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In the introduction, Vigilius begins by criticising logic and thinking as means of investigating actuality. Thinking, through logic, is insufficient for actuality, because “contingency, an essential ingredient in actuality, is something logic cannot let in”. (p.23) Logic cannot account for contingency, but the actual is fully based on the contingent. Vigilius specifically attacks Hegel’s concept of mediation which “suggests simultaneously the relation that holds between the two terms and also the result of the relation, that in which they relate to each other as the terms that have come into that relation. It describes movement but at the same time rest.” (p.24) The problem is that in logic, “no movement may come about, for logic is, and everything logical simply is” (p.24). This clashes with actuality, particularly when considering human life, because actuality is all about movement, becoming. The movement in logic turns out to be immanent, which is to say, no movement at all, because true “movement is a transcendence that can find no place in logic.” (p.24) This immanent movement occurs in logic through the use of the negative; “In logic the negative is used as the quickening power that brings movement into everything… But precisely in order to get something to happen in logic, the negative becomes something more; it becomes what produces opposition and not a negation but a contraposition. The negative is then not the muteness of the immanent movement, it is the “necessary other,” which may no doubt be most necessary for logic in order to set things going, but which the negative is not.” (pp.24-5) What Vigilius is saying here is that in order for thinking/logic (through Hegel’s mediation) to account for human actuality (which, being active, requires movement), it creates an other which it falsely sets up as the negative. This “other” Hegel calls the evil. Now, ethics and logic have both become confused, because they have essentially been reduced to each other; “If ethics has no other transcendence, it is essentially logic; if logic is to have as much transcendence as ethics requires to preserve common decency, then it is no longer logic.” (p.25)    

Vigilius tells us that, with this book, he has set himself the task “of treating “anxiety” psychologically in such a way as to have in mind and view the dogma of hereditary sin.” (p.25) This means, he will also have to expound the concept of sin. Sin can’t properly be described in metaphysics (where it becomes a dialectical concept and the mood one of disinterest) or psychology (in which it is reduced to a state). “Properly speaking, sin belongs in no science. It is a theme for the sermon, where the individual talks as an individual to the individual.” (p.26) Having said this though, the science sin comes nearest to is ethics; and this only because ethics “runs aground” on sin. “If ethics is to include sin, its ideality is at an end.” (p.26) 
Vigilius talks of two ethics. The first “ran aground on the sinfulness of the individual” (p.27), and being unable to explain it, “the difficulty had to become still greater and ethically more enigmatic, in that the sin of the individual [Adam] expanded to become the sin of the whole race.” (p.27) Dogmatics then gave us the concept of hereditary sin. The second, “new” ethics presupposes dogmatics and hereditary sin, and “with that, explains the sin of the individual” (p.27). This second ethics then, while being unable to explain that sin comes to be, can, with psychology, explain how sin comes to be; that is, by investigating “the abiding state out of which sin constantly comes into being” (p.28).      

Chapter 1: Anxiety as Hereditary Sin’s Presupposition and as Clarifying Hereditary Sin Retrogressively in Terms of its Origin 
Traditionally, Adam is held outside of the human race, outside of history, because it is through him that sin enters the world as hereditary sin. Humanity is at least partly defined by Vigilius as being born in sin and since Adam wasn’t, he must be “more than the whole race” or “standing outside the whole race.” (p.33) Vigilius argues that Adam must be accounted a part of the human race and that to “explain Adam’s sin is therefore to explain hereditary sin.” (p.33) To believe that Adam’s sin can be separated from hereditary sin is wrong according to Vigilius, because each individual human being is “at one and the same time itself and the whole human race, so that the whole race participates in the individual and the individual in the whole race.” (p.33) Essentially, Vigilius is saying here that we all, as individuals, participate in the history of the human race. This is the historical equivalent of the sociological understanding that no human being is an island. “Every individual has the same perfection; and for that very reason the individuals do not fall apart numerically, any more than the concept of the human race becomes a phantom. Every individuum is essentially interested in the history of all other individuals, yes, just as essentially as in its own. Perfection in oneself is therefore the perfect participation in the whole. No individuum is indifferent to the history of the human race, any more than is the race to that of any individual. Insofar as the history of the race advances, the individual begins constantly afresh, because it is itself and the race, and hence its history is, in turn, the history of the race.” (p.33) Adam is neither different from the race, nor the race itself (or else, in either case, there would be no race); rather; “He is himself and the race. Whatever explains Adam therefore also explains the race, and vice versa.” (p.33)

Again, it is typically believed that Adam’s sin is different from each person’s sin in that “Adam’s sin has sinfulness as consequence, the other first sin presupposes sinfulness as its condition.” (p.33) As we’ve seen though, this would place Adam outside the human race meaning it could never have started with him. The first sin signifies something different from other sins. First, it defines the quality, or what sin is; a “new quality appears with the first, with the leap” (p.34) characterised as leap because of its suddenness. Secondly, ‘first’ signifies more than just “numerically one sin” (p.34). If the first sin were just one sin, then “no history comes of it, and sin will then have no history, either in the individual or in the race.” (p.34)  
It is true that “through the first sin… sin came into the world.” (p.34) However, according to Vigilius, since Adam’s sin is no different from each person’s first sin, this is also true for each of us; “In exactly the same way this is true of each later person’s first sin, that through it sin comes into the world.” (p.34) If it were any other way, if each person’s first sin came about because of sinfulness, their “first sin would be characterised as the first only in an inessential way, and have its essential character given – if such a thing is thinkable – by its serial number in the universal sinking fund of the race.” (p.34) 
Quantitatively speaking, the sinfulness of the human race acquires a history through each individual. Qualitatively speaking the individual brings sinfulness into the world with their first sin through the leap. First sin is qualitative in the sense that it introduces a new quality into the life of the individual; it’s not merely the result of a cumulative process.  
Vigilius talks a little about history, descent, and individuals here. Descent (the relation of generation) “merely expresses the continuity in the history of the race, which always moves in quantitative terms and is therefore incapable of producing an individual” (p.35). There are a couple of things to say about this. First, reproduction is purely quantitative in nature but establishes history. Secondly, being quantitative in nature, reproduction cannot produce individuals. An individual can only come about through a qualitative leap of some sort. Vigilius talks about animals here, which never produce individuals, despite reproducing through thousands of generations. Third, if humans weren’t connected to each other through descent but were each created anew, for example, there would be neither race nor individual. “At most, every single one would have been himself, not himself and the race, and never have acquired a history, just as an angel has no history but is only himself and does not take part in any history.” (p.36) For there to be a race, there must be something which connects later individuals with those who came before, but why no individual? An individual, for Vigilius, isn’t an entity unconnected to anything else, it’s a node within a greater network. Without the network, there can be no node either.

Vigilius goes on to reject Hegel’s claim that innocence lies in the “pure being of the immediate” (p.37). “The concept of immediacy belongs in logic, the concept of innocence in ethics” (p.36). Confusing these two spheres only leads to error. Furthermore, innocence can be lost, or annulled, only through guilt; unlike the immediate, which is annulled, or lost, merely by virtue of what it is, “something that is not really there but occurs only through being annulled, occurring as that which was before it was annulled and is now annulled.” (p.37) 
Vigilius criticises those who wonder about what would have happened if Adam hadn’t sinned, again treating Adam as existing outside the human race, because “all it shows is that the right mood has not been brought along… It would never occur to the innocent person to ask such a question” (p.37). We all lost our innocence in exactly the same way Adam lost his; through first sin.
So, what is innocence? In complete opposition to immediacy, it is “a quality, it is a state that may well endure” (p.37). It is ignorance. As we saw above concerning first sin, innocence, although it “has its continual quantitatively measurable identify [in the history of the race]… is always lost solely through the individual’s qualitative leap.” (p.37)

Regarding the fall, Vigilius asserts that innocence was lost originally in Adam through the prohibition not to eat of the tree of knowledge. He reminds us here though that “the prohibition in some way merely predisposes for what emerges in Adam’s qualitative leap.” (p.38)    

We have already seen that innocence is ignorance, but Vigilius will clarify this notion here and connect it to anxiety. “In innocence the human being is not characterized as spirit but is psychically characterized in immediate unity with its natural condition. Spirit is dreaming in the human being… In this state there is peace and repose, but at the same time there is something else, something that is not dissension and strife, for there is nothing against which to strive. What, then, is it? Nothing. But what effect does nothing have? It begets anxiety. This is the profound secret of innocence, that at the same time it is anxiety.” (p.39) He goes on to speak of anxiety as different from fear, which always refers to something definite. Rather, anxiety is “freedom’s actuality as the possibility of possibility.” (p.40) What exactly does this mean?
First of all, one needs spirit in order to be anxious; “the less spirit, the less anxiety.” (p40) This is why there is no anxiety in animals. What, then, is spirit? “The human being is a synthesis of the psychical and the physical, but a synthesis is unthinkable if the two are not united in a third. This third is spirit.” (p.40) Spirit is basically what makes us, us. We might feel more comfortable these days using a term like ‘self’, or ‘consciousness’. 
In innocence the individual is ignorant and not yet spirit. At this point, Vigilius calls the spirit “dreaming spirit” (p.43), which means that the “synthesis is thus not actual, for the combining factor is precisely spirit, and this is not as yet posited as spirit.” (p.43) In effect, Vigilius is saying the human being in innocence is not yet a human being. The ignorance of this “dreaming spirit” is different from that of the animal though, because it is “an ignorance [nevertheless] characterized by spirit, and it is as such precisely anxiety, because its ignorance is about nothing.” (p.41) What is this nothing? 
Vigilius uses the myth of Adam and the tree of knowledge to continue his explanation. When God told Adam not to eat from the tree of knowledge, Adam, being innocent and therefore ignorant, couldn’t know what this meant. For the same reason, God’s words couldn’t have awoken desire in Adam. Nevertheless, the “prohibition makes him anxious, because it awakens in him freedom’s possibility… the anxious possibility of being able.” (p.41) After the prohibition, God issues the judgement that Adam will surely die (if he eats from the tree). Again, Adam doesn’t know what the words mean but the punishment has made him anxious for the same reason as the prohibition did. In this way, Vigilius sees anxiety as “related to the forbidden and to the punishment. It is not guilty, and yet there is an anxiety as though innocence were lost.” (p.41)
It is now clear what Vigilius meant when he said anxiety is “freedom’s actuality as the possibility of possibility.” Anxiety is the awakening of freedom (which probably arises when spirit posits itself, or becomes actual) within us, and freedom is precisely the realisation that being able is a possibility.
Although Vigilius has used the Biblical story of Adam and the tree to explain anxiety, he claims it still makes sense without assuming that the prohibition and punishment came to Adam from outside. “Innocence can after all speak… We need simply assume that Adam talked to himself.” (p.41) Vigilius is suggesting, I think, that one doesn’t need words and language (and therefore knowledge) to ‘speak’. Human spirit (consciousness) is sufficient to bring about anxiety.

There is one last thing Vigilius wants to elucidate here; sexuality. “The moment that spirit posits itself, it posits the synthesis; but in order to posit the synthesis it must pervade it differentially and the extremity of the sensuous is precisely the sexual.” (p.43) If, therefore, human beings weren’t “a synthesis of soul and body sustained by spirit, the sexual could never have entered with sinfulness.” (p.43) So, sexuality arises when the spirit posits itself (or when consciousness arises), which Vigilius also calls “the instant that spirit becomes actual.” (p.43) 
It is important to note that sinfulness is not sensuousness, but “without sin, no sensuousness and without sexuality, no history.” (p.43) Sexuality is one of those unavoidable characteristics that just describe what it is to be a human being (a body and soul sustained by a spirit). In line with this, Vigilius maintains that a “perfect spirit” has neither sexuality nor history; “Even if Michael had noted down all the missions upon which he had been sent and had accomplished, that is still not his history.” (p.43) This is interesting, because it underlines Vigilius’ point that to have a history is not merely to do stuff. A history, by definition, means being an individual, which entails belonging to a race.

Chapter 2: Anxiety as Hereditary Sin Progressively 
So, the history of the human race begins the moment sexuality arises through sinfulness. In addition, the unavoidable outcome of hereditary sin is anxiety “which differs only quantitatively from that of Adam” (p.47), reflects itself better in us than it did in Adam because of the “quantitative accumulation that the race puts behind it now to effect” (p.47), and is not a manifestation of imperfection in the human being. Indeed, the “more pristine the human being, the deeper the anxiety, because the presupposition of sinfulness that the individual life takes upon itself on entering the history of the race has to be made its own.” (p.47)
Vigilius divides anxiety into two categories; subjective and objective. Subjective anxiety is that “in which the individual posits sin through the qualitative leap” while objective anxiety is that which “comes in and enters with sin, and in that respect also enters quantitatively into the world every time an individual posits sin.” (p.48) 

Subjective anxiety is the anxiety in the “individual’s state of innocence which corresponds to that of Adam but differs from Adam’s quantitatively due to the quantifying effect of the generation.” (p.49) The reflection of this quantifying generational sinfulness in the world is objective anxiety. Vigilius also calls objective anxiety an “anxiety in creation” (p.50) because it captures the significance sin’s entering the world had for the whole of creation. It arouses an “eager longing” (p.50), which in itself, indicates that “creation is in a state of imperfection.” (p.50) This longing is precisely the anxiety.  

Subjective anxiety has more significance at the level of the individual and produces guilt even as it arises through freedom. As we have seen, subjective anxiety “is the dizziness of freedom that emerges when spirit wants to posit the synthesis, and freedom now looks down into its own possibility and then grabs hold of finiteness to support itself. In this dizziness freedom subsides… In that very instant everything is changed, and in raising itself up again freedom sees that it is guilty. Between these two moments lies the leap, which no science has explained and which no science can explain.” (p.51) The guilt Vigilius refers to here arises because it is freedom that first looked down and wanted to posit the synthesis. In between the guilt and the freedom, the qualitative leap, a transition that doesn’t admit of cumulative change, takes place. Vigilius goes on to talk of the way possibility awakens anxiety because in it there is “the selfish infinity of possibility, which does not tempt like a choice but disquietens seductively with its sweet apprehensiveness.” (p.51) If this is true, why did he say earlier that the nothing begets anxiety? The reason is that the infinity of possibilities, in lacking any concrete expression, is actually nothing. Since the time of Adam though, in the “later individual, anxiety is more reflective. This can be put by saying that the nothing that is the object of anxiety becomes as though more and more a something” (p.52), and is the topic for the next section.      

The relation of generation has the effect that over time the anxiety becomes quantitatively “more” and when this happens “a result will be that when spirit posits itself, the cleft becomes deeper and in freedom’s possibility anxiety will find greater scope.” (p.53) Importantly though, even though this “more” applies to all later individuals in their relation to Adam, none of them are essentially different from him. 

Vigilius now turns to Eve, who signifies woman, and notes that “the woman is more sensuous than the man” (p.53) as evidenced by her ideal aesthetic aspect; beauty, and her ideal ethical aspect; procreation. The Greek notion of beauty excluded spirit and the “spiritual has its expression in the face” (p.53). This is why “silence is not only the woman’s greatest wisdom but also her highest beauty” (p.54); because she must express a totality that has no history of spirit. Since procreation is woman’s highest ethical aspect, “her desire shall be for her husband.” (p.54)   

The sexual is not the sinful. Genuine ignorance about the sexual is reserved for animals. “An ignorance, but which is also an ignorance of what is not, is that of the child. Innocence is a knowledge that signifies ignorance.” (p.55) The ignorance of innocence is captured in modesty, and there is anxiety in modesty because the synthesis “identifies spirit not merely as body but as body with the sexual difference.” (p.55) There is no sensuous desire in modesty and yet there is shame. Shame of nothing. “In modesty, sexual difference is posited but not in relation to its other.” (p.55) This will come later in the drive, which aims at propagation. The state which precedes this is love, eroticism. Only afterwards, once spirit is posited, “not merely as constituting the synthesis as spirit” (p.55), does the erotic end, at which time it is seen as comic because the sexual “is the expression of the huge contradiction that the immortal spirit is defined as genus.” (p.56) We now see that the anxiety was felt because spirit “cannot express itself in the erotic; it feels alien” (p.56) in this sphere. Christianity, suspends the erotic “not merely through an ethical misunderstanding as the sinful, but as the indifferent, because in spirit there is no difference between man and woman. * Here the erotic is not neutralized through irony but suspended, because Christianity’s tendency is to bring the spirit further.” (p.56)   

Returning to the relation of generation to the individual, Vigilius notes the different anxieties that take place for humans. “In the moment of conception, spirit is furthest away and for that reason the anxiety at its greatest. In this anxiety, the new individual comes into being. In the moment of birth, anxiety culminates a second time in the woman, and that instant the new individual enters the world… Anxiety, however, is an expression of the perfection of human nature; it is therefore only among lower peoples that one finds the analogue of the easy delivery of animals. But the more anxiety, the more sensuousness. The procreated individual is more sensuous than the original, and this “more” is the common “more” of the generation for every later individual with regard to Adam.” (p.57) Vigilius ends here by emphasising the way that each individual “begins in a historical nexus” (p.57) thereby with the increased quantitative effects of objective anxiety.

Vigilius moves on to note that the “more” (that cumulative aggregation through generation) every later individual has in relation to Adam can be summarised with the phrase, “sensuousness can signify sinfulness” (p.57). He continues, “We say not that sensuousness is sinfulness, but that sin makes it sinfulness. If we now consider the later individual, then every such individual has a historical environment in which it can become apparent that sensuousness can signify sinfulness.” (p.59) The way I understand this is that sensuousness in itself isn’t sinfulness but the way it appears (in a world where sin has appeared) it finds itself tainted with sinfulness. The “historical environment” every later individual finds themselves in is one in which sensuousness has acquired this signification of sinfulness. 
There is an interesting passage on the “historical environment” where Vigilius goes on to say it also features a “misunderstood appropriation of the historical de te fabula narrator [the story is told about you], in which the point, the individual primitivity, is excluded, and the individual without further ado mistakes itself for the human race and its history.” (p.58)   

Eating from the tree of knowledge the difference between good and evil appeared for Adam and Eve, but this was also the event that made of the “sexual difference… a drive.” (p.59) Exactly how this happens no science can uncover. “Psychology comes closest and explains the last approximation, which is freedom’s showing-itself-for-itself in the anxiety of possibility, or in the nothing of possibility, or in the nothing of anxiety. If the object of anxiety is a something, we have no leap but a quantitative transition.” (p.59) 

Vigilius rejects the (scientific) idea that sin is selfishness, because selfishness is about the particular, which means it concerns the single individual, a self. What is the self? By definition, it is an ‘inward’ term that only makes sense from the inside, as it were, and cannot be expressed by science, which is restricted to general categories. This is what Vigilius means when he says “the genuine “self” is posited only by the qualitative leap” (p.60). There is no logical, ‘reasonable’ progression from no self to a self. Sin cannot be explained by selfishness “because it is, on the contrary, through sin and in sin that selfishness comes into being.” (p.60) 

By way of final clarification, Vigilius finishes by saying, “Sensuousness in innocence is not sinfulness; nevertheless sensuousness is there. Adam did of course need food and drink, etc. The gender difference is posited in innocence but is not posited as such. Only in the instant that sin is posited is the gender difference also posited as a drive.” (p.61) What I get from this is that sin is posited when freedom surveys the possibilities before it as possibilities. One of these possibilities embraces the gender difference (which prior was understood in innocence) as a drive. It is this which turns the innocent gender difference into a sin.

Chapter 3: Anxiety as the Result of that Sin which is Sin-Consciousness’s Nonappearance
Vigilius begins this chapter criticising Hegel for claiming a “presuppositionless beginning” (p.63) in the system that nevertheless uses “the terms “transition,” “negation,” “mediation,” that is, the principles of motion in Hegelian thought, in a way that these do not also find their place in the systematic advance.” (p.63) Naturally, this makes all three of these “sinister secret agents” (p.63) presuppositions. “Transition” in particular, Vigilius has a problem with. This term belongs to “the sphere of historical freedom” (p.63), because “what is new comes about through the leap. If one does not insist on this, the transition will acquire a quantifying preponderance over the elasticity of the leap.” (p.64)  

The human being is a synthesis of soul and body but it is also “a synthesis of the temporal and the eternal.” (p.64) Soul and body achieve synthesis with the positing of spirit, but what is the third term connecting the temporal and the eternal? This will involve a look at what time is. “If time is defined correctly as infinite succession, it may seem obvious that it should also be defined as present, past, and future. This distinction is, however, incorrect if considered as implicit in time itself, because the distinction arises only through the relation of time to eternity, and through eternity’s reflection in time. If a foothold could be found in the infinite succession of time, that is, a present, which was the dividing point, then the division would be quite correct. However, precisely because every instant, as well as the sum of the instants, is a process (a passing by), no instant is a present, and in time there is accordingly neither a present nor a past nor a future.” (p.64) 
So, what is the present? Contrary to what you might think; it is the eternal. “In thought, the eternal is the present in terms of an annulled succession (time was the succession that passes by).” (p.64) In the eternal, then, there is “no division to be found into past and future, because the present is posited as the annulled succession.” (p.65) This amounts to a reversal of what we typically think of as time. Life lived in time has no present because the present is only in the eternal.
What of the instant then? The “instant is that abstraction from the eternal that, if it is to be the present, is its parody” (p.65). The instant is connected with the sensuous as an abstracted present, “The instant signifies the present as a something that has no past and no future, for it is just in this that the imperfection of the sensuous life lies. The eternal, too, signifies the present, which has no past and no future, and this is the perfection of the eternal.” (p.65) The instant, being “the purely abstract exclusion of the past and the future” (p.65) isn’t actually the present since, as an abstraction, it is not at all. Nevertheless, it gives us a connection between the eternal and time; “If… time and eternity touch each other, then it must be in time, and now we are with the instant… the instant is not properly an atom of time but an atom of eternity. It is eternity’s first reflection in time, its first attempt to as though bring time to a stop.” (p.65)
Now we see that the “synthesis of the temporal and the eternal is not another synthesis but the expression for that first synthesis according to which man is a synthesis of soul and body sustained by spirit. Once spirit is posited, the instant is there… The instant is that ambiguity in which time and eternity touch each other, and with this the concept of temporality is posited, whereby time constantly intersects eternity and eternity constantly permeates time. Only now does the aforementioned division acquire its significance: the present time, the past time, the future time.” (pp.65-6) Here we have a distinction between time and temporality; the former being infinite succession in the sensuous (therefore lacking past, present, and future), the latter being the way time and eternity intersect.
Vigilius also takes a moment to note here that in nature “time has no significance at all. Only in the instant does history begin.” (p.65) This is important because it means time only exists for human beings.   
Turning to the future, Vigilius believes that “the future means more than the present and the past, because the future is in a sense the whole of which the past is a part, and the future can in a sense mean the whole. This is because the eternal means first the future… The instant and the future in turn posit the past.” (p.66) 
Now, Vigilius has a vested interest in marking a difference between the past and the future because without a distinction between the two, everything important in Christianity is lost. This division occurs with the positing of the instant. Without the instant; “One then gets the past not by itself, but in a simple continuity with the future (the meaning of world history and the historical development of the individual thereby losing the concepts of conversion, atonement, and redemption). One gets the future not by itself, but in a simple continuity with the present (the concepts of resurrection and judgment being thereby laid in ruins).” (p.66)

Finally, Vigilius gives a summary of what we have talked about thus far:

Let us now imagine Adam and then remember that every later individual begins in the very same way but within the quantitative difference that results from the relations of generation and history. The instant is for Adam just as it is for every later individual. The synthesis of the psychic and the somatic is to be posited by spirit, but spirit is eternal and the synthesis is accordingly only when spirit posits the first synthesis as, additionally, the second synthesis of the temporal and the eternal. As long as the eternal is not posited, the instant is not, or is only a discrimen [boundary]. The eternal, since spirit is in innocence only in the character of dreaming spirit, appears thereby as the future, for this is, as has been said, the first expression of the eternal, its incognito. Just as (in the previous chapter) spirit, when it is about to be posited in the synthesis, or, more correctly, when it is about to posit the synthesis as spirit’s (freedom’s) possibility in the individuality, expresses itself as anxiety, so too here does the future, the eternal’s (freedom’s) possibility in the individuality. As freedom’s possibility manifests itself for freedom, freedom swoons and temporality now emerges in the same way as sensuousness in the sense of sinfulness. (pp.66-7)

The possible always corresponds to the future. Anxiety, therefore, is also always linked to the future. If I am anxious about the past then, the past “about which I am supposed to be anxious must stand to me in a relation of possibility. If I am anxious about a past misfortune, then it is not insofar as it is past but insofar as it may be repeated, that is, become future. If I am anxious because of a past offense, it is because I have not placed it in an essential relation to myself as past, but in some or other deceitful manner prevent it from being past. If it is actually past, then I cannot be anxious but only repentant.” (p.67) 

This brings us back to the initial pronouncement in chapter 1; “Anxiety is the psychological state that precedes sin, that comes as close as possible to it, as anxiously as possible, yet without explaining sin, which breaks out only in the qualitative leap.” (p.67) 
We also get an interesting parallel between sensuousness and temporality; “The instant that sin is posited, temporality is sinfulness. We do not say that temporality is sinfulness, any more than that sensuousness is sinfulness; but with the positing of sin, temporality signifies sinfulness. Therefore that person sins who lives only in the instant as abstracted from the eternal.” (p.67) 


Next, Vigilius talks about the anxiety of spiritlessness. This is the case where one has a relation to spirit but a relation that is precisely nothing. “Spiritlessness can say exactly the same as has been said by the most well-endowed spirit, but it does not say it in virtue of spirit. Qualified as spiritless, the human being has become a talking machine, and there is nothing to prevent him from learning to repeat by rote a philosophical rigmarole, a confession of faith, and a political recitative.” (p.68) 
There is no anxiety in spiritlessness. Indeed, precisely because it is spiritless, it is happy and content. The difference between paganism and spiritlessness is that the former is directed away from spirit while the latter is directed toward spirit; just failing in this endeavour. “Paganism is, if you will, the absence of spirit and thus differs far from spiritlessness. Paganism is in this respect much to be preferred.” (p.68) Vigilius castigates spiritlessness because it understands “nothing in a spiritual way, [and] see[s] nothing as a task” (p.69). While it is true that there is no anxiety in spiritlessness (precisely because there is no spirit), “anxiety is still present except that it is waiting… Seen from spirit’s standpoint, anxiety is therefore also present in spiritlessness but hidden and masked.” (p.69) 

The object of anxiety is always nothing. “Anxiety and nothing always correspond to each other. As soon as the actuality of freedom and of spirit is posited, anxiety is canceled.” (p.69) Given this, Vigilius wonders what the nothing of anxiety signifies in paganism; and concludes it is fate. For this, he claims that paganism, although being directed away from spirit is still in relation to spirit “although without spirit being in the most profound sense posited as spirit.” (p.69) So, what is fate? “Fate is precisely the unity of necessity and contingency.” (p.69) Fate is a preordained future which the pagan cannot come into a proper relation with because it is necessary at one moment, accidental the next, and yet, he is still in relation to it; a relation characterised by anxiety. This connects with another definition of fate Vigilius gives; “Fate is a relation to spirit as external to it; it is a relation between spirit and something other that is not spirit, and to which spirit nevertheless stands in a spiritual relation.” (p.69) The attempt to explain fate appears in the oracle, which nevertheless, was just as ambiguous as fate itself, so “the pagan’s relation to the oracle is once more anxiety.” (p.70)
Guilt and sin, being concerned with the individual (specifically with the individual being guilty) cannot emerge here in paganism. “If it should emerge, paganism would have foundered upon the contradiction that one became guilty through fate.” (p.70)
This anxiety with regard to fate is most evident in genius. The genius has an external relation to spirit. It is also immediate, and if it remains immediate and outwardly turned “will indeed become great and its exploits astounding; but it will never come to itself and never become great in its own eyes. All its activity is turned outward… To itself genius does not become significant in the most profound sense; its compass can extend no further than that of fate in relation to fortune, misfortune, esteem, honor, power, immortal fame, all of which are temporal terms. Every deeper dialectical characterization of anxiety is excluded.” (p.72). 

In contrast to paganism, Judaism rests in an anxiety, the object of which, is the nothing of guilt. As Vigilius says, this seems paradoxical, for guilt is after all something. As the object of anxiety, the relation of the individual to guilt is ambiguous; “The ambiguity lies in the relation, for once guilt is posited, anxiety is gone and repentance is there.” (p.73) So, what is this guilt? “Guilt is a power that spreads itself everywhere and which, nevertheless, no one can understand in a deeper sense while it broods over human existence.” (p.73) What explains this, and just like the oracle in paganism therefore has the same character as guilt, is the sacrifice. Like the oracle for the pagan, “The Jew has recourse to the sacrifice but it does not help him, for what would really help is the canceling of the relation of anxiety to guilt and the positing of a relation that is actual. Since this does not happen, the sacrifice becomes ambiguous” (p.73).
Vigilius complains for a little about the way that people in his time aren’t interested in “the task” of “explaining how my religious existence comes into relation with, and expresses itself in, my outward existence” (p.74), and how instead of striving “to grasp the eternal, in chasing the moment one learns only how to pester oneself, one’s neighbors, and the moment too, to death.” (p.74) This religious task is no doubt a struggle and involves pain, distress, and anxiety.
The religious genius is:

…one who does not remain in his immediacy. Whether he, at any time, turns himself outward remains for him a later question. The first thing he does is to turn toward himself. Just as the immediate genius has fate as the figure that follows him, so this one has guilt. In turning toward himself, he eo ipso turns toward God, and there is an established ceremonial rule that says that when the finite spirit would see God, then it must begin as guilty. In turning toward himself, he discovers guilt. The greater the genius, the more profoundly is guilt discovered. The fact that for the spiritless this should be folly is for me a delight and a joyful sign. The genius is not like most people, and is not content with being so. The reason is not that he disdains people; it is because primitively he has to do with himself, while other people and their explanations are of no help one way or the other. (p.75)

In turning inward, the religious genius discovers freedom, “not freedom to do this or that in the world… but freedom to know with himself that he is freedom… The more he discovers freedom, the more sin’s anxiety is upon him in the state of possibility. Only guilt frightens him, for guilt alone can deprive him of freedom.” (p.75)
There is also a “more” here, a quantitative accumulation, in the anxiety of the later individual in relation to Adam. “It is in the end as though the guilt of the whole world united to make him guilty, and, what is the same, as though in becoming guilty he became guilty of the guilt of the whole world.” (p.76) 

Chapter 4: Sin’s Anxiety or Anxiety as the Outcome of Sin in the Single Individual 
So, with the “qualitative leap sin came into the world, and that is how it continues to come into it.” (p.79) Anxiety is “freedom’s self-disclosure before itself in possibility.” (p.79) Since, the qualitative leap is actuality, it might appear as if the leap nullifies possibility and therefore nullifies anxiety. This is not true Vigilius claims. The actuality is an “unwarranted actuality” (p.79). By this, I think Vigilius means that the leap doesn’t produce any kind of absolute, or permanent, actuality free from possibility and therefore free from sin. As he says later, “In every state possibility is present, and to that extent anxiety.” (pp.79-80) 
But something has changed. “When sin is posited in the single individual through the qualitative leap, the difference between good and evil is then posited.” (p.79) This means that the “object of anxiety is something definite, its nothing an actual something, because the distinction between good and evil is posited in concreto, and the anxiety has therefore lost its dialectical ambiguity.” (p.79) Once sin is posited, there are two formations; the individual is in sin and is anxious about the evil (sin), or the individual is in the evil (sin) and is anxious about the good. We will consider this in turn.   

As we have seen, the actuality in the leap annuls possibility but lacks justification. “That being so, anxiety is able to relate to it. As an unjustified actuality, it is again to be negated. That work anxiety is ready to undertake.” (p.80) The actuality is a state, but anxiety arises in relation to this state’s future, “which is a new state’s possibility.” (p.80) 
Anxiety about evil leads to repentance over this new posited sin (the unjustified actuality) does not lead to the individual’s freedom. “In relation to sin, repentance is reduced to a possibility; in other words, repentance cannot cancel sin, it can only sorrow over it. Sin continues in its consistency, repentance follows it step by step, but always a moment too late.” (p.81) Vigilius describes sin as dragging a person along “like a woman dragged by the hair by an executioner while she screams in despair” (p.81) while anxiety is up ahead the way “one can feel in one’s bones that a storm is approaching.” (p.81) Repentance cannot end this spiritual trial. The only thing that “can truly disarm the sophism of repentance is faith, courage to believe that the state itself is a new sin, courage without anxiety to renounce anxiety, something of which only faith is capable; not that it therefore annihilates anxiety, but, eternally young itself, it extricates itself from anxiety’s moment of death. Only faith is capable of doing this, for only in faith is the synthesis eternally and in every instant possible.” (p.82)

In anxiety about the good, Vigilius also calls this the demonic, the good “signifies the restoration of freedom, redemption, salvation, or whatever one wants to call it.” (p.83) These days, people tend to view the demonic sympathetically, treating the demonic individual as the victim of misfortune, fate, or a mental disorder. We look at how society used to treat the demonic individual and shudder at our cruelty, but Vigilius finds this attitude worrisome. That people used to go to such extremes (even the death penalty) showed that they took the demonic seriously. These days we don’t.    
“The demonic is unfreedom that wants to close itself off. This is and remains, however, an impossibility; it retains always a relation” (p.85). Vigilius talks for a while here about how the demonic is reluctant to communicate; “The demonic is the reserved and involuntarily disclosed” (p.85). He even goes so far to say, “Disclosure here is the good, for disclosure is the first expression of salvation.” (p.87) In a way, disclosure here seems to be a willingness to admit one’s guilt, thereby also being a willingness to progress towards the good. 
“The demonic is [also] the sudden.” (p.88) Communication is the expression of continuity and continuity is the first expression of salvation. In reserve, in shutting itself off, the demonic rejects communication, thereby rejecting continuity. The negation of continuity is the sudden. 

Vigilius moves on to consider the two ways freedom can be lost; somatopsychically and spiritually. 
Somatopsychically freedom is lost when the relationship between soul and body (which is “soul’s organ” (p.91)) breaks down. Vigilius describes this by saying “the body revolts” and “freedom conspires with the body against itself” (p.91), giving as examples conditions like; hypersensibility, hysteria, hypochondria, etc.
Spiritually, the demonic is not related to the intellectual content itself but is “the relation of freedom to the given content, and to the possible content regarding intellectuality” (p.92). Some ways it can express itself include “a laziness that postpones thinking, as curiosity that never becomes more than that, as dishonest self-deception, as effeminate weakness that constantly turns to others, or as superior negligence, as mindless busyness, etc.” (p.92)
The content of freedom is truth and truth for the individual is “truth only insofar as the individual itself produces it in action” (p.92), and action produces certitude and inwardness. It seems Vigilius is using the word ‘action’ here in a very circumscribed fashion. Truth for the individual in any other form is demonic. Vigilius uses the current age’s relation to certitude and inwardness to demonstrate spiritual loss of freedom.     
He points to the metaphysical and logical efforts that have been made to prove the immortality of the soul, but which have strangely enough, resulted in less certitude. The same thing results from a lack of inwardness, as in the case of someone who knows everything in theory and can prove it all but doesn’t have a deep understanding of it. His example is someone who “can prove a mathematical proposition using the letters ABC, though not when they are DEF. So he becomes anxious whenever he hears something that is not the same to the letter.” (p.93) Superstition and unbelief both lack certitude. Proving the existence of God is something “with which one occupies oneself only occasionally, learnedly and metaphysically.” (p.93) Here inwardness is lacking.

Vigilius now gives us a schema for the exclusion or absence of inwardness; namely, that “Every form of the absence of inwardness is therefore either activity-passivity or passivity-activity, and whether the one or the other, it rests in the self-reflection.” (p.94) This means that every form of the absence of inwardness either starts from activity and works through a passivity or vice versa. 
“Inwardness is an understanding, but in concreto it is a matter of how to understand this understanding. To understand a speech is one thing, understanding what is being pointed out to you is something else; to understand what you yourself are saying is one thing, understanding yourself in the saying is another.” (p.94) The more concrete the content of consciousness (the understanding) becomes, the less inwardness is present. Vigilius gives the example of a religious consciousness. The more concrete this is, the more dependent on historical facts. Here there are two forms of the demonic. “When a man of rigid orthodoxy applies all his diligence and learning to proving that every word in the New Testament derives from the respective apostle, inwardness will disappear little by little, and he comes in the end to understand something quite other than what he wanted to understand. When a freethinker applies all his acumen to proving that the New Testament was not written until the second century, it is precisely inwardness he is afraid of, and for that reason he has to have the New Testament put in the same class with other books.” (p.94) Another example is consciousness of oneself; “The most concrete content that consciousness can have is consciousness of itself, of the individual itself, not pure self-consciousness, but the self-consciousness that is so concrete that no author, not even one with the richest vocabulary, has ever been able to describe a single such self-consciousness, although every single human being is such a one. This self-consciousness is not contemplation, since anyone believing this finds that he has not understood himself on seeing that he is at the same time coming into being [i Vorden] and so cannot be something concluded for contemplation. This self-consciousness is therefore action, and this action in turn inwardness, and whenever inwardness does not correspond to this consciousness, there is a form of the demonic just as soon as the absence of inwardness expresses itself as anxiety about its acquisition.” (p.94)       
Examples to show the passive/active dichotomy include unbelief/superstition. Both lack inwardness “but unbelief is passive through an activity, and superstition is active through a passivity.” (p.95) Another is hypocrisy/offense. The former begins through an activity, the latter through a passivity.   

Vigilius moves on to suggest earnestness as a definition for inwardness. However, he cautions that “with regard to existential concepts it always betrays greater discretion to abstain from definitions, seeing that one is hardly inclined to grasp in the form of definition the essential in what must be understood in another way, what one has oneself understood in another way, has loved in an entirely different way, and which easily becomes in the form of a definition something alien, something else.” (p.96) Anyone who has loved can hardly find satisfaction in attempting to define love. Likewise for someone who “lives in daily, and yet solemn, communion with the thought that there is a God” (p.96).
Earnestness is also related to disposition which is the way “the feeling unfolds itself to self-consciousness, and vice versa, that the content of the self-consciousness is felt by the subject as his own.” (p.97) Earnestness is the higher and deepest expression of a disposition. Earnestness must always retain the eternal, and because of this, can never become a habit. Habit arises when the eternal drops out of repetition. “When the primitivity in earnestness is acquired and kept, there is succession and repetition, but as soon as primitivity is lacking in the repetition, there is habit. The earnest man is earnest precisely through the primitivity with which he returns in repetition. It is said that a living and inward feeling preserves this primitivity, but the inwardness of the feeling is a fire that may cool once earnestness no longer tends it” (p.97). Finally, earnestness describes the personality itself, such that “only an earnest personality is an actual personality, and only an earnest personality can do something in earnest, for to do anything in earnest requires, first and foremost, knowledge of what the object of earnestness is.” (p.97) In other words, one must first of all be earnest about earnestness.

Chapter 5: Anxiety as Saving through Faith 
There is no escaping anxiety. All we can do is try to “be anxious in the right way” (p.103); i.e. through faith. Anxiety is freedom’s possibility. Possibility, if thought correctly, is not just the happy and joyful, but the terrifying and horrific as well. Once one grasps this and “has thoroughly learned that every anxiety for which he feels alarm can come upon him the very next instant, then he will give actuality another explanation. He will praise actuality, and even when it lies heavily upon him he will remember that it is still far, far lighter than possibility had been. Only in this way can possibility shape a person, because finiteness and the finite situations, in which every individual is assigned its place, whether they be small or commonplace or world historical, are only finitely formative: one can always talk them over, always get something a little else out of them, always bargain, always come a little out of their way... But for an individual to be formed thus absolutely and infinitely by possibility, that individual must be honest toward possibility and have faith. By faith, I understand here what Hegel somewhere, characteristically and very rightly, calls the inner certainty that anticipates infinity.” (pp.103-4) This is precisely why possibility is “absolutely formative. No one ever became so unhappy in actuality as not to retain a little residue… Yet the person who followed possibility’s curriculum in misfortune lost everything in a way that no one in actuality ever lost it… But then, unless he cheated the possibility that wanted to teach him, and did not talk onto his side the anxiety that wanted to save him, he would also receive everything back as no one else in actuality ever did, even if they received everything tenfold, for the disciple of possibility received infinity, and the soul of the other expired in the finite.” (pp.104-5)
In faith, one can use anxiety to carry one to providence. The same holds true for guilt, “which is the second thing anxiety discovers. Those who learn to know their guilt only from the finite are lost in the finite... The person who learns to know guilt only by analogy to judgments of the police court and the supreme court, never really understand that he is guilty, for if a person is guilty, the guilt is infinite.” (p.106)




