, knowing, saying; none of these belong to the realm of the ethical or ethico-religious. They then go home and for the next six days spend almost the entirety of it believing they are something and quite capable of many varied and splendid things; “for as little time as it takes to say that a human being is nothing before God, to express it in existence is that much the harder.” (p.388) This is why Climacus calls this task suffering; “bring[ing] the absoluteness of the religious together with the particular, which, together in existence, is the very basis and meaning of the suffering…” (p.405) It is also why Climacus has been claiming that life is strenuous, and the task of religion not to make life easier, but harder; i.e. because we must live our lives always keeping in mind the God-relationship, which holds that a human being cannot do anything at all. 

The preceding discussion reveals the final temptation, after one has overcome all the other enticements and lesser temptations. Namely, “that the highest effort wants to infatuate one with the importance of being something.” (p.389) The more progress one makes along the religious path, the greater the temptation to see oneself as something, and as capable of something. This is also why flagellation or self-torment is not suffering; because in tormenting oneself, one believes oneself to be something. 

Returning to the Middle Ages, Climacus praises them for being seriously concerned with this problem; namely, how to hold the infinite in mind while existing in the finite. The problem was that, although they “made a forceful attempt, in existing, to think God and the finite together but came to the conclusion that it could not be done, and the expression of this is the monastery” (p.397), which we have seen is fundamentally an aesthetic movement.

We can also now see what the inner transformation Climacus has been talking about looks like. “The religious person has lost the relativity of immediacy, its distraction, its time-wasting – precisely its time-wasting; the absolute consciousness of God consumes him like the scorching of the summer sun when it will not set” (p.407). In this conception, the individual is “annihilated”. Climacus also calls it a sickness. 
So, in the death of immediacy, the individual is annihilated, sick. But this is not the end of the story, for once making the absolute decision in the existence-medium the “person existing becomes concrete in what is experienced… Through the decision in existence, the person existing has become, in a more definitely determined way, what he is.” (p.410) This is then the consolation, our salvation. However, this salvation is not a permanent or guaranteed one. The absolute relation to the absolute telos is not “once and for all, a thing of the past; for someone existing is not an abstract X who puts something behind him and then goes on through life… [he] may therefore at any moment lose it.” (p.410) Because we are existing beings, the decision to relate absolutely to the absolute telos can never be finished and complete as long as we are existing. Moreover, we can always lose what we have achieved in the religious sphere because “[h]e has it with him not, however, as one has something in one’s pocket; [rather] he is, through this, yes, this definite something, more definitely what he is…” (p.410, emphasis added) In other words, the absolute decision in the existence-medium is not something we have; it is something we become, and something we can unbecome at any moment.

Climacus takes a moment now to criticise those who “mutually console themselves, and leave out God.” (p.410) For Climacus, the religious is something deeply personal and religious suffering is something to be suffered in silence without any of “this accursed man-to-man chattiness… this confession before human beings instead of before God… It is from God that he must draw his comfort, so that all his religiousness is not reduced to a rumour.” (pp.410-1)

Climacus continues by adopting a pagan theme; that of a god falling in love with a woman. First, he repeats what we has just outlined; “The earthly woman loved by the god would at first be annihilated in her lowliness but then surely restored in the thought that he must know all this better than she. She would be annihilated by thinking of him divinely but then be restored in the thought that he was thinking of her humanly.” (p.412) So, we have a relationship of love. If the two lovers were human, we might speak of their love managing to make them equal, but this would only be possible “because essentially they stand on the same level and the difference is contingent. But since between God and man there is an absolute difference, this direct equality is a blasphemous, mind-boggling thought…” (p.412) How then does love’s equality express itself in the God-relationship? “Through the absolute difference. And what is the form of the absolute difference? Humility. What kind of humility? That which entirely admits its human lowliness, with humble candour before God, as the one who surely knows this better than man himself.” (pp.412-3) And this “human lowliness” is precisely the fact that we are existing, that we are finite as well as infinite; “part of a human being’s lowliness is being temporal and unable within temporality to lead the life of eternity uninterruptedly. And if his life is in temporality, then it is eo ipso piecemeal. If it is piecemeal, it is of course mixed with diversion, and in diversion he has gone from his God-relationship…” (p.412) 
This then is the secret of how it is possible for a finite, existing being to relate absolutely to the absolute telos; namely, by making the absolute decision but at the same time admitting one’s humanity. Climacus illustrates this with a story about taking an outing to Deer Park. If our religious individual has truly overcome all relative ends, and is unable to do anything, then how can he or she, not just be capable of making the outing, but also of enjoying it? “Because the humblest expression of the God-relationship is to admit one’s humanity, and because it is human to enjoy oneself.” (p.413) In this, we see the idea repeated again that there is no outward difference between the religious and the non-religious individual. Both make the outing to Deer Park, and both enjoy themselves. The inward difference however, is that the latter acts while being related directly to the relative end, while the former acts from within the relation to the absolute telos, which, although bringing him or her to the same relative end, does so through humility.     

Climacus turns here to discuss the three existence-spheres; the aesthetic, the ethical, and the religious. The boundary between the first two is irony, while the boundary between the latter two is humour, so the progression is immediacy or the aesthetic (the aesthete), irony (the ironist), the ethical (the ethicist) with irony as incognito, humour (the humourist), and the religious with humour as incognito. (Later, in a footnote on p.445, Climacus adds two more categories to this list. One between the immediate and irony called “finite good sense”, about which he says nothing in CUP, and one after the religious. This latter is “Christian religiousness” and goes beyond religiousness with humour as incognito by “the paradoxical accentuation of existence, by the paradox, by the break with immanence, and by the absurd.” (p.445))  
Taking irony first; “irony arises from continually placing the particularities of the finite together with the infinite ethical requirement and letting the contradiction come about.” (p.421) It is the unity of ethical passion and culture. The former “in inwardness infinitely stresses one’s own I in relation to the ethical requirement” (p.422), while the latter, “outwardly, infinitely abstracts from the personal I as one finitude among all the other finitudes and particulars” (p.422). Climacus notes here how most people live the opposite way, outwardly “busy with being something, when someone is looking… but inwardly, where it is the absolute requirement that watches them, they do not relish this accentuating of the personal I.” (p.422) In this, Hegelian ethics, which makes “the state the highest ethical authority is a most unethical attempt to finitize individuals, an unethical flight from the category of individuality into that of the race.” (p.422, in footnotes) 
Climacus calls irony the ethicist’s incognito, because it is the means by which he or she remains hidden, focusing on the inward at the expense of the outward bluster and ‘busy-bodyness’ of others; “what people think of someone like that is always: nothing has importance for him. And why not? Because for him the ethical is absolutely important; he differs in this from the common run of people, for whom so many things are important, yes, almost everything – but nothing absolutely important.” (p.423)  
The connection between the ironist and the ethicist seems to be that the latter is always the former, but this relation isn’t reversible; i.e. an ironist is not always an ethicist. An ironist is beyond the aesthete, presumably in being inward-focused, but isn’t an ethicist to the extent that they haven’t “made the movement of infinity” (p.421); i.e. to the extent they haven’t examined themselves in relation to their culture, and decided to live in relation to universal ethical principles.

The religious and the humorous share an analogous relation. Both the humourist and the religious person bring about the contradiction between the infinite and the finite (although they differ from the ironist and ethicist in that the infinite is now the God-idea, not the ethical), but the humourist “does not relate to God in religious passion.” (p.424) On the other hand, the religious person “puts the God-conception together with everything and sees the contradiction, but he relates in his innermost being to God.” (p.424) 
As part of this relation to God, the religious person, in “cutting off every teleological relation to his activity in its outward direction, to all the proceeds derived from it in the finite world, even though he still works as hard as he can” (p.424), strives to do what is pleasing to God. And what is pleasing to God? “…[w]ishing for the highest goods, peace of mind, the salvation of his soul” (p.425). 
Climacus takes the opportunity here to make an interesting point similar to one he made earlier; it is absolutely certain that the religious person will succeed in achieving what is pleasing to God, but “if the uncertainty which is its mark and form ceases, then we have not gone forwards in religiousness, but back to childish forms.” (p.425) Earlier we saw that while the believer’s faith was certain, it was a certitude founded on uncertainty. If the faith ever became certain, it would no longer be faith. Here, Climacus makes the same point regarding the religious person’s success at pleasing God. It is certain they will succeed, but “[A]s soon as the uncertainty ceases to be the form of the certitude, as soon as the uncertainty no longer keeps the religious person constantly suspended in order constantly to seize the certitude, as soon as certitude as it were affixes a lead seal on the one who is religious, yes, then he is naturally on the point of becoming the mass.” (p.425)
Reinforcing one of the central themes of the book, Climacus again stresses how important it is that inwardness be hidden. The religious person “knows that if a third party is there as witness… to the fact that he humbles himself before God, then he is not humbling himself before God.” (p.428) It’s important to note that this hiddenness isn’t just a by-product of the relation being one of inwardness; rather, the religious (and ethical) person deliberately keeps their relation to the infinite hidden. It is this deliberate hiddenness that makes the ethical ironic and the religious comic. “The comic emerges through hidden inwardness’s relation to the surroundings as the religious one actually hears and sees what, when put together with his heartfelt passion, has a comic effect.  Therefore, even if two who are religious conversed with each other, the one would seem comic to the other, for each of them would constantly have his inwardness in mind and, together with this, now hear what the other said, and hear it as comic because neither of them dared express the hidden inwardness directly.” (pp.428-9) For this reason, Climacus calls the ethicist and religious person, knights of hidden inwardness.

--------------------------------------

Thus far in this section on existential pathos, we have seen that the task was to relate absolutely to the absolute telos and relatively to what is relative. Then, we saw that suffering as dying to immediacy was the essential expression of existential pathos. In this final section, Climacus will outline how guilt is the decisive expression of existential pathos.
As soon as the individual grasps the task before him or her, the fact that it lies in existence, which means in time, brings with it a problem. Just as the individual grasps the task, but before they begin, (because this is all happening in existence) time passes, necessitating a new beginning. This wouldn’t be a problem, but for the fact that in order to grasp the task, the task must appear in its totality; i.e. as if it were already finished; i.e. abstractly. This means that, in starting the task, one has already gone astray from the task. This is what Climacus calls guilt, and the following is how he explains it on p.441:  

In existence the individual is a concretion, time is concrete, and even while deliberating the individual is ethically responsible for the use of time. Existence is not abstract dispatch, but striving and a ceaseless meanwhile; even at the moment the task is set, something has gone to waste, for there has been a meanwhile and the beginning is not made straight away. This is how things go backwards: the task is brought to the individual in existence, and just as he is straight off about to cut a fine figure (which can only be done in abstracto and on paper, since there is a big difference between the abstracter’s big-spender’s habit and the existence-straitjacket of the one who exists) and wants to start, another beginning is found to be necessary, the beginning of the huge detour that is dying to immediacy; and just as a start is to be made on that, it is found out that since in the meanwhile time has been passing, a bad start has been made, and the beginning has to be made by becoming guilty, and from that moment the total guilt, which is decisive, increases with new guilt at a moneylender’s rate… This is how the task looks to one who exists; it deceives for an instant, as though this view of it were the whole, as if he were finished (for the beginning always bears a certain resemblance to the end); but then existence comes in between, and the more he deepens himself in existence, acting, striving (this being what essentially distinguishes the existence-medium as such, while a thinker abstracts more or less from existence), the further he is from the task, in the task.

We are all, as existing beings, guilty, but Climacus insists we must be consciousness of this guilt in order to fulfil the task before us. In other words, why is this consciousness of guilt (“guilt-consciousness”) the “decisive expression of the pathetic relation to an eternal happiness and in such a way that anyone existing who does not have this consciousness eo ipso does not relate to his eternal happiness?” (p.442) This is how Climacus answers the question: “Just because it is someone who exists that is to relate to it [one’s eternal happiness], while guilt is at the same time the most concrete expression of existence, the consciousness of guilt is the expression of the relationship.” (p.442) What does this mean? In order to relate to eternal happiness, one must exist concretely. The essence of concrete existence (as shown in the quote above) is guilt. Hence, in order to relate to eternal happiness, one must also become consciousness of one’s guilt.  
So, guilt is built into, and therefore unavoidable, in the very task of ‘salvation’ (or relating absolutely to the absolute telos). This prompts Climacus to ask if the existing person can then pass the guilt off onto existence, or the one who placed him or her in it? After all, if I’m guilty by virtue of my existing, I’m not really to blame at all. For Climacus, this involves a contradiction; “It can never occur to someone who is essentially innocent to throw off guilt, for the guiltless person has no business with the category of guilt.” (p.442) What Climacus is saying here is that pointing out one’s innocence in this or that particular instance, even if one is actually innocent in this or that, already marks one as someone essentially guilty, not because the act of proclaiming one’s innocence implies guilt, but because if one were truly innocent, it would never have occurred to him or her to proclaim their innocence in the first place.  

Climacus makes a somewhat odd and redundant claim here. After asserting that we are guilty by virtue of existence, he then goes on to talk about the way we are “totally or essentially guilty” (p.443), not because our guilt concerns existence, but because even a single guilt, no matter how trivial, renders us so. Why would this be so? Because the guilt is included in a relation to eternal happiness. It is this inclusion which raises the guilt to the ‘infiniteth’ power, so to speak. “The priority of total guilt is not to be determined empirically, is no summa summarum [sum of it all]; for no determination of totality is ever produced numerically. The totality of guilt comes about for the individual by putting his guilt, be it a single one, however trivial, together with the relation to an eternal happiness… The slightest guilt, even if the individual were thenceforth an angel, when combined with a relation to an eternal happiness is enough, for it is the compound that determines the quality.” (p.443) “Once the eternal happiness is removed, guilt-consciousness drops out essentially too…” (p.446)
With this, Climacus is directly refuting the religious tradition in which different sins carried different ‘weights’, and guilt was therefore cumulative (what Climacus calls “quantitative”). Rather, he is arguing here that “[o]nce the conception of God comes along, the definition of guilt becomes qualitative. Conjoined with the comparative as measure, guilt become quantitative; confronting the absolute, guilt becomes dialectical as quality.” (p.444) The fundamental mistake being made here is to make the measure of guilt-consciousness reside outside of itself (hence “comparative”), as if “a third party deliberated and voted in the case between God and man.” (p.444) He is also criticising the idea that, regarding guilt-consciousness, someone can be “guilty in this or that, then for eight days he is guiltless, but then on the ninth day things went wrong again.” (p.444) The guilt Climacus is talking about isn’t particular; it’s decisive, essential. The Middle Ages concept of penance also gets the Climacus treatment as “childlike” (p.460) because “even the most animated penance has the effect of finitizing guilt by making it commensurable.” (p.454) Any form of punishment designed to appease guilt-consciousness is childlike to Climacus because it is a hopeful but simplistic understanding of the phenomenon.  

Climacus moves on to talking about God. He notes that people have forgotten the basics of the God-relationship. Specifically, they have forgotten “that one shall fear God.” (p.455) He also talks about how wrong-headed it is to attempt to prove God’s existence. “To prove the being-there of one who is there is the most shameless assault, for it is an attempt to make the person ridiculous… How could it occur to anyone to prove his existence unless one has let oneself ignore him”? (pp.456-7) He goes on to say that a king’s existence is expressed through subjection and submissiveness, “and this is how too one demonstrates God’s existence, by worship – not with proofs.” (p.457)          

The preceding discussion results in a definition of the religious sphere as the “totality of guilt-consciousness in the single individual before God in relation to an eternal happiness” (p.463).

Intermediate Clause between A and B
Here Climacus explains that the pathetic (or religiousness A) is not undialectical. The distinction between religiousness A and the dialectical aspect (or religiousness B) is that the former is not paradoxically dialectical; rather, it “is the dialectic of taking to heart; it is the relation to an eternal happiness that is not conditioned by a something…” (p.465) On the other hand, religiousness B, or the paradoxical religiousness, does “posit conditions, in such a way that they are not inwardness’s deeper dialectical taking to heart, but a definite something which more closely defines the eternal happiness… not by defining the individual’s appropriation of it more closely, but defining more closely the eternal happiness itself, though not as a task for thinking, but precisely as paradox, as repulsing, for there to be new pathos” (pp.465-6); namely, the pathos of the absurd. Religiousness A must first be present in the individual before he or she can undertake religiousness B.
With this division between religiousness A and B, Climacus is saying that it is possible for someone to exist religiously in relation to an eternal happiness outside Christianity. The dialectical in religiousness B, on the other hand, is specifically Christian, although we must always remember not as a task for thinking, as if Christianity were a doctrine rather than an existence-communication; “…one does not prepare oneself to become aware of Christianity by reading books, or by world-historical surveys; one does it by deepening oneself in existing. Any other propaedeutic must eo ipso end in a misunderstanding, for Christianity is an existence-communication… it is not understanding what Christianity is that is difficult, but being and becoming a Christian.” (pp.468-9)  

The most edifying aspect in the aesthetic sphere is “outside the individual, who accordingly seeks that place.” (p.469) In religiousness A, the edifying is to be found in the individual, but in the “self-annihilation that in itself finds the God-relationship, which, in enduring the suffering, sinks into the God-relationship, runs aground on it, because God is in the ground.” (p.469) Climacus describes this as the individual putting him or herself aside in order to find God. When it comes to religiousness B, “the edifying is a something outside the individual; the individual does not find the edifying by finding the God-relationship within himself but relates to something outside in order there to find the edification. The paradox is that this apparently aesthetic relationship, the individual relating to something outside himself, should nevertheless be the absolute God-relationship” (p.470). What exactly is it that the individual relates to? “God in time as an individual human being” (p.470) Naturally, the absurd, paradoxical aspect in this (that this apparently aesthetic relationship is nevertheless the absolute God-relationship) must be retained, or we will find ourselves back in the aesthetic.

B: The Dialectical Aspect
In this section, Climacus asserts that the task here is “simply to hold fast to the qualitative dialectic of the absolute paradox and brave the illusions… it is a matter of the passion needed for holding on dialectically to the distinction of incomprehensibility… holding on to the fact that it cannot be understood…” (pp.470-1) Climacus criticises both the philosophical speculators and the Christian clergymen who attempt to understand this paradox, which by definition, lies beyond the understanding.
Despite the fact that the Christian “believes against the understanding [he or she] will always retain a sympathetic respect for the capacity” (p.474). This means that the believer “uses the understanding – to make sure that he believes against the understanding. Nonsense, therefore, he cannot believe against the understanding, as one might fear, for the understanding will precisely see nonsense for what it is and prevent him from believing it; but he makes as much use of the understanding as is needed to become aware of the incomprehensible, and then relates to this, believing against the understanding.” (p.476)   

--------------------------------------

The central point of religiousness B is the way existence is accentuated paradoxically, and the way this has been done is by the eternal having come about at a particular moment of time. This is how it is distinguished from religiousness A, which, although it isn’t speculation, is still speculative, because in reflecting upon the distinction between the infinite and the finite by reflecting on existing, it is still within immanence. In A, “the existing individual in time… come[s] to relate to the eternal or to collect himself in his relation… but [in B] in time comes to relate to the eternal in time… In the religious A the eternal is ubique et nusquam [everywhere and nowhere] but hidden by the actuality of existence; in the paradox-religious the eternal is at a definite place, and precisely this is the breach with immanence.” (pp.478-9) Another consequence of God’s appearance in time is that it “prevents the individual from relating backwards to the eternal, since he is now, in a forward direction, coming to be eternal in time through the relation to the god in time.” (pp.490-1) 
Climacus also gives a couple of nice summaries of the distinctions between the three categories, which are worth representing here in full:

If the individual is in himself undialectical, and has his dialectic outside him, then we have the aesthetic interpretations. If the individual is dialectical in himself inwardly in self-assertion, so that the ultimate basis is not dialectical in itself, the self which is at the basis being used to overcome and assert itself, then we have the ethical interpretation. If the individual is dialectically defined inwardly in self-annihilation before God, then we have religiousness A. If the individual is paradox-dialectical, every remainder of original immanence annihilated and all connection severed, the individual placed at the very edge of existence, then we have the paradox-religious. (p.479)

Immediacy, the aesthetic, finds no contradiction in existing: to exist is one thing, and the contradiction is something else which comes from outside. The ethical finds the contradiction but within self-assertion. The religious A comprehends the contradiction as suffering in self-annihilation, although within immanence, but by ethically accentuating existing it prevents the one existing from remaining abstractly in immanence, or becoming abstract by wanting to remain in immanence. The paradox-religious breaks with immanence and makes existing the absolute contradiction, not within immanence but against immanence. There is no immanent underlying kinship between the temporal and the eternal, because the eternal itself has entered time and would establish the kinship there. (p.480)

--------------------------------------

The dialectical contradiction of religiousness B is that one’s eternal happiness is based on a historical, objective truth, which is therefore an approximation. An individual’s own ethical actuality can be known for certain; e.g. I can know absolutely that I intended this or that, because “this is precisely an expression of the eternal in me, is my self; but the historical externality is in the next moment only to be reached approximando.” (p.482)
Neither the historian nor the philosopher are in contradiction. The first, because he “is not in passion; he has at most the objective passion of the researcher, but he is not in subjective passion.” (p.482) The second, because he “seeks to permeate historical actuality with thought; he is taken up objectively in this work, and the more he succeeds, the less important the historical detail becomes for him.” (p.482) Contradiction first arises with the individual who, in subjective passion (in the concern for an eternal happiness), attempts to base this in historical knowledge.

Appendix to B
Religiousness A, relating to an eternal which is everywhere and nowhere, fosters sympathy with all human beings. Religiousness B, on the other hand, requiring that one bind oneself to the absolute telos absolutely, is isolating and singling out. This pathos of singling out, Climacus defines with three categories; sin-consciousness, the possibility of offence, and the pain of sympathy. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Sin-consciousness is “the expression of the paradoxical transformation of existence. Sin is the new existence-medium. ‘To exist’ ordinarily means simply that, through having come about, the individual is there and on the way to being. Now it means that having come about, he has become a sinner.” (p.490) Guilt-consciousness arises within a subject in which his or her self-identity is preserved. This means the individual can acquire guilt-consciousness him or herself. Sin-consciousness, on the other hand, arises when there “is a change of the subject himself which shows that, outside the individual, there must be the power that makes clear to him that in coming about he has become another than he was, has become a sinner. This power is the god in time.” (p.491)     
In religiousness A offence is not possible because it is entirely within immanence. Religiousness B, on the other hand, arouses offence because it is built on a “paradox, which requires faith against the understanding” (p.492). Religiousness B is offensive, and for the believer, comes right “at the beginning, and the possibility of it is the perpetual fear and trembling in his existing.” (p.492)
The pain of sympathy arises in religiousness B, because, as we discussed above, the believer is unable to sympathise “with every human being qua human being but essentially only with Christians.” (p.492) Climacus talks here about how this may result in a situation where it is as if one hated one’s mother and father. If one’s parents couldn’t be converted to Christianity, or had died as non-Christians, an individual may “want to do everything for them to the last, fulfil all the duties of a faithful son and a faithful lover with the greatest enthusiasm – in this way Christianity does not enjoin hating – and yet, if this condition separates them, separates them for ever, is this not as if he hated them?” (p.493)



  




























