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Abstract

The ‘resolute’ reading of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s work is often taken to involve a kind of anti-realism
about what the philosopher calls ‘logic,” or ‘grammar’ — the order of meaning that structures our
understanding of the world and which is expressed in our uses of language. Conversely, I argue that
the resolute interpretation permits us to find, in both Wittgenstein’s early and later work, a
compelling new account of realism about this structure of significance. This realism comes into view
if we take to heart his claim that philosophy is a practice of remembering the meaning/logic of our
words and if we construe his concept of remembrance as a matter of what Seren Kierkegaard calls
‘repetition.” Once regarded in this light, three often underemphasized features of the Wittgensteinian
picture come to the fore.

The first feature is the method of ‘indirect communication.” Like Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein
felt that he could only remind us of what we had forgotten if he employed an unconventional
philosophical method. Where traditional philosophers offer linear arguments for explicitly stated
conclusions, Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, heightens our awareness of certain tensions in our life
with language, withdraws, and allows the lesson that dissolves those tensions to dawn upon us
spontaneously through its appeal to our natural and historical linguistic sense.

The second feature is the phenomenon of ‘revelation,” which involves an encounter with
logically unforeseeable meanings. Revealed meanings are neither the creations nor the discoveries of
the autonomous human self. They are, instead, meanings provided to us by a source outside the self.
On a resolute account of realism, revelation functions as the mechanism by which a remembrance of
meaning dawns spontaneously upon our natural and historically conditioned linguistic intuitions.
However, a crucial problem stands in the way of any such realism: it is not clear how we should
understand our intentional relationship to a meaning that is yet to be revealed. A way of resolving

this problem emerges when we take stock of the third oft-overlooked feature of Wittgenstein’s
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philosophy that comes into view from the Kierkegaardian perspective: ‘embodiment,” or
‘incarnation.’

The body plays a crucial role in Kierkegaard’s Christian account of the self, of the ethical
truth to which the self relates, and of that relation. Just as the self is a synthesis of the eternal soul
and the temporal human body, Christ is a synthesis of the eternal God and the embodied life of
Jesus. Further, the self’s commitment to Christ is a practical, bodily, capacity to follow His example
and ‘go on’ according to the rules that comprise Christian ethical life. This tripartite significance of
the body provides us with the conceptual resources we need to understand the possibility of
revelation as it enters into Kierkegaard’s account of repetition. Similarly, for the resolute
Wittgenstein, the self is the incarnation of a non-temporal soul in a temporal human body, and
language is the incarnation of non-temporal meaning in a temporal linguistic sigh — paradigmatically,
the written or spoken word and its use in linguistic practice. Finally, our understanding of meaning
is, most fundamentally, manifest as our practical ability to ‘go on’ according to logic’s rules for the
use of such signs. As is the case in Kierkegaard, this three-fold function of embodiment helps us to
understand our relationship to possibilities of revelation in Wittgenstein.

The phenomena of indirect communication, revelation, and embodiment enable us to
account for Wittgensteinian meaning-remembrance as a matter of Kierkegaardian repetition. This
account helps us to defend the resolute reader from the charge of anti-realism and to provide a
positive picture of what a resolute realism involves. The practical significance of such realism is
three-part. It calls for, 1) a renewed respect for the autonomy of the individual to whom the work of
philosophy is addressed, 2) a turn away from top-down and revolutionary views of how ‘progress’
can be achieved in philosophy, and 3) a renewed deference to our organic, historical, pre-

philosophical sense of what we do and do not mean by our words.
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The one who will not work fits what is written about the
virgins of Israel: he gives birth to wind — but the one who is

willing to work gives birth to his own father.

Kierkegaard

This was all clear to me, and I was glad and tranquil. And it
seemed as if someone said to me: ‘See that you remember.’

Tolstoy
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction

I offer this dissertation as a contribution to the ‘resolute’ reading of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s
philosophy, in both the early and later periods of his thought.' I aim to explore the question of what
it might mean for a resolute reading to be a realist reading. This realism will not primarily concern
empirical facts; it will concern what Wittgenstein calls /ogic or grammar, which he identifies with
meaning in his later writings (PG, X-{133). I propose that a model for such a realism can be found in
the philosophy of Seren Kierkegaard and, in particular, in Kierkegaard’s Christian reinterpretation of
the Platonic doctrine of recollection (anamnesis). Resolute Wittgenstein can be regarded as a kind of
realist if we take seriously his claim that philosophy only reminds us of the meaning of our words
(PI, §127), and if we interpret his notion of remembrance in a Christian-Kierkegaardian light. On
this interpretation, the remembrance of meaning is not a matter of Platonic recollection, but of what
Kierkegaard calls repetition (FT, 131).

As T will read him, this first point of similarity between Wittgenstein’s project and
Kierkegaard’s is bound up with a second. I claim that Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, endeavours to
facilitate a process of self-transformation in his reader. By urging us away from the anti-realism that
we will find in Platonic recollection, and toward the realism of Kierkegaardian repetition, he will be
urging us to undergo just such self-transformation. This process will involve our coming to regard
the self as essentially incarnate in the body and to regard meaning as essentially incarnate in the
word.

My guiding question, then, is whether we can consider the resolute Wittgenstein a realist.
There are, however, three tightly-related subsidiary questions that motivate me, and which I hope to
answer in the course of addressing the over-arching issue of realism. The first is the question of how
we ought to understand Wittgenstein’s claim that philosophy is the business of assembling
reminders (PI, §127); the second concerns the role of linguistic revisionism in his philosophical
method; the third concerns the so-called question of ‘alternative grammars.” The prospect of a
resolute realism will come into view only if we understand Wittgenstein’s concept of remembrance,
his concept of remembrance will come into view only if we grasp his position on the issue of

linguistic revisionism, and we will grasp his position on linguistic revisionism only if we can solve the

'T expand on what I mean by ‘resolute reading’ in what follows (see infra, 7 ff.).
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problem of alternative grammars. In this introduction, I present these questions and a brief overview

of how I hope to address them.

1.2. The Question of Remembrance
Wittgenstein considered philosophy a kind of therapy, and the philosopher something like a
physician of the soul. “A philosophical problem has the form: ‘I don’t know my way about™ (PI,
§123), and philosophy helps us to regain our bearings by rectifying conceptual confusion. “The
philosopher treats a question; like an illness” (PI, §255), and the remedy is conceptual clarity.” “[T]he
clarity we are aiming at is complete clarity, but this simply means that the philosophical problems
should completely disappear” (PI, §133). Wittgenstein illustrates such puzzlement when he describes
his struggles to understand the meaning of philosophy itself. In his own life, he tells us, intellectual
disquiet often took the form of endless philosophizing about philosophy — endless questioning
about what the discipline involves. “The real discovery,” he wrote, “is the one that enables me to
break off philosophizing when I want to. — The one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is no
longer tormented [gepeitseh?] by questions which bring /#self in question” (PI, {133). There is a sense in
which this ‘therapeutic method will differ from person to person. “There is not a single
philosophical method, though there are indeed methods, different therapies, as it were” (PI, {133),
since different individuals have different philosophical problems, and different problems call for
different treatments (ibid.; cf., Baker 2006, Ch 8-10). Nevertheless, at a certain level of generality, we
can speak in the singular of @ therapeutic method, a single problem of intellectual puzzlement, and a
single goal of conceptual clarity. The classical conception of philosophy as care for the soul resounds
in the submission that “[w]orking in philosophy [...] is really more a working on oneself. On one’s
own interpretation. On one’s way of seeing things. (And what one expects of them)” (CV, 16).
Wittgenstein avoided systematic study in the classics of philosophy, not enjoying material
that he was unable completely to master (see von Wright 1955, 543). This being the case, G.H. von
Wright submits that “it is significant that he did read and enjoy Plato” (ibid.). Von Wright adds: “He
must have recognized congenial features, both in Plato’s literary and philosophical method and in
the temperament behind the thoughts” (ibid., 544.). Norman Malcolm points us to an aspect of

Plato’s philosophy that von Wright might have had in mind; Malcolm reports that “Wittgenstein

2 Wittgenstein is famous for his excessive use of punctuation, which he explained as follows: “I really want my copious
punctuation marks to slow down the speed of reading. Because I should like to be read slowly. (As I myself read)” (CV,
68). With Wittgenstein’s intentions in mind, I will leave his punctuation in place, in PI §255 and elsewhere, even when it
seems unnecessary.



once observed in lecture that there is a similarity between his conception of philosophy [...] and the
Socratic doctrine that knowledge is reminiscence” (Malcolm 1984, 44). Just as we hear echoes in
Wittgenstein of the ancient idea that philosophy is care for the soul, we can hear echoes of Plato, in
particular, in Wittgenstein’s claim that philosophy performs this office by reminding us of something
like repressed memories. “The work of the philosopher consists in marshalling reminders
[Erinnernngen) for a particular purpose,” (P1, §127)° the purpose, most generally, of providing us with
the kind of clarity that “gives philosophy peace” (P1, §{133).

The idea that philosophy is a matter of remembrance is part and parcel with the idea that
philosophy should not advance novel ‘theses’ (PI, {128). The philosopher should simply draw our
attention to things already familiar but, in a sense, ‘hidden’ from conscious awareness. What is
hidden, what fails to strike us despite our nebulous awareness of it, and what we need to be
reminded of, are the ‘real foundations’ of our questioning.

The aspects of things that are most important for us are hidden because of their simplicity

and familiarity. (One is unable to notice something — because it is always before one’s eyes).

The real foundations of their enquiry do not strike people at all. Unless #)az fact has at some

time struck them.—And this means: we fail to be struck by what, once seen, is most striking

and most powerful. (P, {129)

Wittgenstein qualified his suggestion that there is a similarity between his view of philosophy
and the ancient account of knowledge as recollection: “there were also other things involved in the
latter” (Malcolm 1984, 44). The qualification is unsurprising given Wittgenstein’s well-known

criticisms of Plato’s metaphysical ‘essentialism.” Still, we are left wondering just how great the

3 In their 2010 translation of this remark, Peter Hacker and Joachim Schulte render Erinnerungen as ‘recollections.” This
translation is in keeping with the continuity we are finding between Wittgenstein and Plato. However, we are reading
Wittgenstein as a disciple of Kierkegaard, and from this perspective, it would be misleading to adopt the term
‘recollection’ for Wittgenstein’s account of philosophical remembrance. Most often, Kierkegaard uses the term
‘recollection’ to denote the Platonic-metaphysical account of philosophical remembrance to which, I will argue, both he
and Wittgenstein are opposed. As we will see (cf. Infra, 18), there are exceptions to this rule. Sometimes Kierkegaard
uses the term ‘recollection’ in a general way that encompasses repetition — his alternative to the Platonic understanding
of remembrance — so that repetition turns out to be a kind of recollection. Notwithstanding this occasional, broad, use
of the term ‘recollection,” some of Kierkegaard’s readers (see Mooney, 1997, Westphal 1996) have adopted the
convention of using the term ‘recollection’ to designate the Platonic illusion of remembrance that Kierkegaard will
critique, and to which repetition will be an alternative. In what follows, I adopt this conventional use of the term
‘recollection’ as well. To avoid the Platonic-metaphysical connotations carried by the term, I stand by G. E. M.
Anscombe’s 1958 translation of Erinnerungen, at P1, §127, as reminders.” In the terminology that I will use here, not all
accounts of remembrance involve the metaphysics of recollection; another such account is repetition, and we will find
no such metaphysics in repetition. As I will read him, when Wittgenstein uses the term ‘Erinnernngen’ at P1, §127, he is
leaving his reader a hermeneutic latitude to interpret the term either as recollection or as repetition (more on this latitude
in Chapter 2), hence, the felicity of Anscombe’s translation, which remains neutral between those ways of reading
‘Erinnernngen,’ and the infelicity of Hacker’s.



similarity is supposed to be — how much light the comparison is supposed to shed. Anthony Rudd
and Willlam Brenner leave us with the same question. They submit that “Wittgenstein’s
methodology can be seen as a ‘demythologised’ version of that practiced by Socrates in the Meno; he
is trying to make us aware of what we have really known all along” (Rudd 2005, 155, n. 16). But
how, exactly, does the notion of remembrance in Wittgenstein map onto the notion of
remembrance in Plato? And what of the claim that philosophy reminds us of “the real foundations
of our inquiry” (PI, §129)? How does this evident foundationalism compare to that which we find in
the Greek thinker? What are the similarities and differences here? In any case, it seems safe to accept
that Wittgenstein is not rejecting the Socratic-Platonic picture. He is trying to retain those aspects of
the picture that we still find necessary by disentangling them from those which we no longer find
believable. When he indicates that philosophy is a practice of remembrance, he is doing philosophy
about philosophy itself and reminding us of what the practice is and how it is done. In his
comments on this issue, Stephen Mulhall stresses the same point highlighted by Malcolm, Brenner
and Rudd: “Wittgenstein’s methodological advice is, strictly speaking, not a recommendation or a
command, but a reminder” (Mulhall 2011, 310).

Where Brenner and Rudd challenge us to read Wittgenstein as trying to retrieve the classical
conception of philosophical method, H. O. Mounce challenges us to read him as trying to retrieve
the classical realism with which that view of philosophical method is paired.

In classical philosophy, the realists denied that order is imposed on the world by the human

mind. Rather the mind can make sense of the world only because it partakes of an order

which exists independently of it. This view was defended, for example, by the Pythagoreans,

Plato, and Aristotle. It was opposed by the sophists and skeptics, who argued that the

measure of things is in the human will as it expresses itself through the individual, social

consensus or the conventions of language. In short, man is the measure of all things.

(Mounce 2005, 103)

Though skepticism and anti-realism have historically been minority views, Mounce laments that they
have found their heyday in our post-modern times. “Nietzschians, Deconstructionalists, Neo-
Pragmatists and Heideggarians, all argue, though in various ways, that objective order is a delusion
and that man is the measure of all things” (ibid, 104). These philosophical revolutionaries “differ
among themselves but they are as one in repudiating our philosophical inheritance” (Mounce 2001,

187). Mounce reads Wittgenstein, early and late, as urging us to preserve it.



Mounce is not suggesting that Wittgenstein is urging a rote repetition of Plato’s metaphysics
any more than Rudd and Brenner are suggesting that Wittgenstein is urging a rote repetition of the
Socratic philosophical method. Mounce is suggesting that Wittgenstein’s work, eatly and late, is an
attempt to retrieve what Rudd and Brenner called a ‘demythologized” version of the classical view.
Mounce acknowledges that “[i]t would be an exaggeration to say that Wittgenstein belongs to the
tradition of classical realism. But [...] he has evident connections with that tradition. The connections
are most evident in the Tractatus and On Certainty. Indeed, we may say that in his last work he
reclaims, in a purified form, the realism he advanced in the first” (Mounce 2005, 121). My own
suggestion will be that realism was also alive and well in the works between these first and last
writings. The Investigations reference to “the real foundations of our enquiry” (PI, {129), for example,
should be taken seriously, and in a genuinely realistic sense.

Mounce offers his realist account as a bulwark against the growing tide of the ‘resolute
reading’ of Wittgenstein, the interpretation advanced by commentators like James Conant, Cora
Diamond, and Alice Crary (Mounce 2005, 105). Mounce notes an obvious sense in which ‘resolute
Wittgenstein’ rejects “the idea that our discursive practices depend for their integrity on the
existence of features of reality that transcend them and determine their correctness” (ibid., 104). But
what do resolute readers mean when they make this claim? And what follows from it? Mounce
wortries that they mean to suggest that the grammatical/ logical rules that regulate our use of words
are little more than what they were for the 19"-century positivists. For these thinkers, “logical
necessity reflects the rules for our use of words [...,] it belongs to our method of representing the
world, not to the world itself” (ibid., 110), and Mounce wants to distance Wittgennnstein from any
such view. For the early Wittgenstein, logical rules are expressed in ‘logical propositions,” tautologies
like ‘p or not-p’ (T, 6.11). For the later Wittgenstein, they are expressed in ‘grammatical
propositions’ (PI, §247-52), a category encompassing both the logical propositions of the early work
but also other linguistic ‘truths’ like, “Every rod has a length,” ‘One cannot hear red,” and 2+2=4"
Where Mounce draws his comparison to the 19" positivists, a version of the same view is familiar
from the ‘logical positivists’ or ‘logical empiricists,” of early 20" century Vienna.! Though
grammatical propositions seem to assert something about the world — something that might be
either true or false — this is a misleading appearance. Rules are like definitions: once they are in place,
we can use them to make true or false claims, but they themselves are neither true nor false of

anything. If grammatical propositions are neither true nor false, the realist’s claim that certain

4 See Carnap 1950; Carnap 1959, Forward and Part 5: Philosophy and Syntax; Ayer 2001, Ch. 1, Ch. 4.
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grammatical propositions are true turns out to be unintelligible, but so, too, does the anti-realist’s
claim that all such propositions are false (Mounce 2005, 110). The dispute between realist and anti-
realist is supposedly ‘dissolved’” when we see that both sides of the debate confuse grammatical
propositions for a kind of empirical proposition. On Mounce’s reading, resolute Wittgenstein joins
ranks with positivism, and holds that logical (later, grammatical) propositions are not ‘cognitive’
claims — they don’t describe the world. Rather, they express the linguistic conventions that we
presuppose when making such descriptions.

Has this reading undercut the dispute between realists and anti-realists? Mounce is
unconvinced: “Wittgenstein’s views, as they emerge on this interpretation, seem to me, and perhaps
to others, not to undercut the dispute at all. For they bear a striking resemblance to those advanced
by one of its parties, namely, the anti-realists” (ibid., 104). How so? The worry seems to be this: If
we say that rules of language are not grounded in a reality transcending mere convention, we open
the door to those ‘“Nietzschians, Deconstructionalists, Neo-Pragmatists and Heideggarians”
(Mounce 2005, 103) who, in Mounce’s view, all assert that language is grounded in nothing more
than something like the human ‘will to power.” In the case of the resolute reading, this will to power
would be manifest as our will to countenance certain linguistic conventions rather than others. Thus,
in Mounce’s view, the resolute reading amounts to “an evident variation on the idea that man is the
measure of all things” (Mounce ibid., 105). Peter Hacker registers a similar concern when he dubs
the resolute approach the “deconstructionist” (Hacker 2000, 359), or “post-modernist
interpretation” (ibid., 360) of Wittgenstein’s thought.

In my view, Mounce raises legitimate worries that resolute readers have not done enough to
address. My main is to address them on the resolute reader’s behalf. Taking my lead from the
suggestions of Rudd, Brenner, and Mounce, I want to develop and defend the idea that Wittgenstein
sought to revitalize both the classical conception of philosophy as a practice of remembrance, and
the robust realism to which that vision of philosophy is bound. Pace Mounce, however, I will
contend that a sufficiently robust realism can be found within the ambit of the resolute approach.
More pointedly, my claim will be that such realism can be found within the Kierkegaard-inspired
brand of the resolute reading that has been offered by James Conant and, before him, Stanley
Cavell.” Wittgenstein aims to help us remember the meaning of ‘realism’ anew, and he aims to do
this by helping us to remember the meaning of philosophical ‘remembrance’ itself anew, as well. The

realism of the resolute reading will come into view when we consider Wittgensteinian remembrance,

5 See Conant 1991a, 1993, 1995; Cavell 1984, 195-234



not as a matter of Socratic recollection, but of Christian-Kierkegaardian repetition. Before
introducing this alternative notion of remembrance, I note another question in Wittgenstein studies

that I want to answer with this dissertation: the question of linguistic revisionism.

1.3. The Question of Linguistic Revisionism

In an important sense, to say that philosophy is a practice of remembrance is to say that we should
not look for the solution to our conceptual problems in novel insights. “The problems are solved,
not by coming up with new discoveries, but by assembling what we have long been familiar with”
(PL, §109). “The name ‘philosophy’ might also be given to what is possible before all new discoveries
and inventions” (PI, §1206). If philosophy is a practice of remembrance, its method is supposed to
describe established determinations of grammar as opposed to creating new ones. “We don’t want
to refine or complete the system of rules for the use of words in unheard-of ways” (PI, {132-33).
“Philosophy must not interfere in any way with the actual use of language, so it can in the end only
describe it [...]. It leaves everything as it is” (PI, §124). There is, then, a crucial sense in which this
method does not involve imparting new information. This ‘non-informative’ character of
Wittgenstein’s approach is captured in his commitment to the past-oriented practice of remembering
the meaning and grammar of our words, rather than in any future-oriented practice of ¢reating new
meanings — new grammars —, perhaps for the purpose of resolving philosophical problems. Here we
arrive at a long-standing puzzle in Wittgenstein scholarship: it is hard to see how Wittgenstein can be
practicing what he preaches in these methodological remarks.

Often, Wittgenstein does indeed seem to be simply describing the ways we ordinarily use
words and then chastising us when we deviate from that use. On these occasions, his reminders of
how we commonly use words frequently strike us as checks upon our temptations to ‘take language
on holiday’ (PI, §{38) away from that common use. Frequently he cautions us against using words
outside these familiar contexts of their usual employment, which we do, for example, when we
confuse their meaning for the meaning of different but in some ways similar words. “As long as
there is still a verb ‘to be’ that looks as though it functions in the same way as ‘to eat’ and ‘to drink,’
as long as we still have the adjectives ‘identical,” ‘true,” “false,” ‘possible,” as long as we continue to
talk of a river of time & an expanse of space, etc., etc., people will keep stumbling over the same
cryptic difficulties & staring at something that no explanation seems capable of clearing up” (CVR,
22). Misled by such false analogies, we might have the confused impression that one can enter into

the state of being in the same way that one can enter into the state of eating. Consequently, we also



fall under the impression that a person can, in some sense, exist without having the property of
being. In this way, a misleading analogy can move us to use a word — ‘being’ in this case — outside
the context of its ordinary, intelligible, employment, and we begin to use it in a nonsensical way (PI,
§115-117). This sort of mistake is characteristic of what Wittgenstein calls ‘metaphysics.” Often,
Wittgenstein’s method seems to involve correcting these mistakes by reminding us how we
ordinarily use words and suggesting to us that our deviation from that ordinary use is incoherent.
Here, his methodological advice is this: “one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used
in this way in the language in which it is at home? — What e do is to bring words back from their
metaphysical to their everyday use” (PI, {110)

On the other hand, the Investigations is replete with insights that seem to make room for just
the kind of philosophical novelty that its own methodological pronouncements seem to prohibit.
Consider the rule-following considerations of how the meanings of words can be extended in
unforeseeably novel ways (PI, {185-242), the critique of metaphysical ‘essentialism’ (PI, §79-108),
the idea of the family-resemblance concept (PL§ 64-75), the notions of secondary sense (PI, {282,
11-§274-78), ‘imponderable evidence’ (PI, 11-§358-64), and the related hints about the responsibility
we bear for carrying on in language as we do, unguided by any rules that could ‘unambiguously’
determine their own application (PI, §222-23; PI, § 426; cf., Cavell 1999, 107). Since all these various
lines of investigation seem to allow us a latitude for legitimate linguistic novelty, it is surprising that
the methodological remarks in the Investigations would seem to deny the philosopher any license to
enjoy that latitude, and to create new uses of words and new determinations of grammar. More
mysterious still is that Wittgenstein himself often seems to sin against this proscription and indeed
create the novel grammars that he claims simply to describe (Wittgenstein 1988, 168; Z, §461; cf., PI,
§144; Baker 2006, 192-93).

The question of linguistic revisionism is this: How can Wittgenstein’s practice of creating
new grammars be reconciled with his apparent prohibition on doing any such thing? How can the
philosopher’s creative efforts to facilitate the emergence of new grammars cohere with the insistence
upon simply describing grammar and the methodological prohibition on “all new discoveries and
inventions” (PI, §126)? After noting that Wittgenstein says “that he will ‘assemble reminders’ and
call our attention to well-known facts” (Wright 1980, 262), Crispin Wright makes the following

comment on our prospects for working through this difficult terrain in Wittgenstein scholarship.

To carry through a satisfactory such examination would be no easy matter. For it is difficult

to reconcile Wittgenstein’s pronouncements about the kind of thing which he thinks he
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ought to be doing with what he actually seems to do [...] At the time I write this, the

complaint is justified that the great volume of commentary on the Investigations has so far

done very little to clarify either how we should interpret the general remarks on philosophy
so as to have our understanding enhanced of Wittgenstein’s treatment of specific questions,
or conversely. (What are the ‘well-known facts’ arranged in the course of the Private

Language discussion?) Wittgenstein’s later views on philosophy constitute one of the so far

least well understood aspects of his thought (ibid.)

Wright made that comment in 1980. In 2005, Anthony Rudd reported that we had made little
headway since then:

There is in fact a tension here that runs throughout Wittgenstein’s later work. On the one

hand he wishes to insist that utterances have meaning only in context, and to combat the

errors which arise from confusing different contexts, different language games. On the
other, he insists on the flexibility of language, the lack of sharp boundaries between
language-games, the ways in which the meaning of an expression can develop and alter in
unpredictable ways as it is used creatively in new contexts, yet without simply becoming

something entirely different and new. (Rudd 2005, 148-49)

One the one hand, we have an apparent argument against projecting words into new contexts of
use. To use words in novel ways is supposed to use words in ways at odds with their meaning and to
lapse into nonsense. On the other hand, Wittgenstein’s substantive insights into the flexibility of
language suggest that the meaning of a word should not be tied to its common uses in any such
rigorous way, and that novel applications of words can be legitimate indeed. There is more than an
apparent ‘tension’ here, for it is not only that these substantive insights seem to allow for the kind of
linguistic novelty and linguistic revisionism that seems to be prohibited by Wittgenstein’s stress upon
grammatical remembrance. There is an apparent contradiction here because, as I argue in Chapter
Seven, Wittgenstein seems to engage in just such linguistic revisionism himself.

Unless Wittgenstein is simply contradicting himself, he must be making the following
suggestion: In some sense of ‘remembering,’ the activity of remembering things already familiar can
allow that the remembered content is also created anew, perhaps in and through that very activity of
remembrance. There is an apparent coincidence here of old and new, familiar and unfamiliar,
discovered and created. To understand Wittgenstein — to see our way past the problem of linguistic
revisionism — we need a concept of remembrance that incorporates this strange coincidence of a

past-oriented movement back into the familiar, and a future-oriented movement out toward the



new. My submission is, first, that we will find the concept of remembrance that we need in the
Kierkegaardian notion of remembrance as repetition.” Second, when we apply this concept of
remembrance to the resolute reading, we can save that reading from the charge of anti-realism to

which it currently vulnerable.

1.4. The Question of Alternative Grammars

In discussing this issue of creating new grammars, I will be raising anew the long-standing question
of whether Wittgenstein thinks the notion of ‘alternative grammars’ — grammars different from our
own— is intelligible. Such grammars are supposed to comprise meanings (rules, concepts) that we
cannot so much as imagine or intelligibly describe using the grammar that we have. The question is
this: How can we acknowledge the possibility of alternative grammars if our attempt to characterize
them turns out to be unintelligible? If we cannot express the possibilities of sense they comprise,
what exactly are we saying when we try to acknowledge their ‘possibility’? This question of how we
ought to make sense of talk about alternative grammars is, I think, is the “great difficulty”
Wittgenstein speaks of at PI, {374.

Bernard Williams (1973) and Jonathan Lear (1982, 1984) have been read by many as
concluding that Wittgenstein ultimately rejects the idea of alternative grammars, and with it the
notion of grammatical novelty. Subsequent readers on the issue divide up into those who support
the Williams-Lear reading (Kusch 2012, Hutto 1996, Coliva 2010, Cerbone 2000) and those who
reject it (Stroud 1984, Mulhall 2009, Moore 2007, Forster 2004). The debate shows little sign of
letting up. My sympathies naturally lie with the latter camp of readers. Wittgenstein’s realism will
involve the disclosure of new possibilities of sense — possibilities constitutive for grammars
alternative to our own — but is it not yet obvious how we are to make sense of such things. We need
to resolve this ‘great difficulty’ to understand Wittgenstein’s view of remembrance, for that view of
remembrance involves the ‘revisionary’ creation of new grammars.

Kierkegaard’s concept of repetition will help us to frame this problem of alternative
grammars in an illuminating new way. However, to adequately address the issue, we will also need to
invoke what I will describe as Wittgenstein’s ‘embodied” or ‘incarnate’ thinking of the self and of the

meanings that the self remembers. Only once we have taken this embodied thinking of the self and

¢ It may bear repeating that, on my reading of Kierkegaard, not all remembrance is recollection. Repetition, for example,
is a form of remembering that encodes none of the metaphysics that attaches ‘recollection’ in Kierkegaard’s usual the
term (cf. Infra. 16-19).
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of meaning together with Wittgenstein’s Kierkegaardian understanding of remembrance as
repetition will we be able to discern an answer to the question of alternative grammars. To approach
Kierkegaard’s concept of repetition, it will be useful briefly to describe Kierkegaard’s own
understanding of Platonic recollection.” For this I consult Johannes Climacus, the pseudonymous

author of Kierkegaard’s Philosophical Fragments (see F, 11-12).

1.5. Socrates and Recollection in the Philosophical Fragments
Climacus reflects on Socrates’ answer to Meno's question: How are we to understand our effort to
search our memories for philosophical truth?

Meno: How will you look for it, Socrates, when you do not know at all what it is?
How will you aim to search for something you do not know at all? If you should meet with
it, how will you know that this is the thing that you did not know?

Socrates: 1 know what you want to say, Meno. Do you realize what a debater’s
argument you are bringing up, that a man cannot search either for what he knows or for
what he does not know? He cannot search for what he knows — since he knows it, there is
no need to search — nor for what he does not know, for he does not know what to look for.
(Meno, 80d-e)"

On the one hand, philosophical reflection begins from a kind of ignorance: we are in search of an
answer that we do not yet have. This seems self-evident, for if we already had the answer, we would
not be in search of it. On the other hand, this particular kind of searching is curious, for when we
discover what we are looking for, it strikes us as a truth of which we were already aware. If we didn’t
already know the truth we sought, how could it strike us, when we find it, as having been precisely
the truth for which we were searching? Moreover, if we were not already aware of what we are
looking for, how could we know, as we do, when we are looking in the right place? How could we
feel that certain avenues of reflection are bringing us closer to the truth that we are secking if we
don’t already know what that truth is? On the one hand, it seems that philosophy can teach us things
that we don’t already know; on the other hand, the a priori nature of a philosophical investigation
seems to presuppose that we already know what philosophy has to teach. We can also describe this
paradox about philosophical remembering as a paradox about philosophical forgetting. On the one

hand, such forgetting is supposed to leave us with enough awareness of the truth-to-be-remembered

71 set aside the question of whether Kierkegaard’s view of Plato is correct.
8 All references to Plato’s dialogues are keyed to Plato 1997.
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that we know what to search for in memory; on the other hand, we are not left with enough
awareness of that truth for the search to be unnecessary. As a practice of remembrance, the very
activity of philosophy is obscure (F, 11-12).

According to Climacus’ analysis in the Fragments, Socrates answered these questions by
construing philosophical truths as innate ideas: pre-given, fully-determinate denizens of something
like the philosophical sub-conscious. These were supposed to be truths already present in one’s
eternal soul but bidden there in a way that rendered them temporarily unavailable to reflection (ibid.).
The Platonist’s picture of philosophical forgetting, then, is something like the picture of an object
lost in a darkened warehouse; the corresponding picture of remembrance involved something like
the light of reflection coming to illuminate its place. We know where to look because we are already
intimately acquainted with what we are looking for, and we are so acquainted because what we are
looking for is a pre-given part of our eternal soul. The Socratic recollection of philosophy’s eternal
truths amounts to a recollection of the eternal aspect of the human being: not the body, but the soul,
which has already learned everything that philosophy might teach (ibid.). Again, the Meno displays
the important aspects of Climacus’ view:

The human soul is immortal; at times it comes to an end, which they call dying; at times it is

reborn, but it is never destroyed [....] As the soul is immortal, has been born often, and has

seen all things here and in the underworld, there is nothing which it has not learned; so it is
in no way surprising that it can recollect the things it knew before, both about virtue and
other things. As the whole of nature is akin, and the soul has learned everything, nothing
prevents a man, after recalling one thing only — a process men call learning — discovering
everything else for himself, if he is brave and does not tire of the search, for searching and
learning are, as a whole, recollection. (Meno, 81b-d)
The Fragments stresses that this picture of remembrance as recollection is connected to the idea that
we are self-sufficient in our pursuit of philosophical truth. Providing that he has the necessary courage
and stamina, the learner can remember philosophical truth on his own because it is already there,
written in the linings of the soul’s eternal memory. Truth is supposed to lie within us, and since we
are supposed to be intimately acquainted with what lies within us, we are supposed to be capable of
discovering the truth through our unaided powers of self-reflection. It is in this sense that Socrates
“had the courage and self-possession to be sufficient unto himself” (F, 14).
A similar kind of self-sufficiency exists on the part of Socrates’ pupil. For if I am that pupil,

“the Truth in which I rest was within me, and came to light through myself, and not even Socrates
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could have given it to me, as little as the driver can pull the load for the horses, though he may help
them by applying the lash” (Kierkegaard 1962, 15). The philosophical teacher can encourage the
learner to reflect. In this capacity, however, the teacher only plays the role of a midwife, drawing out
from the learner what is already within him and what he might have discovered on his own, without
the teacher, had he possessed the intellectual energy for the task. If philosophical learning is a matter
of recollection, or anamnesss, philosophical teaching is a kind of midwifery, or masensus. The
philosopher leaves the labour to the pupil, helping him give birth, not to the body, but the soul
(Theaetetus, 150-151).

Climacus stresses a Pelagian consequence of recollection in the Philosophical Fragments: “In the
Socratic view, each individual is his own centre, and the entire wotld centres in him, because his self-
knowledge is knowledge of God” (F, 14). Since we can achieve self-knowledge using nothing more
than our willful efforts in reflection, and since knowledge of the self is at the same time knowledge
of God, it turns out that those same voluntary efforts are all we need for knowledge of God. There
is nothing in this recollective picture — as there is in the Christian doctrine of grace, for example — of
the idea that the human being is constitutively incapable of achieving spiritual salvation without the
aid of a power beyond itself. If I don’t need Socrates to gain knowledge of my soul and God — if this
knowledge is already within me and therefore within reach of willful reflection — then, similarly,
“Iml]y relation to Socrates [...] cannot concern me with respect to my eternal happiness, for this is
given me retrogressively through my possession of the Truth, which I had from the beginning
without knowing it. [...] [TThe undetlying principle of all questioning is that the one who is asked
must have the Truth in himself and be able to acquire it by himself” (F, 15).

A final important feature of the Socratic maieutic teaching is that it proceeds zndirectly. Rather
than imposing positive views upon the learner, the philosopher proceeds negatively, merely
questioning the learner and allowing him the opportunity to distinguish, for himself, between truth
and illusion. Socrates tells us: “The common reproach against me is that I am always asking
questions of other people but never express my own views about anything” (Theaetetus, 150c). We
will later see Kierkegaard acknowledge a consequence of this: many learners credit themselves
entirely for what they learn, unaware of the role that the teacher has played in guiding them to that
knowledge (Theaetetus, 150-151).

These conjoined views of philosophical teaching and learning come out in the Meno. Socrates
stresses that he aims to illuminate a truth that the learner hzmself will recognize as true. Socrates states

this feature of recollection to Meno when he describes a pupil’s learning of mathematics. This
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feature of recollection is also shown, however, when Socrates has Meno explicitly acknowledge the
truth in what Socrates is teaching Meno about the nature of remembrance itself. The need for the
learner himself to understand and accept the truth he learns is on display, for example, when
Socrates makes sure that Meno has followed his resaonong about the nature of recollection. Meno is
not forced to accept anything.

Socrates: You see, Meno, that I am not teaching the boy anything, but all I do is
question him. And now he thinks he knows the length of the line on which an eight-foot
figure is based. Do you agree?

Meno: I do. (Meno, 82¢) |....]

Socrates: What do you think, Meno? Has he, in his answers, expressed any opinion
that was not his own?

Meno: No, they were all his own.

Socrates: And yet, as we said a short time ago, he did not know? — That is true.

Socrates: So these opinions were in him, were they not? — Yes.

Socrates: So the man who does not know has within himself true opinions about the

things that he does not know? — So it appears |....]

Socrates: And he will know it without having been taught but only questioned, and

find the knowledge within himself? — Yes.

Socrates: And is not finding knowledge within oneself recollection? — Certainly

(Meno, 85b-d).

Recollection is, then, the movement of reflection whereby we remember the essential truth about
the self and also about other matters, and we do this by turning our powers of reflection inward,
upon the eternal structures of the soul’s a priori past. The philosopher’s continual checking to ensure
that the learner himself can recognize the truth is bound up with the idea that the truth is
determinately #here, within him, to be discovered. The self becomes both the locus of all
philosophical truth and the self-sufficient mechanism of truth’s discovery.

Of course, Plato is often considered the preeminent metaphysical realist. Indeed, we have
just seen Mounce contend that the antidote to the anti-realist drift in the resolute reading is to
retrace Wittgenstein’s intellectual ancestry back to classical realists like Plato. From Kierkegaard’s
Christian perspective, however, Platonic recollection is a misfiring attempt at philosophical realism
for the reasons to which I just adverted. Since it allows no role for the concept of grace, recollection

locates philosophical truth within the self and, correspondingly, it misidentifies the self’s voluntary
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efforts in reflection as the means of truth’s discovery. We can appreciate, then, why Kierkegaard
associates the recollective model of remembrance with the tradition of idealism, rather than realism,
in philosophy.” The Greek thinking of remembrance amounts to little more than the selfs willful
reflection upon itself rather than a reflection upon a reality to which the self is answerable. By
Kierkegaard’s lights, and pace Mounce, the Greek picture of philosophical truth will not revitalize our
sense of realism, for the Greek picture too is “an evident variation on the idea that man is the
measure of all things” (Mounce 2005, 105).

On the resolute reading I offer, Wittgenstein agrees with Plato in the following sense: he
holds that our connection to the real can be established in the activity of remembrance. But he
agrees with Kierkegaard that the Greeks misunderstood remembrance when they theorized it as a
recollection, thereby failing to establish the connection between remembrance and realism.
Wittgenstein’s task is to help us remember the meaning of our words. Still, the meaning of our
words is not somewhere “hidden” (PI, §92, §102, §126) in a pre-given stock of philosophical
memories “and which an analysis is supposed to unearth” (P, §92)." Since the meaning of a word is
what is manifest in its use, such a pre-given, recollection-theoretic, meaning would legislate a pre-
determined use. But Wittgenstein rejects any such recollective picture. Consider what he says about
what happens when we issue an order, the meaning of which is for another person to take certain
steps in the application of a mathematical rule. He writes:

Here I'd like to say first of all: your idea was that this eaning the order [Meinen des Befehls] had

in its own way already taken all those steps: that in meaning it, your mind, as it were, flew

ahead and took all the steps before you physically arrived at this or that one. So you were
inclined to use such expressions as “The steps are really already taken, even before I take
them in writing or in speech or in thought.” And it seemed as if they were in some wnigue way

predetermined, anticipated — in the way that only meaning something could anticipate reality.

(PI, §188)

° Robert Bretall emphasizes this aspect of the Kierkegaardian view of recollection:

[{]n coming to know something, we merely come into full possession of what was latent in us all along — merely
bring into consciousness what was in our ‘subconscious,” or in other words merely realize our true selves[.] This
[...] was the assumption of Socrates, who in all his philosophizing regarded himself not as one who has certain
truths to communicate to others, but rather as one only a little less ignorant then they, whose mission was
simply that of a midwife — i.e., to help others becomes conscious of themselves and to bring to birth what they
already bore within themselves. This has also been the assumption, explicit or implicit, or all Idealist philosophy
from Socrates and Plato to the present day. (Quoted in Kierkegaard 1946, 153-54).
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Our impression here is that, in advance of a rule’s actual use, all its possible applications “had to be
really — in a mysterious sense — already present” (REFM, 1-§122). Such possibilities of expression would
be rigidly fixed in advance by the rules of language in the way that a machine’s possibilities of
movement are fixed in advance by the physical laws that govern the machine. “[A] machine Jlas
(possesses) |besdfse] such-and-such possibilities of movement” (REM, I-§125; cf., RFM, 1-§126; PI,
§193, §184) but, pace the recollective philosophical tradition, we do not ‘possess,” intellectually, the
possibilities of sense that might find expression in and through the actual application of grammatical
rules."" If meanings (rules of grammar) are not pre-given in consciousness in this recollective way,
what is going on when Wittgenstein urges us to remember the meaning of our words? My claim,
again, will be that we can regard his understanding of remembrance as a matter of Kierkegaardian
repetition.

I will argue that Kierkegaard’s Christian thinking of remembrance as repetition succeeds
where the Greek picture does not: it will succeed in establishing the connection between memory
and realism. Accordingly, when we recognize the affinity between Wittgenstein’s thinking of
memory and Kierkegaard’s, we will find a way of saving the resolute Wittgenstein from the charge of

anti-realism as well.

1.6. Repetition

Kierkegaard’s project, of course, was to remind us of what we mean by ‘Christianity.” In the
contemporary age, “one has forgotten what it is to exist and what inwardness means” (CUP, 203).
Since the truth about the meaning of ‘inwardness’ — the meaning of human existence — is articulated
by Christianity, the corrective to this forgetting is, effectively, a reminder of what it means to be
Christian. That Kierekggard’s philosophy is an effort of remembrance is also clear when we consider
what he says about his style of teaching. He explictly frames the teaching of his pseudonymously-
authored texts as a return to the maientic method, the method by which the Socratic ‘midwife,” draws
out a truth that was already present in the learner’s memory. “All the pseudonymous writings are
maientic in nature” (PV, 7, cf., ibid., 247, 279) but, in Kierkegaard’s Christian thinking, the maieutic

method of teaching undergoes a transformation..

1 'The relevant passages might be useful to see in context:
When does one have the thought: the possible movements of a machine are already there in it in some
mysterious way? — Well, when one is doing philosophy. And what leads us into thinking that? The way we talk
about machines. We saw, for example, that a machine bas (possesses) [besiffe] such-and-such possibilities of
movement; we speak of the ideally rigid machine which can only move in such-and-such a way. (RFM, 1-§125;

cf., PI, §193)
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Paradoxically, the effort to remind us of the meaning of Christianity seems to involve an
attempt to facilitate a change in that meaning. Kierkegaard writes: “It is clear that in my writings I
have supplied a more radical characterisation of the concept of faith than there has been up until
this time” (PV, 253). There is something #ew in this thinking of Christianity, but the new coincides,
paradoxically, with the old and familiar. On the one hand, Kierkegaard grants that he is dealing with
an eternal and immutable truth. “Jesus Christ, it is true, is himself the prototype and will continue to
be that, unchanged, until the end” (PV, 131). On the other hand, the eternal and immutable
character of this truth does not preclude the truth’s undergoing a kind of transformation in and
through Kierkegaard’s authorship. Indeed, Kierkegaard wants to save Christianity from its modern
misinterpretations by facilitating just such a change in its meaning. He writes:

[I]n the course of time, the essentially Christian, unchanged, has nevertheless been subject to

modification in relation to changes in the world. My view is certainly not that it is the

essentially Christian that should be improved and perfected by new modifications — I am not
that speculative. No, my view is that the essentially Christian, unchanged, at times may need
by way of new modifications to secure itself against the new, the new nonsense that is now

in vogue. (PV, 131)

Paradoxically, we can remember the genuine meaning of Christianity by arriving at a new and more
helpful interpretation of what Christianity is. Since we are remembering something, we were already
aware of it as an aspect of our past. But as a zew interpretation of Christianity, its presence in
memoty is not to be thought of in recollective terms as a kind of object with a predetermined nature
and location, warehoused in mental space.

One finds surprisingly little discussion of remembering and forgetting in the secondary
literature on Kierkegaard. After citing copious instances of where Kierkegaard stresses that he is
trying to remind us of something we have forgotten, R. H. Johnson highlights this oddity in
Kierkegaard scholarship. “Given the pervasiveness of this claim and its analytical centrality, it is all
the more remarkable that it has gone so long unnoticed and uninvestigated” (Johnson 1972, 142., n.
1). In some ways, this issue of remembrance is more apparent in Wittgenstein than it is in
Kierkegaard. Accordingly, scholars have been able to shed light on the darker parts of Kierkegaard’s
view by comparing them to these more transparent parts of Wittgenstein’s. Taking such an
approach, James Conant has not only used Wittgenstein to highlight the overlooked issues of
remembering and forgetting in Kierkegaard’s Concluding Unscientific Postscript. He has argued that

Kierkegaard is reminding us of what Wittgenstein calls the ‘grammar,” or meaning, of words (Conant
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1989, 255). We concur with John Lippitt: “We can take on board Conant’s illuminating suggestion
that the Postseript, rather than advancing original theses, offers us ‘grammatical remarks’ which
function as reminders of what we already knew (but have forgotten, or have become confused
about). As Climacus tells us, what he is saying about Christianity is nothing new, but ‘old fashioned

2”5

orthodoxy™ (Lippitt 2000, 110). In my analysis as well, there are places where I invoke Wittgenstein
to clarify aspects of remembrance that remain obscure in Kierkegaard. In other ways, however, the
nature of the philosophical memory is more evident in Kierkegaard than it is in Wittgenstein and,
for the most part, I will use these clearer aspects of the former thinker to illuminate darker aspects
of the latter.

I will not aim to offer a full-bodied account of remembrance in Kierkegaard. My goal will
only be to highlight those particular aspects of his view that help with an understanding of
remembrance, and thereby realism, in Wittgenstein. Two such features will be especially important.
First, Kierkegaard tells us more than Wittgenstein does about how his own practice of mazeusis
involves a suitably transformed understanding of that method of ‘indirect’ communication that we
saw in Socrates. Second, when Kierkegaard theorizes remembrance as repetition, he says more than
Wittgenstein says about the structure of remembrance. We will see that Kierkegaard explicitly
describes remembrance as a curious intertwining of old and new meaning by which we are reunited
with some aspect of our linguistic history that we are in danger of forgetting. In Wittgenstein, this
interplay between old and new is not explicitly acknowledged, thus raising the question of linguistic
revisionism. Kierkegaard reminds us of what we always meant by ‘Christianity,” but not by helping
us to recollect a purely eternal and immutable meaning that was pre-written into the platonic-
Socratic soul. Instead, we remember the meaning of ‘Christianity’ when that meaning is changed
through the particular activity of remembering that Kierkegaard calls repetition. And it is this
concept of repetition that will be so helpful in understanding Wittgenstein.

At times, Kierkegaard speaks of recollection as a degenerate kind of repetition. He describes
it as a kind of repetition where what is ‘repeated’ through the act of remembring already existed, so
that the act of remembering is a ‘backward’ movement of thought, into the past. On his own non-
recollective account of remembrance as repetition, what is repeated has not already existed, so that
repetition is a ‘forward’ movement toward a meaning yet to be revealed. “Repetition and recollection
are the same movement, except in opposite directions, for what is recollected has been, is repeated
backward, whereas genuine repetition is recollected forward” (FT, 131; cf., I, 12). It is misleading of

Kierkegaard to speak about genuine repetition as a forward-looking kind of ‘recollection” because he
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usually contrasts genuine repetition with recollection. As I understand it — and this will be reflected in
my use of terminology — the point of calling repetition a kind of ‘recollection’ is that genuine
repetition is a kind of remembrance. We are dealing here with a Christian account of memory that
constitutes a significant advance over the recollective account that we find in the Greeks. When I
speak of ‘recollection,” I will have in mind this Greek view or the descendants of it that we will see
Kierkegaard trace into modern philosophy.

Northrop Frye submits that the typological reading of the Bible manifests the sort of
interplay between new and old that we find in repetition, and his thoughts might help to shore up
this introduction to the idea. Repetition helps us recover a connection to some aspect of our past
that can’t be ‘repeated’ as a mere rote replay of history as it was originally experienced or
understood. In these cases, Frye writes,

[tlhe mere attempt to repeat a past experience will lead only to disillusionment, but there is

another type of repetition which is the Christian antithesis (or complement) of Platonic

recollection, and which finds its focus in the biblical promise: ‘Behold, I make all things new’

(Revelation 21:5). Kierkegaard’s ‘repetition’ is certainly derived from, and to my mind, is

identifiable with, the forward-moving typological thinking of the Bible. (Frye 1982, 82)

Of course, from the Christian perspective, there are illusions of sense in the Old Testament. These
include concepts of God and His intentions that the New Testament will reveal as having been
limited or confused. Such illusions are dispelled for good when we re-read the Old Testament
through the lens of the Gospels. But this is no brute rejection of our biblical past; it’s a way of
retaining that past by interpreting it anew. The interpretation will strike us as the discovery of a
meaning that we were already aware of, but darkly so. In the Meno, Socrates accounted for this
impression of foreknowledge by postulating a stock of eternal meanings, pre-given and warehoused
in the eternal memory of the soul. In the Kierkegaardian-Christian picture, the remembered meaning
will, paradoxically, have no being at all until it is revealed in and through the activity of remembrance
itself. Maurice Merleau-Ponty might as well have been describing the paradox of repetition when he
wrote of a form of reflection “that constitutes [...], like an original past, a past that has never been
present” (Merleau-Ponty 2012, 252). In repetition, a new meaning is created for our words, though
we encounter it as #he saze meaning with which we were always familiar. The newness of the new
meaning is, in this way, evanescent. Hence we are inclined to speak not discovering something new

but remembering something long familiar.
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1.7. Remembrance Remembered: Other Aspects

Let me summarize what I have said so far. I have said that the question of realism is my main
interest in this dissertation. I also identified three subsidiary questions in Wittgenstein studies with
which this issue of realism will be bound up. I called these the question of remembrance, the
question of linguistic revisionism, and the question of alternative grammars. It is by coming to grips
with these three sub-questions that I hope to come to grips with the central question of realism. My
answer to these three sub-questions will emerge when I read Wittgenstein as trying to facilitate a
return to the truth in classical realism through a Christian-Kierkegaardian rethinking of the activity
of remembrance to which that realism is tied. As I have put it, Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, is
trying to help us return to realism by facilitating a transformational remembrance of ‘remembrance’
itself. When we come to think of remembrance as a matter of repetition, we will see how the
resolute Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, can be regarded as a kind of realist.

As I have said, the question of remembrance has logical priority over the question of
revisionism and the question of alternative grammars. We need to answer these latter two questions
in order to answer the first, but the first is our key to the main question of realism. In this section, I
want to anticipate three further important features of Wittgenstein’s Kierkegaardian re-thinking of
Greek remembrance.

First, we will see that Wittgenstein’s picture involves a retained but renewed understanding
of classical philosophical learning. The Wittgensteinian learner will not be ‘self-sufficient’ in the
process of his own philosophical education. Self-sufficiency will be an aspect of the classical
thinking of remembrance that goes by the board in the Christian-repetitional thinking of
remembrance that Wittgenstein adopts from Kierkegaard. However, there will remain an important
sense in which the Wittgensteinian learner, like the Socratic learner, will be left to do his learning on
his own. The philosophical learner will remain autonomous, though his autonomy will be decoupled
from its classical concomitant: the idea of self-sufficiency. The unaided use of human reason will not
be what establishes our relationship with philosophical truth.

The second aspect of the classical picture that we will see preserved in Wittgenstein goes
hand in glove with the first and concerns the mazentic method of philosophical teaching. Since the
learner must be left to acknowledge the truth of things on his own, the Wittgensteinian teacher
should function only as a midwife. For the resolute Wittgenstein, this will involve a turn to a brand
of ‘indirect communication’ that we find in Kierkegaard and which we will ultimately recognize as a

transformed version of that indirect method that we saw in Socratic questioning,.

20



This brings me to the third and most important aspect of the classical picture that will
resound in Wittgenstein: the idea that a proper remembrance of philosophical truth will involve a
proper remembrance of #he self. Four features of this re-thought notion of the self are worth

highlighting up front.

1.7.1. Remembering the Self

In the classical tradition, the truth of the self is pre-given; it is the eternal philosophical
subconscious, hidden from us but already there, in its eternal reality, awaiting discovery. In this
recollective picture, recovering a sense of who we are does not involve any essential transformation of
the self. On the resolute reading that I will offer, Wittgenstein’s picture of self-remembrance is very
different. It will require a ‘repetition’ of the self in the Kierkegaardian sense. Though we will be
‘made new’ in a deep sense that we don’t see in recollection, and the new person we become will
register with us as the expression of the person we always were.

We will see this issue of self-transformation most clearly in the Tractatus. What is less evident
in the Tractatus is how this transformation is supposed to manifest itself in the life of the reborn
individual. Once one has undergone this transformation, how does one act? How does the event of
self-transformation make a meaningful difference in one’s life? My claim will be that the change
manifests itself, most generally, as a change in the way one relates to the world as we know it, the
world as it meaningfully presents itself to one in language. In other words, the change will manifest
itself in a changed relationship with language, where ‘language’ is to be understood in the rich sense
of ‘linguistic experience,” or ‘the linguistically-structured world.” With resolute readers, my claim will
be that this alteration in the way we relate to the linguistically-structured world is present in the
Tractatus, but as the hidden meaning of the text that comes more clearly to the fore in the later
writings. But what is this changed way of relating to the world we know in language? How are we to
think about it?

Here, in part, I take my cue from the Tractarian claim that the self is the microcosm of the
world (T, 5.63; cf., NB, 84). This curious remark suggests an interpretation that I develop, once
again, through a comparison to Kierkegaard. When it is transformed through self-remembrance, the
self is characterized by its new willingness to look upon the linguistically structured world as a field
of sense capable of undergoing this same kind of repetitional transformation. As a self remembered
anew, we come to regard the world in general as an open-texture of meaning, everywhere and

continually shot through with the same promise of renewing remembrance that characterizes the
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original renewing memory of the self. In short, the transformational remembrance of the self will
involve a fundamental change in what we take to be the meaning of the self. This new meaning of
the self will be manifest as a willingness to look upon words and the world we know in their terms
as a site of potential for the same kind of transformational remembrance by which we have been,
ourselves, renewed. Here we arrive the first and most general way in which the Wittgensteinian
account of self-remembrance will differ from the classical Socratic-Platonic picture: The
remembered Wittgensteinian self relates to language as the place of potential repetition, of renewing
remembrance. This is the view which, I argue, is present as the nascent promise of the Tractatus but
which comes out most clearly in the later work.

The second essential difference between the trole of the self in the classical and
Wittgensteinian pictures of realism is implicit in the first. The transformation in our thinking about
realism is bound up with the above-described transformation in our thinking about self and
language. The movement into genuine realism will involve our eschewing the recollective picture of
remembrance and the associated understanding of the phenomena we thereby remember: the
meaning of the self and the linguistically-structured world. I have said that a return to realism will
require returning to the idea that meaning is transcendent to the self, and in a more profound sense
of ‘transcendence’ than that which we find in the Greeks. In the Kierkegaardian picture of
remembrance as repetition, realism involves encountering a new truth that breaks in upon the self
from outside, rather than encountering a static truth already written into the structure of the eternal
Socratic soul. This disclosure of new truth will occur to us of its own accord, rather than as a result
of any willful effort of human reflection. The shift away from this Greek realism will be, at the same
time, a shift away from the Greek picture of the self as the repository of the reality we wish we know
and whose unaided intellectual effort is the effective mechanism by which we come to know it.

The third important feature of this movement away from the Greek picture of the self will
be a movement away from the tendency, most visible in Plato’s Phaedo, to envision the true self as
something metaphysically divorced from the body. We will come to accept a more sophisticated
understanding of the self as something essentially incarnate, or embodied, in our bodily uses of
words and deeds. We will see that some readers find a version of this dualistic, post-Platonic,
account of self in the Tractatus. 1 will argue that Wittgenstein means for us to reject it in favour of the
non-dualistic alternative. This embodied picture of the self, once more, becomes more apparent in

the later writings.
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This conception of the language-using subject as essentially incarnate in the body will go
together with an analogous sense in which weaning is essentially incarnate in words. Where we see a
disembodied picture of the human being in the immortal soul of the Pheado, we see an analogously
disembodied picture of meaning in the Platonic doctrine of the Forms. Of course, the Forms were
supposed to be an order of eternal meanings metaphysically set off from the temporal order of
things that were their mere shadows. Wittgenstein’s picture will be different. Just as the soul — the
“philosophical self” (T, 5.641) — is distinct from but essentially incarnate in the body, so too is the
meaning of words different from but essentially ‘incarnate’ in words and their use. The issue of the
soul and its relation to the body will be most present in the Tractatus. The analogical connection
between soul and body, and meaning and word will, once again, be implicit in the Tractatus but will

come out most clearly in the Investigations the discussion of the “soul of words” (PI, §530-46).

1.8. On the Incarnation of Meaning

Recall the question of alternative grammars: How can we speak about the ‘possibility’ of grammars
about which nothing can be said using the grammatical resources we have? My claim is that the
analogical connection between soul and body, and meaning and word, serves us as a hint to an
answer here. How so?

The meaning of a word will not be a straightforwardly temporal phenomenon. Still, it will be
essentially manifested in the word’s temporal characteristics, the shape and sound of the word and,
most importantly, its use. We w ill see that, for Wittgenstein, words, and the use of words, bear a
kind of internal relation to the meaning they express, just as the soul (or the Tractarian
‘philosophical self’) bears a sort of internal relation to the body. What does this mean? It means, in
part, that, ordinarily, we experience the use of words as being already ‘ensouled” with meaning, and
we react to it as such, pre-reflectively, by producing an immediate and unthinking but a normatively
appropriate response in our own words or deeds. What is 7of needed here is any reflective act of
interpretation to mediate between the experience of meaning and our understanding of it. I describe
these capacities for a norm-appropriate response as responses of the ‘body,” for they are not the
result of any intellectual calculation of the sort that Wittgenstein associates with the mind, thought,
or reason (CV, 31; OC, §475; Z, §540-545). If we understand ‘the body’ in this way, as a nexus of
pre-reflective capacities to navigate the field of sense, we can describe the notion of a speaker who
always needed a reflective act of interpretation to discern meaning as a kind of ‘disembodied’

intellect. He would be incapable of responding to meaning in a bodily way until the intellect had
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done the appropriate interpretive work, and made a reflective decision about how to interpret the
words and deeds of others, and about what responses are, therefore, in order.

When we appreciate this sense in which the reflective interpreter is ‘disembodied,” we can
see how it is this disembodiment that tends to lock him into meanings already familiar. It is
disembodiment in the sense I've just described, which closes the interpreter off to the dawning of
new meaning — meanings #of already immanent within the self — and to the kind of realism that the
encounter with such meaning will involve. Wittgenstein’s embodied thinking of both the subject and
of the meaning that solicits the subject’s response provides us with a way of seeing past the sort of
solipsism and anti-realism that troubles recollection. Let me says a word more to sketch out the
point.

If we do not think of meanings as the pre-given inventory of the mind, but as meanings
essentially manifest in our pre-reflective linguistic know-how, we will come to see how novel,
unforeseeable, determinations of sense can emerge in and through the deployment of that know-
how. In its pre-reflective use, language can be seen to involve a dynamic, living grammar manifest in
the immediate and unthinking communion between embodied subject and embodied meaning.
Here, grammar will not be a static stock of intellectual possibilities that we uncover in reflection.
When we appreciate the incarnation of both speaker and meaning, we will see our way past the
‘great difficulty’ of alternative grammars and arrive at full-blooded understanding of repetition as a
form of remembrance. Once we have come clear on the nature of repetition, we will be in position
to appreciate the distinctly resolute brand of realism that repetition involves.

In sum, the incarnation of the speaker in the body, and of meaning in the word, will provide
us with a way of thinking about the possibility of alternative grammars. In doing so, it will help us to
address a critical barrier to our understanding of that revisionary element in Wittgenstein’s
philosophy that involves the creation of new grammars. Having understood this element of
revisionism, we will be in a position to understand Wittgenstein’s concept of remembrance. Finally,
we will be in place to see a kind of realism in Wittgenstein’s Kierkegaardian vision of remembrance

as a repetitional interplay of meaning, both old and new.

1.9. Summary of Intended Contributions to Scholarship
The primary way in which I hope this dissertation contributes to scholarship should be clear. I want
to show that a Kierkegaardian interpretation of Wittgenstein’s notion of remembrance can save the

resolute reader from the charge of anti-realism. This main contribution, however, breaks down into
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four others. First, I hope to show how a Kierkegaardian interpretation of the /ater Wittgenstein can
help us appreciate a sense in which his later work is genuinely realistic about meaning. Second: the
Kierkegaardian realism I offer will provide a way of making sense of the long-recognized tension
between Wittgenstein’s various suggestions that he is trying to create new concepts — new
determinations of meaning — and his insistence elsewhere that he is only reminding us of the
concepts we already have. The strength of my thesis that the later Wittgenstein is operating with a
Kierkegaardian model of realism will rest upon the power of that model to account for this tension
between the revisionary and non-revisionary aspect of Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Third, by offering
this account of what realism might be in the later work, I hope to shed light upon a plausible way of
thinking about realism in a resolute reading of the early work, the Tractatus. 1f 1 succeed on this
front, I will have described one way of resolving the debate between resolute readers and orthodox
readers dissatisfied with the apparent anti-realism of the resolute approach. Fourth, I develop an
account of how an ‘embodied” speaker and meaning can help resolve the problem of ‘alternative
grammars’ and, thereby, provide a clear view of Wittgenstein’s realism. The concept of revelation will
be central to the kind of realism I describe here, and it is this concept that can be understood once

we think of meaning as essentially embodied meaningful words and deeds.
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I think I summed up my attitude to philosophy
when I said: philosophy ought really to be
written as poetic composition.

Wittgenstein (CV, 24)

[Tlhere is nothing that requires as gentle a
treatment as the removal of an illusion.

Kierkegaard (PV, 43)

2. Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein, and Indirect Communication

2.1. Introduction

The term ‘resolute reading’ originally described the interpretation of the Tractatus spearheaded by
James Conant and Cora Diamond in the early 1990s."” Since then, resolute readings of the post-
Tractatus writings have also emerged because, as Conant points out, “issues parallel to those which
arise in connection with the interpretation of the Tractatus arise in connection with the interpretation
of Wittgenstein’s later work as well” (Conant 2004)." In addition to working on different texts, both
early and late, resolute readers differ in their interpretations of those texts (see Conant and Diamond
2004, 47). The consequence is that the ‘resolute reading’ names not a specific analysis, but a general
hermeneutic approach (ibid.). The approach goes by several other names: the ‘therapeutic reading’
(McGinn 1999, Coliva 2010), the ‘new reading’ (Proops 2001), and the ‘austere’ reading (Williams

2004), amongst others."* For ease, I will speak mostly of the ‘resolute’ reading, and I will use the

12 Conant’s major articles on the resolute Tractatus are Conant 1989, 1991, 1993, 1995, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2005a.
Diamond was the other main pioneer of the resolute approach, developing it independently of Conant but around the
same time (See Diamond 1991, 1996, 2000). A mature statement of the resolute approach to the Tractatus is Conant and
Diamond’s co-authored 2004, where they respond to their critics.

13 Conant’s 1995, 1998, 2004 and 2005 take a resolute approach to parts of Philosophical Investigations and On Certainty.
Stephen Mulhall has offered a resolute reading of the private language argument in the Investigations (2007) and, following
Conant’s lead, Read (2005) and Crary (2005) have offered resolute readings of important passages in On Certainty. Crary
and Read collect a variety of resolute readings of both the early and later Wittgenstein in their 2000. Exploring yet
another application of the reading, Michael Kremer (2001, 2004) and Stephen Mulhall (2015) have offered varieties of
the resolute reading that suggest connections between Wittgenstein’s teaching and Catholicism.

4 Most often, the term ‘therapeutic’ is applied to what I am calling ‘resolute’ readings of the Investigations. In fact, the
resolute reading of the Tractatus resembles Stanley Cavell’s ‘therapeutic’ way of reading the Investigations (see Conant 1989,
Cavell 1984), and can be taken as an application of that therapeutic reading to Wittgenstein’s first book. I avoid calling
the resolute reading ‘therapeutic,” however. As Meredith Williams notes, such language misleadingly suggests that
proponents of the orthodox reading ignore the therapeutic element of Wittgenstein’s method (Williams 2004, 10 n.7).
What is distinctive about the resolute approach is not that it takes stock of the therapeutic element, but its resistance to
the orthodox account of what that therapeutic element involves.
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term in the ecumenical sense I have just described. ‘Resolute reading,” names a basic interpretive
approach to Wittgenstein’s works, early or late.

Resolute readers are united by their opposition to what is variously called the ‘orthodox’
reading, the ‘received’ reading, the ‘standard’ reading, the ‘Carnapian’ reading (Witherspoon 2000),
the ‘inviolability’ reading (Crary 2000b, 120; Crary 2005), and the ‘irresolute’ reading (Goldfarb
1997). Like the resolute alternative, this orthodoxy is best described as an interpretive approach
shared by many different commentators who focus on different texts and whose readings differ in
their details.” Many disagreements divide these two general camps of readers, but perhaps the most
fundamental disagreement concerns their differing views of Wittgenstein’s philosophical evolution.
Resolute readers find far more continuity between Wittgenstein’s early and later thought than do
their orthodox confreres. In other words, resolute readers all adhere to some version of what I will

call the continuity thesis.

2.1.1. The Continuity Thesis

In a sentence, the orthodox view of Wittgenstein’s intellectual development goes as follows: he
published the Tractatus in 1921, came to recognize that it was fundamentally mistaken and, at about
1930, began developing a very different philosophy whose centrepiece is the Philosophical Investigations,
published posthumously in 1953. Though there are various kinds of resolute reader, all agree that
there is more continuity between the early and later epochs of Wittgenstein’s philosophy than the
orthodox view admits. In other words, all agree that many of the later Wittgenstein’s best insights
were already there to be found in the Tractatus (see Crary 2000a, 1-2). The sort of resolute reading
advanced by Conant and Diamond has been described as a ‘weak,” or ‘Girondin,” resolute reading. It
has been contrasted with ‘strong,” or ‘Jacobin’ resolution, which is primarily associated with the

writings of Juliet Floyd, Rupert Read, and Rob Deans.'” In his 2007 case for the ‘weak’ resolute

15 Influential orthodox approaches to the Tractatus include the early commentaries by G.E.M. Anscombe (1959) and Max
Black (1966). The most famous statement of the orthodox approach to the later work is Gordon Baker and Peter
Hacker’s four-volume commentary on the Philosophical Investigations. Other oft-quoted parts of the orthodox canon are
Hacker’s Insight and Illusion (1997) and Hans-Johan Glock’s dictionary of Wittgensteinian concepts (1996). David Pears
(1987) adopts an orthodox approach to the Tractatus that comes close to Hacker’s, in certain respects, and one that will
differ from the orthodoxy we will find in Mounce’s interpretation of that early book.

'® Read and Deans originally made the distinction between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ versions of resolution in their 2003, where
they advocated for strong resolution, aligning themselves with Floyd (Deans and Read 2003, 248, 267). In his 2011,
Goldfarb marks the distinction between weak and strong resolutists with the terms ‘Girondin’ and ‘Jacobin.” Deans and
Read defend strong resolution in their co-authored 2011 and in Read’s 2005a and 2006. Floyd’s most frequently cited
statements of the view are her 2002 (see Floyd 2002, 338-41) and 2007 (see Floyd 2007, 181; cf., 181 n. 12), but she had
been advancing the reading since the early 1990s (Floyd 2007, 181). In their 2017, Conant and Bronzo describe these
varieties resolution and the major criticisms that have been made against them.
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approach, Conant rebrands the view as ‘mild mono-Wittgensteinianism,” signifying the merely ‘mild’
element of continuity that he and Diamond find between early and late Wittgenstein. Conant
rebrands strong resolute readings as ranging from Severe Mono-Wittgensteinianism to Zealons Mono-
Wittgensteinianism. The latter kind of strong resolute reader suspects that, by the time Wittgenstein
published the Tractatus, he had already recognized and abandoned all, or almost all, of what the
Investigations would later identify as the problematic doctrines of that first text (Conant 2007, 90-93).
Mild Mono-Wittgensteinians find more continuity between the early and later Wittgenstein than
orthodox readers, but less than these two kinds of strong resolutists. The orthodox reader believes
in #we Wittgensteins, early and late, who are supposed to have espoused two very different views of
language and philosophy. Resolute readers, or ‘mono-Wittgensteinians,” believe in only ozne
Wittgenstein, in the sense that they find more continuity between Wittgenstein’s early and later work
than orthodox readers, with zealous mono-Wittgensteinian finding more continuity than their
‘severe’ counterparts. To rephrase, weak resolutists adopt a weak version of the continuity thesis;
strong resolutists adopt a strong version. In this dissertation, I presuppose a strong version of the
continuity thesis. I hold that Wittgenstein’s failure in the Tractatus was not principally a failure to
understand language and philosophy as it is described in the Investigations. 1 suspect that Wittgenstein
had already had the most critical insights of that later text by the time he had published the Tractatus
in 1921. Unless otherwise specified, is this strong version that I mean when I speak without
qualification of the ‘continuity thesis” henceforth.

The continuity thesis will play a key role in my argument. It is what will permit me to claim
that the kind of realism that I will find in Wittgenstein’s later work can also be seen in the resolute
Tractatus, where that realism is less apparent. Since this reading of Wittgenstein will be unusual, I
should pause to anticipate how that argument will go, and how it will deploy the continuity thesis. In
the last chapter, we saw that the resolute Tractatus strikes some orthodox readers as involving a kind
of anti-realism about the logic of language. Now, most orthodox readers regard the Tractatus as a
realist view of logic, and they view the Investigations as its anti-realist antipode. From this perspective,
the apparent anti-realism of the resolute Tracfatus can seem to suggest that resolute readers accept
the anti-realist reading of the later work and then, true to the continuity thesis, read that anti-realism
back into the earlier text. On the resolute reading that I offer, the relation between the early and later
work on the topic of realism will run in precisely the reverse direction. The resolute reader indeed
sees the later philosophy as already present in the Tractatus, and resolute readers will indeed reject the

kind of realism that we see in the orthodox Tractatus. 1 argue, however, that a resolute reader need
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not regard the later philosophy as anti-realistic. I argue that the later work is best viewed as a
contribution to the kind of realism that we will find in Kierkegaard, and which I will associate with
the repetitional concept of remembrance. Assuming the truth of the continuity thesis, I then read
that realism back into the apparent anti-realistic resolute Tractatus."”

Thus, if the continuity thesis is unacceptable, then the realism I find in the later work will be
of limited interest. Even if the thesis can save the resolute reading of the /azer texts from the charge
of anti-realism, it will do little to save the resolute reading of the Tractatus from that charge. My aim
is not to mount a full-bodied defence of the resolute reading or of the continuity thesis that is so
central to it. My goal is to show that the resolute reading can avoid the charge of anti-realism 7f the
thesis is accepted, and this is a different task from defending it. However, given the centrality of the
thesis to my argument, I must at least acknowledge and address, in a schematic way, the prima facie

implausibility of the view. That is the aim of this chapter.

2.1.2. Prima Facie Objections to the Continuity Thesis
Isn’t the continuity thesis condemned by what Wittgenstein wrote about the Tractatus in the forward
to the Investigations: “I have been forced to recognize grave mistakes in what I wrote in that first
book” (PI, 4)? Isn’t this mention of ‘grave mistakes’ clearly at odds with the strong resolute reader’s
claim that the Tractatus had already gotten things basically right? And are we to believe that
Wittgenstein is disingenuous when he says that he came to discover these grave mistakes only affer
the publication of the Tractatus, through his conversations with Frank Ramsey (ibid.)? Given that
Wittgenstein describes his philosophical development as a movement away from the ideas of his
early work, we can readily appreciate Michael Hymer’s incredulity at the resolute readet’s suggestion
that Wittgenstein himself never actually believed in those ideas. “Surely Wittgenstein held these
doctrines in the Tractatus and later gave them up!” (Hymers 2010, 74).

When one turns from the forward of the Investigations to the body of the text, one finds what
seems to be further conclusive evidence that the later work marks a pivotal turn away from

Wittgenstein’s earlier thinking. The Investigations specifically and continually identifies “the author

17 Incidentally, since, as I will argue, the supposed trealism of the orthodox Tractatus is tied to a recollective concept of
remembrance, I will also argue that its supposed realism amounts to a kind of anfi-realism in the end, namely, the kind of
anti-realism that we will presently see Kierkegaard associate with recollection. In other words, my claim will be that both
resolute and orthodox readers have left themselves open to the charge of anti-realism, though these will be anti-realisms
of two different kinds (more on this in Chapter 3). After showing that the Tractatus leaves room for the more satisfying
kind of realism that we will find in Kierkegaard, I attempt to show that realism can be more clearly seen in the later
work. With the continuity thesis in hand, I can then conclude that that more satisfying kind of realism can, in fact, be
attributed to the resolute Tractatus.
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Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus” (P1, §23) as someone held captive by the kinds of conceptual confusions
that the Investigations is meant to correct (see PI, §46, §97, §108, §114, §134). Even setting aside these
places in the Investigations where the Tractatus is explicitly targeted for criticism, isn’t it also abundantly
clear that the Tractatus is one of the intended targets of the critique of metaphysics the find in the
opening one hundred and thirty-three paragraphs of the later book? How could a resolute reader
possibly acknowledge Wittgenstein’s own assertions that there is a stark discontinuity between the
Tractatus and the Investigations and yet maintain the continuity thesis, especially in its stronger
varieties?

In the Introduction, we saw Peter Hacker call the resolute reading the “deconstructionist”
(2000, 359) or “post-modernist interpretation” (2000, 360). H. O. Mounce was also inclined to place
resolute readers amongst the ‘deconstructionalists’ because resolutists appear to saddle Wittgenstein
with a kind of post-modern ‘subjectivism’ about the meaning of words in general."® Hacker places
resolute readers amongst the deconstructionalists because they seem to manifest that same
subjectivism in their approach to the meaning of the Tractatus:

In so far as deconstruction subscribes to the hermeneutic principle that an author never says

what he means or means what he says, this epithet seems eminently suitable to characterize

many of the tactical moves of the proponents of this interpretation in disregarding what

Wittgenstein actually wrote and said about what he had written. (Hacker 2000, 359, n. 22)
Surely the resolute reader can’t just be disregarding what Wittgenstein wrote, but the only obvious
alternative to this desperate hermeneutic tactic seems equally unacceptable. As I suggested a
moment ago, if the resolute reader is not simply disregarding Wittgenstein’s claims about what he
wrote, it would seem that the resolute reader is suggesting that Wittgenstein is simply /ing when he
makes those claims. As an exegetical strategy for making a philosopher look self-consistent, this
would be, in general, an implausibly wild leap. It would, however, be especially untenable when it
comes to Wittgenstein, who, as Norman Malcolm reports, “really hated all forms of affectation and
insincerity” (Malcolm 1984, 28).

Wittgenstein had given the virtue of honesty serious thought, and he seems to have regarded
it as a condition of doing good philosophical work. He wrote:

No one can speak the truth if he has still not mastered himself. He cannot speak it; — but not

because he is not clever enough yet. /" The truth can be spoken only by someone who is

18 T will have more to say about subjectivism in the next chapter.
19 Slashes between sentences indicate a paragraph break in the original.
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already at home in it; not by someone who still lives in falsechood and reaches out from

falsehood towards truth only on occasion. (CV, 35; cf., ibid., 33, 49)

However clever one’s propositions, if one is not a habitually truthful person, one’s words will, in
some way, lack the full significance of truth. “When you bump up against the limits of your own
honesty it is as though your thoughts get in a whirlpool, an infinite regress: You can szy what you
like, it takes you no further” (CV, 8).

Often, the sort of honesty that concerned Wittgenstein was an honesty about the facts of
one’s own life and, in particular, facts about one’s past sins. One had to be able to look far and wide
into one’s past and to acknowledge and admit one’s moral errors. But again, if one could not do so,
the consequences of this self-deception in one’s personal life would ramify outward into one’s work.
Where the above passage suggests that deceit will come between a person and the truth, the
following passage indicates that it will have a corrosive effect on the style of one’s writing.

If anyone is unwilling to descend into himself, because this is too painful, he will remain

superficial in his writing. Lying to oneself about oneself, deceiving oneself about the

pretence in your own state of will, must have a harmful influence on [one’s| style; for the

result will be that you cannot tell what is genuine in the style and what is false [....] If I

perform to myself, then it’s this that the style expresses. And then the style cannot be my

own. If you are unwilling to know what you are, then your writing is a form of deceit.

(Quoted in Monk 1991, 366-67)

In a further development of the thought, the individual person is described as ‘standing’ either
‘within’ or ‘outside’ an honest grasp of who he is. We then read: “The greatness, or triviality, of a
piece of work depends upon where the man who made it was standing. But you can equally say: a
man will never be great if he misjudges himself: if he throws dust in his own eyes” (CV, 49). Ray
Monk encapsulates this role of sincerity about oneself as the gravitational centre of one’s
philosophical life. “|Flor Wittgenstein, #/ philosophy, insofar as it is pursued honestly and decently,
begins with a confession” (Monk 1991, 366; cf., CV p. 18). “The edifice of your pride has to be
dismantled. And that is terribly hard work” (CV, 26).

It was not only dishonesty about the self that Wittgenstein found so corrosive. It was, as
Malcolm wrote, “a// forms of affectation and insincerity” (Malcolm 1984, 28) that he found
unacceptable; his honesty about himself was part of a devotion to honesty in general. Wittgenstein’s
Russian teacher, Fania Pascal, describes how deeply this devotion ran in her student. She recalls the

way Wittgenstein would express his dissatisfaction by crying out ‘Intolerable, intolerable, throwing his
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head back and rolling his eyes upwards: “It was impossible to doubt the sincerity of this as of
everything else he said” (Pascal 1999, 226). She adds: “He asked about every single subject: ‘But is it
genuine?”” (ibid., 225) and was, all in all, “a man of great purity and innocence” (ibid., 230).
Wittgenstein’s allergy to insincerity could be severe, however, when it came to criticizing others.
Once, when Pascal admitted to a blunder she had made, he considered the error and then issued his
judgement: “Yes, you lack sagacity” (ibid., 228). On an occasion that would be yet more wounding
to Pascal, Wittgenstein wrote to discourage her from teaching a course in current events for the
Workers Educational Association: she ought under no circumstances do it, for she could only
damage the students (ibid., 236). For all its obvious faults, this ruthless devotion to the truth is quite
in keeping with the hatred of affectation and insincerity described by Malcolm, but it also probably
owes something to a certain jejune insensibility on Wittgenstein’s part to how injurious even honesty
can be. For all his genius, Pascal recalls that “|hje was an altogether naive man, remarkably
unselfconscious” (ibid., 226). Given his “great purity and innocence” (ibid., 230), it seems fair to
assume that his severity with others was born, not of malice, but of a combination of his principled
commitment to the truth and to this naturally unselfconscious character.

Occasionally, Wittgenstein failed to live up to his exacting standard of truthfulness, but his
torment over these failures only further illustrates just how committed to that standard he was. He
once requested that his closest friends witness what he considered a confession of his sins (Monk
1991, Ch. 18). Having made the confession to G. E. Moore, later that day, he called Pascal to
arrange a similar audience with her, informing her that the matter was urgent and couldn’t wait
(ibid., 238). What were his sins? Pascal can remember two: first, he had felt that he had not been
forthright enough in correcting the false impression amongst people who knew him that his ancestry
was more Aryan than Jewish (Pascal 1999, 238). This was no lie, but it was close enough to have
troubled his mind with what Pascal describes as “an oppressive burden of guilt” (ibid., 239). The
second was that he had once struck a pupil while working as an elementary school teacher in lower
Austria, and then denied doing so to the schoolmaster. Pascal comments that “this event stood out
as a crisis of his early manhood” (ibid., 240).*” The bulk of Wittgenstein’s guilt would undoubtedly
have had to do with his mistreatment of the pupil but, as Pascal tells the story, his deceitfulness in
the matter was also extremely significant. “On this occasion he did tell a lie, burdening his

conscience for ever” (ibid., 240).

20 Pascal speculates: “It may have been this that made him give up teaching, perhaps made him realise that he ought to
live as a solitary” (Pascal 1999, 240).
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Norman Malcolm offers us a final anecdote that will return us to the apparent trouble for
the resolute approach. After his return to philosophy, Wittgenstein had been delivering the lectures
that we know as the B/ue and Brown Books, his preparatory studies for the Investigations. At this time he
learned of a colleague who had suggested in print that one could only speculate about the nature of
Wittgenstein’s work since the Tractatus:

Someone showed the article to Wittgenstein and he was extremely angered by it. He said that

the author merely pretended to be ignorant of his work. What made Wittgenstein furious

was not only his belief in the author’s dishonesty, but also the implication that Wittgenstein

kept the nature of his work secret. (Malcolm 1984, 48)

If resolute readers are asking us to believe that Wittgenstein was dissembling when said that he
abandoned the doctrines of the Tractatus only after its publication, they seem to be asking too much,
and not only because such an interpretation is incompatible with Wittgenstein’s general concern
with honesty. Resolute readers would seem to be suggesting that he was being dishonest in precisely
the way that he so furiously insisted he was not: they would seem to be suggesting that Wittgenstein
was keeping the nature of his work secret.

The proponent of the strong continuity thesis finds himself on the horns of a dilemma. He
cither disregards those remarks where the later Wittgenstein criticizes his own eatlier views (for
these suggest a fundamental discontinuity between the early and later work), or he regards Wittgenstein
as intentionally misrepresenting himself in those remarks. The first option is straightforwardly
unacceptable as scholarship, and the second seems incompatible with the moral character of the
man. These are serious prima facie objections to the strong continuity thesis, and resolute readers
have done little to address them. No serious resolute reader can take the first horn of the dilemma,
and, I think, no serious resolute reader has. In what follows I argue that the key to defending the
resolute reading lies with the second option.

Of course, the second option seems no better than the first. However, the plausibility of this
second line of defence comes into view when we take up the Kierkegaardian interpretation of
Wittgenstein that we find in the commentaries of Cavell, Conant, and others.” Like Kierkegaard,
Wittgenstein sought to communicate his message indirectly, and doing so required him not to lie,
but to engage in a kind of benevolent deception. When we read Wittgenstein as a philosopher with

deep intellectual debts to Kierkegaard, the continuity thesis will no longer seem as implausible as it

2l Charles L. Creegan offers a book-length study of the important connections between Kierkegaard and Wittgenstein
(1989). Steven M. Emmanual (1996, Ch. 6), James C. Edwards (1982, 208, 150), and Henry Allison (1967) have also
indicated these connections.
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seems at first blush. To make our way to this reading, we need to begin with an account of

Kierkegaardian indirect communication.

2.2. Kierkegaard and Indirect Communication
Johannes Climacus, the pseudonymous author of Kierkegaard’s Concluding Unscientific Postscript, calls
the meaning of human existence essential truth (CUP, 168, n.; cf., PV, 109-110), or “the truth which
essentially relates to existence” (CUP, 168, emphasis added). We are not speaking about existence in
general here, but human existence (CUP, 68). More carefully still, Kierkegaard’s project is to remind
us what it means to be a se/f. The claim comes out in a famously tortuous passage from The Sickness
Unto Death:
A human being is spirit. But what is spirit? Spirit is the self. But what is the self? The self is a
relation that relates itself to itself or is the relation’s relating itself to itself in the relation; the
self is not the relation but is the relation’s relating itself to itself. A human being is a synthesis
of the infinite and the finite, of the temporal and the eternal, of freedom and necessity, in
short, a synthesis. A synthesis is a relation between the two. Considered in this way, a human
being is still not a self. (SUD, 13; cf., CUP, 49)
The human being is a first-order relation between two terms, variously described as the eternal and
the temporal, the infinite and the finite, freedom and necessity, essence and existence, soul and body
(SUD, 13).” A self, however, is more than just this first-order relation between eternal soul and
temporal body; it is the second-order relation that consists in the way we understand this first-order
relation. In the Postseript, Climacus elucidates this second, distinctly ‘subjective,” aspect of the truth of
selthood by contrasting it with its opposite, which he calls “objective truth” (CUP, 168-69):
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 the truth, then

the individual is in the truth, even if he related in this way to untruth. (CUP, 167-68)

22 In the Lowrtie translation of SUD we have ‘soul’ and ‘body’ (Kiertkegaard 1954, 146); in the Hong and Hong
Translation that I mostly rely upon (Kierkegaard 1980), we have ‘psychical’ and ‘physical.” Dreyfus and describes the
subtler differences between the above ways of describing the two aspects of the human duality (2012, 103-107).
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There a sense, then, in which our relation to a belief can be true whether or not the belief itself is true.
An ‘objective’ investigation is concerned with whether the belief itself is true; a ‘subjective’
investigation is concerned with whether our relation to the belief is true.

A self, as we will see, is a human being in whom the eternal aspect of our being finds its
proper expression in a temporal, human, life. Exzstence, in the Kierkegaardian sense, is the task of
becoming a self, and it’s clearest expression is the Christian faith. Accordingly, I will shift between
describing Kierkegaard’s effort to communicate “what it is to exist and what inwardness means”
(CUP, 203) as an effort to communicate the meaning of Christianity, and as an effort to
communicate what it means to be a self. Our need to have a properly subjective relation to the
Christian truth means that that relation will be a matter of faith, rather than knowledge. Put

differently, our relationship to Christianity will be passionate, rather than epistemic.”

2.2.1. Indirection and Knowledge

“Christianity is not a matter of knowledge, [and] much knowledge is of no help except in making it
easier to fall into the confusion of regarding Christianity as a matter of knowledge” (CUP, 180-81;
cf., CUP, 217). Christianity is a matter of fasith. Climacus goes on: “When I had grasped this, it also
became clear to me that, if I wanted to communicate anything on this point, the main thing was that
my exposition be in indirect form” (CUP, 41).

If we are trying to communicate knowledge, our ‘mode’ of communication can be direct:
what we wish to express “can be understood directly and rattled off by rote” (CUP, 64). If
Christianity were a matter of knowledge, then, we could argue for it in the ordinary way — directly —
by providing reasons that support a belief in Christian doctrines. But since Christianity is no such
object of knowledge, Climacus is in an awkward position. On the one hand, he needs to remind his
reader that Christianity is not a matter of knowledge, but faith. On the other hand, he cannot offer
direct reasons for believing that Christianity is a matter of faith, for doing so would be to treat
Christianity as an object of knowledge after all, and to fall into the very illusion that he is trying to
unseat. Paul Muench makes the point by highlighting the difference between the ordinary epistemic
business of imparting new knowledge to another, and the therapeutic business of reminding another

of something he is in danger of forgetting. The problem with the direct approach is that it only

23 Though it serves us with a rough and ready first pass at the issue, this formulation could be misleading. Kierkegaard
will hold that faith is “[n]ot the content of a concept but a form of the will” (FT, 249). As we will see, to contrast faith
with knowledge is to conceptualize faith in the way that Kierkegaard is warning us against here. A proper understanding
of faith will require us to overcome our attraction to such contrasts.
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exacerbates the problem Kierkegaard and Climacus want to correct. “By doing philosophy in this
way the individual ‘forgets’ herself or himself, effectively losing sight of herself or himself as an
ethical and religious being” (Muench 2010, 41). Muench continues:
Climacus seems to think that he will be able to communicate with readers who suffer from
[the] condition of ethical and religious forgetfulness only if he employs a non-straightforward
manner of writing. That is, if he is to remind his readers of what has been forgotten, he will
have to find a way of getting around or past their present habits of thought and their current
appetite for knowledge. This means, in his view, that his writing must be given a non-
didactic form and not come across as providing readers with yet another thing to know
(Muench 2010, 41; emphasis in original).
One reason we need indirection, then, has to do with the nature of the truth of which Climacus
wants to remind us: Christianity, and its account of what it means to be a self. If we proceed directly,
that truth will be misunderstood as an object of knowledge when, in fact, it is an article of faith.
Another reason has to do, not with the nature of the truth we are trying to communicate, but with

the fact that an //usion needs to be dispelled before any such communication can succeed.

2.2.2. Indirection and Illusion
We are assuming here that Kierkegaard, like Wittgenstein, is trying to remind us of grammar. When
Kierkegaard points out, for example, that ‘a revelation cannot be proven by evidence, (see
Kierkegaard 1955, 91), he is not informing us of any ordinary fact in the way, for example, that I
might inform you that it’s raining outside. Rather, Kierkegaard is reminding us of what we mean by
the word ‘revelation,” just as we remind someone of the meaning of the word ‘bachelor’ when we
point out that all bachelors are men. Conant explains:
Kierkegaard offers this as a grammatical remark. [...] To say that Kierkegaard intends his [...]
statement as a grammatical remark is to say he is offering it as a criterion of what it is for
something to count as a genuine revelation. If we do not understand this much about
revelations, then, by his lights, we do not know what a genuine religious revelation is.
(Conant 1989, 255; cf., Cavell 2002, 169; Lippitt 2000, 110)
To say that Kierkegaard’s is a grammatical investigation is not to say that he is interested in
simply adumbrating the rules of language willy-nilly. He is not interested, for example, in listing rules
of grammar for words that we already understand very well and have no inclination to misuse. He is

interested in clarifying the grammar of Christianity, revelation, inwardness, existence, etc., (CUP,
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217) because, in this nexus of ideas, clarification is needed (CUP, 217), and it is needed because we
have fallen under an illusion of what Christian selfhood involves.

As we saw a moment ago, the first reason for indirect communication is that Christianity is
not an object of knowledge. It can’t be understood as a belief that we can justify with epistemic
reasons in the way that we can justify claims that we can properly be said to &now. Since direct
communication would involve providing just such epistemic reasons in support of Christianity, the
effort to use direct communication betrays a misunderstanding of what we are trying to
communicate. The second reason for indirect communication does not concern the nature of this
truth that we are trying to communicate, but the nature of the grammatical confusion that blocks
our way to acknowledging that truth. In other words, in addition to being required for
communicating the truth without misrepresenting it, the indirect method is also required for the
preliminary business of dispelling the illusion that currently binds us. A false belief can be corrected
by directly attacking that belief and showing that it is unjustified. On the other hand,

[a]n illusion can never be destroyed directly, and only by indirect means can it be radically

removed. If it is an illusion that all are Christians — and if there is anything to be done about

it, it must be done indirectly [....] That is, one must approach from behind the person who is

under an illusion. (Kierkegaard 1962, 24-25; cf., Conant 1995, 272)*

Our presumption that Kierkegaard is engaged in a grammatical investigation provides us with two
ways of understanding why we cannot directly attack an illusion.

First, direct argumentation will only avail when the parties involved in the dispute are agreed
about the meaning (grammar) of their terms; if they are not so agreed, they will just be talking past
one another. But we lack this fundamental kind of agreement when one person in the dispute is
confused about the grammar of his terms. The point is familiar from the everyday experience of
realizing, in the midst of a disagreement, that we have been unable to resolve the issue by the
ordinary, epistemic give and take of reasons because one party simply means, by a given word,
something that the other does not mean. In some cases, this is a faultless disagreement, but
sometimes one of the parties is wrong; one party can be under an #/usion of meaning. To resolve
differences that are rooted at this deep grammatical level, indirect communication is required, and

this involves a certain kind of deception:

2 1 have deviated from my usual use of the Hong and Hong Translation here. The cited translation by B. Nelson
(Harper and Row, 1962) makes the point more clearly.
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On the assumption that someone is under an illusion and consequently the first step,
properly understood, is to remove the illusion — if I do not begin by deceiving, I begin with
direct communication. But direct communication presupposes that the recipient’s ability to
receive is entirely in order, but here that is simply not the case — indeed here an illusion is an
obstacle. (PV, 54)*
For the benighted person to receive a genuine understanding of the faith, he needs to be
unburdened of the illusion that blocks the way. “This being the case, being able to zzpart becomes in
the end the art of taking away” (PV, 230, n.).

We now come to the second way that our presumption that Kierkegaard is engaged in a
grammatical investigation can help us to see why an illusion cannot be directly attacked. An
epistemic error involves an intelligible but unjustified proposition. Hence, in such cases, there is
some comprehensible propositional content for a philosopher to attack. When it comes to a
grammatical error — an illusion of meaning —, however, there is no such propositional content. Since
the very atfempt at a direct attack presupposes that there is such an intelligible proposition in play, the
strategy of direct attack is confused. Commenting on the last quoted passage, Conant puts the point
this way:

Why can an illusion not be destroyed directly? What can be destroyed directly? The intended

contrast here is between an illusion and an ordinary case of false belief. A false belief can be

confronted directly. One does this by arguing for the truth of the negation of the false belief.

Kierkegaard suggests that this method of direct confrontation is not available to him because

there is a sense in which there is no matter of fact or doctrine about which he wants to enter

into a dispute with his reader. It is not that his reader has a point of view which he wants to
disagree with (in the sense of wishing to argue for the negation of that point of view). The
problem, rather, is that his reader suffers from an #/usion. Kierkegaard understands the
prospective reader of the pseudonymous authorship to be someone who is in the grip of an
illusory point of view. For the point of view the reader imagines himself to occupy is only an
illusion of a point of view. To attack an illusory point of view directly is precisely to concede
that it is a point of view. It is to concede the intelligibility of what is under attack. A direct
attack only reinforces one’s interlocutor’s conviction that what is at issue is a matter about
which one can, at least, provisionally, agree or disagree. Kierkegaard does not imagine his

reader to have a set of false beliefs about Christianity. The problem is rather that he has a set

% For continuity with the Nelson translation I have changed the Hong’s ‘delusion’ to ‘illusion.’
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of incoherent beliefs. He is completely confused about what it means for someone to

become Christian. (Conant 1995, 272-73)

2.2.3. Indirection and Intransigence

The problem that Conant has just identified is partly conceptual. If we directly argue with a person
who says that a given bachelor is female, we are placing that person’s claim in the same logical
category as the claim that that bachelor was stood up at the altar. The second is an intelligible claim
with a propositional content that can be either true or false. The first is an illusion about the
meaning of words void of any propositional content. In the case of an illusion, there is no intelligible
claim directly to attack. In this way, directly attacking an illusion muddies the critical conceptual
distinction between an illusion and an ordinary case of false belief.

The problem here is not merely conceptual, however. Launching a direct attack on an
illusion also has a counter-productive practical consequence. When, in this way, we #eat an illusion
as if it has an intelligible content, we very often confirm, in our interlocutor, the very impression we
are trying to unseat: the impression that his words make sense. As a matter of psychological fact,
according to Kierkegaard, a direct attack can actually make the interlocutor more intransigently
committed to the illusion. This is our third reason for communicating indirectly. To explore it, we
can consider an evident difference between the indirect method practiced by Socrates, and that
practiced by Kierkegaard.

Socrates understood that philosophical teaching requires that the pupil himself recognizes
the truth that he is being taught.26 Since genuine conviction cannot be coerced, Socrates would not
have the pupil mouth beliefs that he didn’t both understand and accept. In this Socratic principle, we
see an element of respect for the learner’s autonomy. Famously, however, the gadfly Socrates had an
adversarial, argumentative, approach to his interlocutor, prosecuting the pupil till he confessed his
ignorance of the matter in question. In the Socratic dialogue, very often, one idea after another is

attacked until, premise by disproven premise, Socrates brings the pupil to his knees. Importantly,

261 am here assuming a view of Socrates that Kierkegaard describes in the Fragments. On that view, as we will see, there is
a determinate, positive philosophical truth to be recollected, and the recollection of which the philosopher works to
facilitate. How might this view of Socrates be in keeping with his avowed ignorance of the truth, and with Plato’s own
use of the dialogical form rather than straightforward prose? These facts about Socrates show that he is an indirect
communicator in a certain sense, though not in the sense that, on my reading, Kierkegaard recommends. (See the
immediately following paragraphs of Section 2.3.)
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this was often a public embarrassment, with the interlocutor being exposed as a charlatan in Socrates’
presence, and also sometimes in the presence of a crowd who had gathered to watch the dispute.”

Kierkegaard’s worry about this approach comes into view when we turn from the Meno and
consider Socrates’ dialogue with the young and politically ambitious Alcibiades. Michel Foucault
describes the encounter: “Socrates shows Alcibiades that he does not know what harmony [amongst
citizens] is and that he is not even aware of his ighorance of what it is to govern well. So Socrates
demonstrates this to Alcibiades and Alcibiades immediately despairs” (Foucault 2005, 45). The
philosopher’s aim, here, is to help the young upstart remember the character of his particular soul
and, with it, his place in the polis amongst the ruled rather than the rulers (see Foucault 2005, 8). But
Alcibiades’ drunken rant in the Symposium teaches us that Socrates’ demonstration of the young
man’s political incompetence failed to have its intended effect. Alcibiades confesses: “I am only too
aware that I have no answer to [Socrates’] arguments. I know I should do as he tells me, but when I
leave him I have no defence against my own ambition and desire for recognition. So I run for my
life, and I avoid him, and when I see him, I’'m embarrassed, when I remember conclusions we’ve
reached in the past” (Symposium 216 b-c). Though there is a sense in which Alcibiades recognizes
the truth in Socrates’ arguments, there is something about those arguments that leaves the young
man unwilling or unable resolutely to commit himself to that truth.

We saw a moment ago that one must “begin by deceiving” (PV, 54) if one wishes to help an
interlocutor overcome his attraction to an illusion. There seems to be an element of deception in the
indirect approach, for it seems to involve falsely presenting oneself as if one is in the grips of the
illusion that troubles one’s interlocutor, and even allowing the interlocutor to think that he is the
more knowledgeable party. Kierkegaard is unabashed about this tactic. He regards it as being
necessary if one is to communicate the truth to a pupil in a way that avoids the sort of pedagogical
failure that we see in the case of Alcibiades.

If you cannot begin with him in such a way that it seems as if it is he who should teach you,

and if you cannot do this in such a way that he, who impatiently refuses to listen to a word

from you, is gratified to find in you a willing and attentive listener — if you cannot do that,

27 'This reading of Socrates is perhaps most often associated with Nietzsche. Walter Kaufman, for one, regards
Nietzsche’s interpretation as being quite self-evidently true:
In the case of Socrates, Nietzsche emphasized the element of rancour in his sarcasm — what he called Bosheit,
malice [....] After all, what Socrates boasted of was perfectly true: he had taken pleasure in engaging men of
reputation in the marketplace to humiliate them before the crowd that gathered — often (assuming, as is surely
fair, that Plato did not mean to slander Socrates) by using clever debatet’s tricks. He had a wicked sense of
humor and found all this very funny; those he bested certainly did not. (Kaufmann 1989, 207-08).
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then you cannot help him either [....] He shuts himself off from you, shuts himself up in his
innermost being — and then you merely preach to him. Perhaps by the power of your
personality” you will be able to force him to confess to you that he is in the wrong. Ah, my
dear fellow, the very next moment he sneaks around by another path, a secret path, to a
rendezvous with the secret passion, for which he now longs all the more. (PV, 45-40)
How does a teacher avoid this kind of result? He patiently avoids all temptations to remove the
pupil’s illusion directly:
On the assumption |[...] that a religious author has from the ground up become aware of this
illusion, Christendom, and to the limit of his ability with, note well, the help of God, wants
to stamp it out — what is he then to do? Well, first and foremost, no impatience. If he
becomes impatient, then he makes a direct assault and accomplishes — nothing. But in a
direct attack he only strengthens a person in the illusion and also infuriates him. Generally
speaking, there is nothing that requires as gentle a treatment as the removal of an illusion. If
one in any way causes the one ensnared to be antagonized, then all is lost. And this one does
by direct attack. (PV, 43; cf., Conant 1995, 272-73)
The procedure, then, is this: the indirect author gains the trust of his conversation partner who takes
him, initially, for a companion in the relevant illusion. The interlocutor is artfully left to read his own
self-deceived commitments into the Kierkegaardian philosopher, who articulates the illusion in full
living colour. The interlocutor thus feels that the philosopher has understood his position and done
it justice. Thus disarmed, the interlocutor leaves himself open to being guided wherever the
philosopher may lead him — namely, beyond his illusion — and without the sense of indignation that
a more direct argumentative approach might provoke. In this way, the philosopher is best able to
ready the reader resolutely to abandon his illusions and accept the truth. The method of direct attack
might chasten the reader into submission, but unless the movement into the truth comes about as
the free abandonment of one’s illusion, one’s movement away from that illusion will be as tenuous
and temporary as it is in the case of Alcibiades.
A philosopher’s effort to dispel the other’s illusion might come to naught, then, if he comes
out too critically of the other at the outset. And this danger exists even if the philosopher proceeds
as Socrates does, merely asking questions and urging the other to acknowledge his own errors as

they emerge. Admittedly, Socrates practices a kzzd of indirect communication, and he evidences a

28 The Hong and Hong translation of PV has ‘by personal power’, which strikes me as obscure. I have adopted ‘by the
power of your personality’ from the Nelson translation.
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kind of respect for the autonomy of the learner. Socrates proceeds indirectly in the sense that he
only questions his interlocutor, employs a dialogical rather than didactic form of communication,
and never forces the interlocutor to accept anything that the interlocutor isn’t himself ready to
acknowledge as accurate. However, if we adopt Kierkegaard’s perspective, we must conclude, I
think, that this Socratic practice of mazeusis is not quite indirect enough, at least if it can be said that
Socrates did not begin his dialogues with the sort of benevolent deception that we have just seen
Kierkegaard recommend.

Another trouble with the Socratic approach can be discerned not in the way it begins, but in
the way it often ends. As I mentioned, Socrates typically requires his interlocutors to confess their
illusions while face-to-face with him; Socrates often pursues the dialogue until he can, in person,
secure his interlocutor’s ultimate admission of defeat. In addition, then, to involving an initial
impatience with the intetlocutor and unwillingness to engage in Kierkegaardian deception, the tactic
of “direct attack [...] also contains the presumption of demanding that another person confess to one
or face-to-face with one make the confession that actually is most beneficial when the person
concerned makes it to himself secretly” (PV, 43; cf., Conant 1995, 272-73). Forcing the other to
admit and abandon his confusion publicly, face-to-face with the teacher who shows that illusion up
for what it is, might well inspire the sort of embarrassment and indignation that we saw in the case
of Alcibiades, and bring about a merely irresolute commitment to the teacher’s message. The
‘upbuilding’ Kierkegaardian teacher/author wants to spate his learner/reader this discomfort, and
prevent this irresolution. The Kierkegaardian approach only positions the learner to recognize his
error privately, ‘before God alone,” and thereby to acknowledge and escape that error without
humiliation. “The latter is achieved by the indirect method, which in the service of the love of truth
dialectically arranges everything for the one ensnared and then, modest as love always is, avoids
being witness to the confession that he makes alone before God, the confession that he has been
living in an illusion” (PV, 43-44)

Plausibly, a reader’s autonomy in abandoning an illusion is greater to the extent that he feels
that that abandonment has not been coerced. If this is so, the Kierkegaardian-mazentic method allows
for a more autonomous movement away from the illusion then that which we see in Socrates. By
leaving the interlocutor to acknowledge and abandon his illusion privately, this movement of
acknowledgment and abandonment is experienced as a movement he makes on his own, and in a
more radical sense than we see in Socrates. The learner gains, thereby, the lasting sort of

commitment to what he learns that we do not see in the case of Alcibiades, who was deprived of the
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opportunity to abandon his illusion in any such radically autonomous way. Kierkegaard’s use of

pseudonyms is a crucial part of this indirect approach.

2.2.4. Indirection and Pseudonymity
In an oft-quoted passage from the Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Kierkegaard requests that his
words be attributed to the pseudonyms, not to himself:
[I]n the pseudonymous books there is not a single word by myself. I have no opinion about
them except as third party, no knowledge of their meaning except as reader, not the remotest
private relation to them, that being impossible in a doubly reflected communication. [...] My
wish, my prayer, therefore, is that if it should occur to anyone to want to quote a particular
remark from the books, he will do me the favour of citing the name of the respective
pseudonymous author, not my own. (CUP, 528-29)
Why are we being asked so emphatically to distinguish between pseudonym and Kierkegaard? One
reason is that this: by stressing the distinction, Kierkegaard highlights the possibility that the
pseudonym might not be a reliable guide to the views that Kierkegaard himself holds, and wants to
impart. This leaves the reader maximal latitude to grapple with the text, and maximal autonomy in
the movement by which he abandons his illusions and accepts the truth that the text is meant to
convey. John Lippitt makes the point in a comment on the pseudonymous author of Fear and
Trembling, Johannes de Silentio:
[T]aking the pseudonyms setiously safeguards several significant possibilities for the reader
while foreclosing none. By doing so, we leave open the possibility that Johannes is less than
a fully reliable guide to the subject on which he addresses us. This is one method by which
Kierkegaard leaves the reader on her own to find her way to the meaning of the text [....]
That is, the fact that he denies that he understands faith does not necessarily imply that this
denial is Kierkegaard’s. (Lippitt 2003, 10)
The pseudonym’s words are meant to guide us toward genuine faith, but they do so by gesturing at
faith elliptically, never presenting it as a thesis being argued for. In the course of the
pseudonymously authored text, genuine faith is presented in paradoxical terms, and amidst a crowd
of doppelgangers. As in the case of de Silentio’s ‘faith,” the pseudonym’s own worldview may
emerge as a mere chimera of faith that a reader ought to resist (FT, 32, 49). The text will make these
chimeras of faith maximally tempting to a reader, who is then left on his own to resist those

temptations.
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The pseudonymous work, then, is constructed to leave open multiple possible readings. In
this capacity, it has the character of what Kierkegaard calls a double reflection; it is designed to reflect
back to the reader the spiritual condition he brings to the work (PV, 18 n.). A spiritual defect may
manifest itself in our inclination to identify with a character like de Silentio, who falls short of faith,
and to deny the good example presented with Fear and Trembling’s rendering of Abraham. By the
same token, a reader’s higher spiritual state may manifest itself in his ability to overcome his
temptation to identify with de Silentio and to feel a greater affinity for Abraham. The crucial point is
that the text leaves itself to be read in various ways. The reader’s character is thus allowed to
manifest itself in the particular reading to which he is given. “[A]ll doubly reflected communication
makes contrary understanding equally possible; then the one who passes judgment is disclosed by
the way he judges” (PV, 18 n.). This disclosure, ideally, makes the reader aware of his spiritual
condition, either as a person at home in faith, a person arrested at some form of religious life that
falls short of faith but aspires to it, or as a person who refuses faith altogether.

Though the doubly-reflected text allows the reader fully to indulge in the interpretation to
which he is initially given, is it not meant, in general, to leave him comfortably at home in that initial
interpretation. If the text were meant to function in this way, it would validate a»y interpretation, but
one task of the doubly-reflected text is to separate interpretative insight from interpretative illusion.
The doubly-reflected work is designed to help the reader understand his illusions in the full depth of
their tensions and, ultimately, to help him resist their allure. Enchanted by the pseudonymous text,
the reader follows the author deeper and deeper into an illusion that the author depicts. The reader
believes that he is exploring the position that the author means for him to accept when, in fact, the
author is preparing him autonomously to recognize the illusion for what it is, and without the
author’s needing to attack the illusion. In this way, the reader comes fully to explore his own
temptations to that illusion and, at the same time, he comes to experience the tensions in that
illusion in the particularly acute, first-personal, way that the pseudonym Anti-Climacus calls the
condition of despair (SUD, Part 1; cf., EO, I: 35, 41). Having been brought to understand that the
illusion is unlivable, the reader is then left on his own to respond, either intransigently, by insisting
upon his identification with the illusion and enduring in his despair, or by allowing himself to be
delivered from fantasy and brought into the truth. Of course, the pseudonymous work doesn’t
guarantee that the reader will take the latter, ethical path. Here as elsewhere in ethics, the freedom of
the will is left to take its due, and the reader might choose wrongly if he is so inclined. In the context

of an indirect communication, this means that the author does not tell the reader that he must
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abandon his illusions, that ‘must’ being only audible as the reader’s own inward recognition that life
in despair is ultimately no life at all. A reader may find his hero not in Fear and Trembling’s relatively
faithless de Silentio, but in the faithful Abraham. But he does not come to this state by charting any
logically coercive line of reasoning. Instead, he realizes that the tensions in the life of de Silentio
makes for a life in despair.

Just as the reader is not told that he must aspire to the faith of Abraham, neither is he told
what commitment to the faith of Abraham involves. Part of the reason why de Silentio can’t achieve
the faith of Abraham is that he can’t understand what it amounts to, and the only guide the reader
has to Abraham’s faith is the commentary of this relatively ignorant pseudonym. The reader is left to
work out all these details on his own, through his efforts to understand the text. “Itis [...] left to the
reader’s discretion whether he should put it all together by himself; nothing is done for a readet’s
convenience” (CUP, 250). As an indirect communicator, Kierkegaard himself remains at a silent
remove from the text, withdrawn behind his pseudonyms and providing the reader with no explicit
instruction for how the text ought to be read.

In our short discussion of Alcibiades, we saw that the indirect approach is supposed to allow
for a more stable, resolute, rejection of our illusions than was permitted by the more direct,
adversarial route. We also saw that the indirect approach allowed the interlocutor a greater latitude
of autonomy in the movement away from that illusion and into the truth. These two features of the
indirect method are related. It is becaunse the pseudonyms allow the reader a greater measure of
freedom and responsibility in his reading of the text that, when he arrives at that reading, it is shot
through with the correspondingly greater measure of personal existential significance. And it is
because his reading is galvanized with this charge of existential significance that he finds himself
resolutely committed to his reading of the text in the way that the vacillating Alcibiades was not
committed to the lessons of Socrates. Edward Mooney nicely summarizes the point:

The use of pseudonyms is a pedagogical strategy. It works by drawing readers one by one

into a life-view. The view is meant to appeal inwardly, as if in fact it could be one’s own.

Having established a sympathetic bond with the reader, the pseudonym can then expose,

from within that intimate relationship, its limitations and inadequacies. / When successfully

deployed, this technique corrects and transforms by insuring that one becomes fully
identified — intellectually and emotionally — with the perspective that is developed. Then,
when inevitable instabilities emerge, the underlying critique is experienced as self-critique,

rather than as presumptuous judgemental attack. And the corresponding motivation to seek
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some sort of resolution, through further emotional, imaginative, and decisional labour, is

experienced as self-motivation. (Mooney 1991, 6)
It is this latitude of hermeneutic freedom, afforded to the individual reader, that Climacus has in
mind when he writes that the “deviousness and art of double reflection” is required to pay the
proper respect to “subjectivity, and by the same token to inwardness and appropriation” (CUP, 64).
To this same field of concepts also belongs Kierkegaard’s notion of passion, or the “passionate
certainty of faith” (CUP, 412, cf., 362, n. cf,, FT, 42). When the reader is brought to make and
sustain a choice, not on the grounds of directly communicated epistemic reasons, but out of an
inward appreciation of what he himself finds livable and unlivable, intelligible and unintelligible,

“passion chooses and continues to reaffirm its choice” (CUP, 37).

2.2.5. Indirection and Individuality

So far, I have been speaking as if there is only one proper reading of a pseudonymous text, a one-
size-fits-all answer to the question of how a reader ought to distinguish between insight and illusion.
This isn’t so, however. There is a plurality of acceptable ways to read a Kierkegaardian text, just as
there is a plurality of ways that one can live a properly Christian life. One function of indirect
communication is that it leaves the reader to identify the particular reading that is appropriate for
him. The example of Abraham’s faith in Fear and Trembling will both shed further light on the sense
in which faith cannot be ‘directly’ communicated, and it will help to highlight the sense in which
indirection is essentially a call to individuals.”’

Called by God to sacrifice his son, there is a sense in which Abraham is willing to break with
his culture’s ethical rules (FT, 55) and, in particular, with the rule that ‘the father must love the son’
(FT, 20, 57, 59). In permitting Abraham to sacrifice Isaac, Abraham’s faith permits him to do what is
incomprehensible from the perspective of these ‘universal’ ethical rules (FT, 55, 68). Part of the

point here is epistemological: Abraham is not justified as a member of the ethical community, and by

2 Since Fear and Trembling is primarily an analysis of faith in the Genesis story of Abraham and Isaac, one might wonder
what the book has to do with Christian selfhood. As a first answer, we can note with Clair Carlisle that “Fear and Trembling
was written, like other Kierkegaardian texts, in order to provoke genuine reflection on the task of becoming Christian”
(Carlisle 2010, 3), that Fear and Trembling’s “analysis of faith moves between the Hebrew Bible and the Christian
scriptures” (ibid.), and that “the title of Fear and Trembling is taken from one of the earliest Christian texts, Paul’s letter to
the Philippians” (ibid.). Paul was writing to exhort the Christians in Philippi to “work out your salvation with fear and
trembling; for it is God who is at work in you, enabling you both to will and to work for his good pleasure” (Philippians
2:12-13). As I read him, Kierkegaard finds Christian faith anticipated in the faith of Abraham, and he wants to help us
remember the Genesis story in such a way that that anticipation would become clear to us (FT, 56). Kierkegaard is
interpreting Genesis retrospectively, from the vantage point of the Gospels, and reading a distinctly Christian faith back
into the person of Abraham.
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the standard of that community’s ethical norms. He is justified as ‘the single individual,” the
individual as he stands alone before God, the ‘absolute’

How did Abraham exist? He had faith. This is the paradox by which he remains at the apex,

the paradox that he cannot explain to anyone else, for the paradox is that he as the single

individual places himself in an absolute relation to the absolute. Is he justified? Again, his
justification is the paradoxical, for if he is, then he is justified not by virtue of being

something universal but by virtue of being the single individual. (FT, 62; cf., FT, 82, 60)
There is, then, an epistemological aspect to Abraham’s alienation from the ethical community. This
alienation consists in the fact that he is not justified by the public, ‘universal,’ third-personally,
intelligible epistemic standards of that community. “The ethical is as such is the universal; as the
universal it is in turn the disclosed. The single individual [...] is the hidden” (FT, 82), conversely,
because his justification is invisible to the everyday ethical community. He “enter][s] into [a] private
relationship with the divine” (FT, 60) so that he is justified, not by the ethical community, but “by
virtue of the absurd, by virtue of the fact that for God all things are possible” (FT, 46), including
God’s willing the death of Isaac. We will later see that there is more to Abraham’s faith than his
willingness to go through with the sacrifice when called to do so by God. Still, this aspect of his faith
— this willingness to go through with the sacrifice — is enough to make the present point about the
relationship between faith and ethics: there is a sense of ‘ethics’ in which the person of faith can
discern a dimension of the moral life that can’t be justified in the everyday language of ethical
discourse.

Abraham’s alienation from the ethical community is not only epistemological. To put the
point in Wittgensteinian terms, his alienation would be only epistemological if the act of killing Isaac
were an intelligible, even if unjustified, move within the ‘Tanguage-game’ of ethics. But the
incomprehensibility of what Abraham is prepared to do runs deeper than this. “Abraham cannot
speak, because he cannot say that which would explain everything (that is, so it is understandable)”
(FT, 113; cf,, ibid., 114, 60, 76) to the community. What Abraham is prepared to do is not just an
intelligible but ethically unjustified action. Rather, it is not even so much as a candidate for ethical
justification, for it cannot even be intelligibly expressed in the grammar of ethical discourse.

Abraham’s “life not only is the most paradoxical that can be thought but is also so paradoxical that it
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simply cannot be thought” (FT, 506). It is in this sense that Abraham and the ethical community
“have no /language in common” (FT, 35, emphasis added).”

We now come to the issue of individuality. Throughout Fear and Trembling, de Silentio is clear
that not all of us should model our religious lives on the faith of Abraham. Not all of us should
come away from reading Fear and Trembling teeling at liberty to break with our culture’s ethical norms
and to kill our innocent son if we have the impression that we have been asked to do so by God.
This concern resounds in de Silentio’s preoccupation with the question of how a pastor can praise
Abraham without incurring the risk that a parishioner unsuited for Abraham’s particular way of
living the religious life might mistakenly follow the patriarch’s example. The danger is that such a
parishioner (or such a student of Fear and Trembling) might confuse the voice of an illusion for the
voice of God and, flouting established ethical norms, (FT, 29-32, 52-53, 75, 116-20), commit a sinful
act of murder.

What is de Silentio’s solution to the problem? He proposes that the pastor should speak
about Abraham’s extraordinary love for his son (FT, 28, 31), and Abraham’s extraordinary anxiety
about carrying out the sacrifice (FT, p 63-64), in such a way that the average father in the pews
would never have the audacity to compare himself with Abraham and to do what Abraham was
prepared to do (FT, 31). Further, de Silentio submits that the pastor should stress that not even he,
the shepherd of the flock, is so spiritually elevated as to have Abraham’s particular kind of
relationship with God (FT, 32). A final aspect of de Silentio’s solution is audible when he stresses
that a person unsuited for Abraham’s elevated kind of faith is nevertheless an upright and admirable

adherent to the religious life (FT, 21, 32, 34).

30 T have simplified Kierkegaard’s complex discussion of faith and ethics here. In fact, there is a sense in which the
sacrifice of Isaac does not violate ‘universal’ ethical norms, the norms of “social morality” (FT, 55, 68). De Silentio lacks
Abraham’s faith and, therefore, cannot permit himself to do what is ‘absurd’ from the perspective of those ethical norms
(FT, 34, 50). However, like Abraham, de Silentio wou/d be able to carry out the sacrifice of Isaac, if he were called to do
so (FT, 34-35). Evidentially, in some sense of ‘the ethical,” the sacrifice of Isaac is ethically intelligible. At the same time,
however, there is also a sense in which it 7 ethically intelligible, and this is the sense that I want to deal with at this
stage in this chapter. Let me say a word more to explain.

If de Silentio were to carry out the sacrifice, he would be acting in the capacity of a “tragic hero” (FT, 34-35),
the character who, by his nature, can violate a lower-order ethical norm for the sake of a higher-order ethical norm.
“[W]ithin its own confines the ethical has various gradations” (FT, 57), and what is unintelligible at a lower-order level of
ethical life can still be intelligible at a higher one. It is in this sense that “the tragic hero is still within the ethical” (FT, 59)
even while, in another sense, he is ‘beyond’ it. Accordingly, at a higher-order level of ethical life, the sacrifice of Isaac can
be intelligibly expressed in ethical speech, while, at a lower level, it can’t be. It is this lower-level of inexpressibility that
de Silentio has in mind when he writes that it would be “madness” to believe that God could require the sacrifice of
Isaac (FT, 77), and when he presents Abraham as being unable to express his intentions to sacrifice Isaac in an ethical
language that would be intelligible to Sarah and Eliezer (FT, 21). Again, for simplicity, I focus in this section on the sort
of inexpressibly that we find at this lowest level of ethical life where the sacrifice seems absurd.
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The upshot is this: not all of us are called to Abraham’s task of challenging the established
conventions of ethics. The average father in the pews is not called to this task, for example, and
neither, of course, are the ethically corrupt.

It may well be that there are those who need coercion, who, if they were given free rein,

would abandon themselves like unmanageable animals to selfish appetites. But a person will

demonstrate that he does not belong to them precisely by showing that he knows how to
speak in fear and trembling, and speak he must out of respect for greatness, so that it is not
forgotten out of fear of harm, which certainly will not come if he speaks out of a knowledge
of greatness, a knowledge of its terrors, and if one does not know the terrors, one does not

know the greatness either. (T, 75, cf., CUP, 58)

There are various necessary characteristics of the person who teaches about Abraham: his sensitivity
to the danger at issue in his occupation, his understanding that the risk of danger must nevertheless
be incurred, and the fact that he himself is not amongst the ethically corrupt who would
misunderstand and misuse Abraham’s social and religious role. All these characteristics are manifest
in his ability to communicate the faith indirectly, so that his efforts to do good do not become “a
snare for the weak” (FT, 31) and have the very opposite of their intended effect of revitalizing the
faith. Of course, it should be borne in mind that some of us are worthy disciples of Abraham, called
to act according to his example and to contravene the common understanding of ethical norms.”
The indirect author’s task is to communicate the Abrahamic-Christian calling to these individuals
without communicating it to others.

On the one hand, then, Abraham is the object of continual praise in the Fear and Trembling,
and part of Kierkegaard’s readership is being called to the challenge of emulating Abraham’s great
example. On the other hand, de Silentio speaks to his readers about Abraham just as the pastor
speaks about Abraham to his parishioners; he speaks to us in such a way that only a select few of us
will recognize ourselves in Abraham, and take up the mantle of speaking and acting in ways that
outstrip what can be expressed in the established grammar of ethics.

In Two Ages, Kierkegaard suggests that Christianity allows our need for community to
harmonize with our need for individually. This harmony is achieved when the members of a

community are not only united in their commitment to a shared ideal but when each individual is

3UIf there were no one suited to Abraham’s particular kind of task, there would be no point in remembering the story of
his trial with Isaac at all, “for what is the value of going to the trouble of remembering that past that cannot become

present” (FT, 30)?
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also left to work out the meaning of his own particular relationship to that ideal.” The indirection of
the pseudonymous works facilitates just this harmony between our need for individuality and our
need for community when it allows different readers to find themselves in different forms of the
Christian-religious life. An author concerned to communicate the meaning of Christianity needs to
do so using terms ambiguous enough that each of us will appropriate that meaning in a way uniquely
suitable for the unique individuals we are. Some of us will be religious on the model of Abraham,
and our task will be to respond to revelations of sense unimaginable from the perspective of
established ethical norms. Others of us will be religious in the manner of the average father in the
pews, Sarah, Eliezer (FT, 21), or the character that de Silentio calls ‘the poet,” the character who
sings the praises of the hero Abraham from a reverential distance, never daring actually to emulate
the hero’s example himself. This last character is worth a comment more in connection with what
we said in the previous chapter about the difference between the recollective and repetitional
pictures of remembrance.

In Chapter Five, we will see more clearly that Abraham models the activity of remembrance
as repetition. He does so because he manifests an openness to revelations of zew meaning,
determinations of sense not already laid down in our established ethical grammar and expressible in
its terms. The poet, on the other hand, models a form of recollection. His role is only to respect the
possibilities of ethical sense that are already laid down in our repository of sense, and to operate
within their bounds, even while revering the higher calling of his hero, Abraham. In the poet, we
have a clear illustration of the idea that there are different, mutually acceptable lessons for a reader
to take from Fear and Trembling. The poet is no Abraham, but he plays an honourable, even if
humble, role in the religious life.

The poet or orator can do nothing that the hero does; he can only admire, love, and delight

in him. Yet he, too, is happy—no less than that one is, for the hero is, so to speak, his better

nature, with which he is enamoured—ryet happy that the other is not himself, that his love
can be admiration. He is recollection's genius. He can do nothing but bring to mind what has

been done, can do nothing but admire what has been done; he takes nothing of his own but

32 “When individuals (each one individually) are essentially and passionately related to an idea and together are essentially
related to the same idea, the relation is optional and normative. Individually the relation separates them (each one has
himself for himself), and ideally it unites them [....] Thus the individuals never come too close to each other in the herd
sense, simply because they are united on the basis of an ideal distance. The harmony of the spheres is the unity of each
planet relating itself to the whole” (Kierkegaard 1978, 62).
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is zealous for what has been entrusted [....] This is his occupation, his humble task; this is his

faithful service in the house of the hero. (FT, 15; cf., FT, 43-44) 3

It must be stressed that, though the pseudonymous texts can be read in multiple ways,
Kierkegaard is most interested in communicating the sort of faith he finds in Abraham and
communicating it to the sort of reader worthy of enacting that particular form of the religious life.
The main task of Fear and Trembling is to subtly, indirectly, facilitate God’s call to the particular
individual for whom #bis way of living the religious life is appropriate.” I have been trying to show
that part of the task of indirect communication is to write in such a way that readers not suited for
the Abrahamic form of religious life would find no such calling to that life in the text (cf., CUP, 58).
Once more, and to conclude the thought: indirect communication should not fearfully shy away
from communicating the highest tasks of religious existence, even though doing so comes at the risk
that those tasks will be taken up by those of us not able properly to fulfill them. It requires “an
honest earnestness that fearlessly and incorruptibly points to the tasks, an honest earnestness that
lovingly maintains the tasks, that does not disquiet people into wanting to attain the highest too
hastily but keeps the tasks young and beautiful and lovely to look at, inviting to all and yet also
difficult and inspiring to the noble-minded (for the noble nature is inspired only by the difficult)”
(FT, 121).

2.2.6. Indirection and Difficulty

The mention of ‘difficulty’ in the last-quoted passage relates to the issue of existential significance
that we encountered earlier. We considered the importance of not directly telling the reader that his
illusions are illusions, nor directly arguing for an account of the truth he’s missing. We saw that one

reason an author might resist this temptation: a reader comes to be resolutely, wholeheartedly,

3 At FT 43-44, ‘recollection’s genius’ is associated with the ‘knight of infinite resignation.” The suggestion is that the
knight of resignation has something in common with the poet: both are confined to recollection. De Silentio is himself a
knight of infinite resignation (FT, 34-35) and yet, as the author of ‘Fear and Trembling: a dialectical lyric’ he is a lyricist — a
poet — and his task is to sing the praises of the hero Abraham. The poetic mentality of resignation also comes out when
de Silentio — knight of resignation — describes himself as being able to observe and describe the movements of faith
(which he does in Fear and Trenbling) but as being unable to make those movements himself (FT, 37-38).

3 Hence, the philosophet’s effort to communicate truth needs to be understood as involving all that respect for the
autonomy of the intetlocutor that we have seen in the discussion of indirect communication. The communication
involves ‘creating difficulties” (CUP, 156-57) that heighten a reader’s awareness of his own illusions so that those
illusions can ultimately be overcome. “[N]othing is done for a readet’s convenience” (CUP, 250). We will see that this
way of proceeding can fail and leave, for example, a Kantian or a Hegelian even more dismissive than he already is of the
Kierkegaardian idea of an immediate encounter with a call from God the content of which cannot be translated into the
established public grammar.
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bound to a truth only when he arrives at it through his own hermeneutic work, and not when the
truth is simply handed to him. To have this kind of significance, however, it is not enough that the
reader’s work is done autonomously. It must also be djffcult work. It was this realization that dawned
upon Climacus the afternoon that he decided to become a spiritually-edifying author. His whole
long reflection on the issue will prove useful to have on hand. He writes:
I sat there and smoked my cigar until I fell into a reverie. I recall these thoughts. You are
getting on, I said to myself, and are becoming an old man without being anything, and
without really taking on anything. Wherever you look about you on the other hand, in
literature or in life, you see the names and figures of the celebrities, the prized and acclaimed
making their appearances or being talked about, the many benefactors of the age who know
how to do favours to mankind by making life more and more easy, some with railways,
others with omnibuses and steamships, others with the telegraph, others through easily
grasped surveys and brief reports on everything worth knowing, and finally the true
benefactors of the age, who by virtue of thought make spiritual existence systematically
easier and yet more and more important. And what are you doing? Here my soliloquy was
interrupted, for my cigar was finished and a new one had to be lit. So I smoked again, and
then suddenly this thought flashed through my mind: You must do something, but since
with your limited abilities it will be impossible to make anything easier than it has become,
you must, with the same humanitarian enthusiasm as the others, take it upon yourself to
make something more difficult. This notion pleased me immensely, and at the same time it
flattered me to think that I would be loved and esteemed for this effort by the whole
community, as well as any. For when all join together in making everything easier in every
way, there remains only one possible danger, namely, that the ease becomes so great that it
becomes altogether too easy; then there will be only one lack remaining, if not yet felt, when
people come to miss the difficulty. Out of love for humankind, and from despair over my
embarrassing situation, having accomplished nothing, and being unable to make anything
easier than it had already been made, and out of a genuine interest in those who make
everything easy, I conceived it as my task everywhere to create difficulties. (CUP, 156-57; cf,,
FT, 6-8)
In the context of a modern technological culture concerned with making life easier, we have come to
think that Christianity should come easy too. This happens when we conceive of Christianity as an

object of knowledge, passable from one person to another by well-worn routes of direct
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communication so that, in the end, the faith is sapped of the essential difficulty that makes it a
worthwhile life-task. Despite our modern taste for ease and convenience, it is precisely because this
modern Christianity comes so easy that it strikes us as hardly worth practicing at all. De Silentio
describes the same problem in his forward to Fear and Trembling: “Not only in the business world,
but also in the world of ideas, our age stages ein wirkliche Ausverkanf [a real sale]. Everything can be
had at such a bargain price that it becomes a question whether there is finally anyone who will make
a bid” (FT, 5). Climacus realized that the key to revitalizing the faith was not appease the modern
mentality and go further down the road of making it easier, but to turn back in the opposite
direction, and to “make it more difficult to become a Christian” (CUP, 321).

We saw that the need for difficulty is especially felt by the ‘noble-minded’ reader (T, 121);
the reader called to those highest responsibilities of religious life that we see in Abraham. But the
need for difficulty is also felt by the simpler soul. Climacus writes: “That [the simple-minded]
individual will also need to exert himself to the utmost in order to become Christian, I also believe;
nor do I believe that anyone does him a service by making it altogether too easy; every essential
existence-task pertains to all human beings equally and makes the difficulty therefore proportionate
to the individual’s endowment” (CUP, 321). We have seen that a text communicating the meaning
of Christianity leaves itself to be understood under different aspects. We are now learning that some
of those aspects will be more difficult for a reader to see than others. For a given reader, a particular
reading may be too accessible to be significant, and so the text is also pregnant with a deeper and
more challenging meaning that will attract Ais interest. Since “Christianity can be appropriated by
everyone” (CUP, 308), “[tjhe simple soul must be given leave to exist in it as much as the wise man”
(ibid.). But to appropriate Christianity is essentially to appropriate it in a way that renders it spiritually
significant. This requires that the spiritually edifying text needs to provide many different inroads to
the faith, and to present the faith under a multi-levelled complex of aspects tailored to a readership
of individuals who require varying degrees of intellectual challenge.

We will see that there is no subjectivism of meaning here. There is only oze truth about what
it means to be a human being — what it means to be a self —, and Christianity articulates that truth.
Becoming a Christian is the same task for everyone, and this is why the individualistic nature of the
task is so difficult: we need to work out our owz faith in fear and trembling, without simply following

a general blueprint for how ‘one’ ought to live the Christian life.” This singular truth of the self can

% “[Blecoming a Christian is really the hardest of all tasks, because, although the same, the task itself varies according to
the abilities of the individual. This is not so with those tasks calling for variable skills. With comprehension, for instance,
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be understood at higher or lower levels of resolution, but, crucially, less sophisticated appropriations

of Christian selfthood are in no way less capable of full participation in that truth.

2.2.7. Indirection and Vanity
The story so far has gone as follows: the indirect communicator presents himself as if in the grips of
an illusion that he wishes to subvert. For instance, in Fear and Trembling, Kierkegaard left his reader
mistakenly to think that de Silentio was a trustworthy spokesperson for Kierkegaard’s own faith.™
But this benevolent deception aims to help at least some of those readers resist the confusions that
these pseudonyms represent and, ultimately, to expose the despair inherent in those confusions. For
the pseudonyms to function in this way, the reader must be kept in the dark about that function.“[I]f
something is to function enticingly, it is wrong to explain it. A fisherman does not tell the fish about
his bait, saying ‘This is bait” (PV, 182). Hence, Kierkegaard himself withdraws from the
pseudonymous text and leaves the message of the book to posterity, hoping that the more profound
and more challenging interpretation of faith on offer in that book will be recognized and taken up
by the elect individual to whom the book is addressed.

This way of proceeding means that the author can be misunderstood, in at least two ways.
First, the reader may take the bait and be appropriately guided past his illusions and into the truth.
But, failing to notice that the author meant for precisely this to occur, and failing to notice that the
author intentionally misrepresented himself in the guise of his benighted pseudonym, such a reader
might take himself to have discovered something that the actual author overlooked. The indirect
author needs to accept the possibility that he may be misunderstood in this way. “Instead of wishing
to have the advantage of being oneself that rare thing, a Christian, one must let the prospective
captive enjoy the advantage of being the Christian, and for one’s own part have resignation enough
to be the one who is far behind him” (ibid., 25). This method calls for a certain humility on the part

of the author. It requires an unwillingness to pride himself on his greater understanding and even, as

a person of high intelligence has a direct advantage over one of limited intelligence. But this does not hold of faith”
(CUP, 316; cf., CUP pp. 321-22).

*® What do I have in mind by ‘Kierkegaard’s own faith’? I have in mind the sort of faith we find Abraham, and which
finds expression as a willingness to challenge established ethical norms. In its details, the content of such a faith will be
between Abraham and God, and will resist any full explication in terms of established linguistic convention. On my
(controversial) reading, though, faith can be characterized in certain general terms. I attempt such a characterization in
Chapter Five.
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we have seen, the humility involved in allowing himself to be regarded by the student, at least
temporarily, as having been the benighted party.

If [...] I am disposed to plume myself on my greater understanding, it is because I am vain

ot proud, so that at bottom I want to be admired. But all true effort to help begins with self-

humiliation: the helper must first humble himself under him he would help, and therewith
must understand that to help does not mean to be sovereign but to be servant, that to help
does not mean to be ambitious but to be patient, that to help means to endure for the time
being the imputation that one is in the wrong and does not understand what the other

understands. (Kierkegaard 1962b, 27-28)

Recall, the teacher’s humility is required so that when his student arrives at the truth, it is stamped
with the significance of an autonomous achievement. The student is denied this opportunity if the
teacher crudely exposes his own understanding of faith and its indirect method for the sake of
priding himself on his greater understanding.

We have just seen one way in which the indirect author might be misunderstood: the student
might fail to give credit to his teacher for what the teacher puts him in a position to learn. However,
this is really only a worry for the vain teacher and, so, it is no genuine worry at all. A second and
more serious misunderstanding would be for the most difficult-to-discern messages of a text to be
completely overlooked by its readers. De Silentio expresses the worry when he reflects on the fate of
his Fear and Trembling in the present age of ease where, as he noted in the forward to his book,
Christianity is being sold for so low a price that hardly anyone can imagine it having any genuine
value. Recall that in Climacus’ rendering this was the age of modern science, its technological
conveniences and, in the world of ideas, the direct mode of communication that offers us “easily
grasped surveys and brief reports on everything worth knowing” (CUP, 156-57). What would
become of a doubly-reflective text like Fear and Trembling in a world where we have ceased to find
value in difficulty? De Silentio speaks to the point in the forward to Fear and Trembling, signalling us
to the evident esotericism of his project. On the one hand, “[h]e writes because to him it is a luxury
that is all the more pleasant and apparent the fewer there are who buy and read what he writes” (FT,
7). On the other hand, “[h]e easily envisions his fate in an age when an author who desires readers
must be careful to write in such a way that his book can be conveniently skimmed during the after-

dinner nap [...] He foresees his fate of being totally ignored” (FT, 8).”” Bearing in mind this danger

37 The same concern is palpable in Kierkegaard’s description of his nearly parental (and nearly biblical?) relation to his
publications. We sense the joy of a father who, having released his child to the world, is relieved to see that the child is
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that the hidden meaning might go completely unacknowledged, we can understand Kierkegaard’s
anxiety about the fate of his publications, and his temptation to break his silence. For a time,
however, he resisted the urge and recovered his conviction that he ought to hold his peace. He
writes:

I have frequently felt the need to use direct communication |[...], but it seemed to me as if 1

wanted to be lenient with myself, as if I could achieve more by holding out. / For the

present I use no means that would disturb this possibility, for example, by premature direct
communication. The situation is like that of a fisherman when he sees the float move —

maybe it means a bite, maybe it is due to the motion of the water. But the fisherman says: 1

will not pull up the line; if I do, I indicate that I have surrendered this possibility; perhaps it

will happen again and prove to be a bite. (PV, 249)

Notice that there is no blanket prohibition on direct communication here. As we’ve seen, we require
indirect communication when helping a person out of his illusions and into the truth. If our
interlocutor has already overcome his illusions, Kierkegard seems to allow for a sense in which we
can speak to him ‘directly’ about the faith. The problem is premature direct communication. On the
other hand, one perfectly noble reason why we might be tempted to engage in premature direct
communication is to prevent the worst of all possible outcomes: the meaning of the pseudonymous
text might not be able to fend for itself, and go entirely overlooked.

In Chapter Five, we will see that there are other noble reasons why an indirect
communicator might break his silence and, indeed, why Kierkegaard himself broke his silence in the
end, with his tell-all, The Point of View for My Work as an Author. The point of the present section,
however, has been to appreciate why an indirect communicator might resist such temptations to

speak plainly, and perhaps even take his secret authorial intentions to the grave. If we can appreciate

noticed and accepted by others. But we also sense the father’s fear that the child might not meet with such acceptance,

powetless as the father is to guarantee this happy outcome.
Inasmuch as in being published it is in a figurative sense starting a journey, I let my eyes follow it for a little
while. I saw how it wended its way down solitary paths or walked solitary on public roads. After a few little
mistakes [...] it finally met that single individual whom I with joy and gratitude call y reader, that single
individual it is secking, to whom, so to speak, it stretches out its arms, that single individual who is favorably
enough disposed to allow himself to be found, favorably enough disposed to receive it, whether at the time of
the encounter it finds him cheerful and confident or ‘weary and pensive.” — On the other hand, inasmuch as in
being published it actually remains quiet without moving from the spot, I let my eyes rest on it for a little while.
It stood there like a humble little flower under the cover of the great forest, sought neither for its splendor nor
its fragrance nor its food value. But I also saw, or thought I saw, how the bird I call my reader suddenly noticed
it, flew down to it, picked it, and took it home, and when I had seen this, I saw no more. (Kierkegaard 1990,
Forward)
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this, then we can appreciate what is, in my view, a resolute readetr’s best defence against the prima
facie objections to the continuity thesis. Resolute readers should hold that Wittgenstein adhered to a
model of indirect communication close to Kierkegaard’s, that he systemically misrepresented his
project in the Tractatus, and that he never offered us anything like the final admission of that fact that
Kierkegaard offered us in the Point of 177ew. 1 submit that this is a part of his debt to Kierkegaard
which often goes unacknowledged by resolute readers — Cavell and Conant being the notable

exceptions — and even less acknowledged by their critics.

2.2.3. Wittgenstein and Indirect Communication
Genia Schonbaumsfeld argues that Wittgenstein had his earliest exposure to Kierkegaard during
childhood and adolescence, through the mentorship of his older sister, Margarete (‘Gretl’). Ray
Monk describes Margarete as “the intellectual of the family, the one who kept abreast of
contemporary developments in the arts and sciences, and the one most prepared to embrace new
ideas and to challenge the views of her elders” (Monk 1991, 16). Noting that Kierkegaard was
Margarete’s favourite author (Wuchterl and Hibner 1979, 30), Schonbaumsfeld submits that “[t]here
is every reason to suppose that Wittgenstein was introduced to the writings of Kierkegaard from a
very early age” (Schonbaumsfeld 2013, 60). In any case, we know that Wittgenstein was reading
Kierkegaard while at war in November of 1917 (Schénbaumsfeld 2007, 13-22). He had requested
that another of his sisters, Hermine, send him some of Kierkegaard’s books. She obliged, sending
him “a number of Kierkegaard volumes” (quoted in Schonbaumsfeld 2007, 14-15), including the
Diary of the Seducer, Kietkegaard’s description and critique of the so-called ‘aesthetic life,” originally
published as part of Either / Or.”® Brian McGinness reckons that Wittgenstein would have read
Kierkegaard before his captivity as a prisoner of war in Monte Casino in January of 1919
(McGuinness 2005, 205, 269). This agrees, finally, with what Bertrand Russell’s reports in a letter to
Ottoline Motrell about his first meeting with Wittgenstein after the war:

I had felt in his book a flavour of mysticism, but was astonished when I found that he has

become a complete mystic. He reads people like Kierkegaard and Angelus Silesius, and he

38 Hermine wtites the following in a letter to Wittgenstein while he was at wat:
Thank you very much for your lovely card from 13th November. You were perfectly correct in supposing that
I did not receive the earlier one with your request for books, but I've just been out for them and a number of
Kierkegaard volumes are already on the way. I hope they are the ones you want, because, given that I don’t
know anything about him and his writings, I simply chose a few at random. The Diary of a Seducer, which I
bought in a different bookshop, will follow. (quoted in Schénbaumsfeld 2007, 14-15)
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seriously contemplates becoming a monk. It all started from William James’ [ arieties of

Religions Experience, and grew (not unnaturally) during the winter he spent alone in Norway

before the war, when he was nearly mad. (Quoted in Edwards 1982, 24)

We know, then, that Wittgenstein had read Kierkegaard before the publication of the Tractatus. We
also know that he held Kierkegaard in exceptionally high regard. Desmond Lee reports that
Wittgenstein “clearly had a great admiration” for the Dane, and that “he learned Danish in order to
be able to read Kierkegaard in the original” (Lee 1999, 195). If that isn’t high enough praise,
Wittgenstein once remarked to Maurice Drury: “Kierkegaard was by far the most profound thinker
of the last century. Kierkegaard was a saint” (Drury 1999, 180).

These details make it easy to appreciate why some scholars have thought that the works of
these two thinkers have important features in common. In the introduction, I presented two such
features: the first was the view that philosophical learning is a matter of remembrance, the second
was the view that what we are reminded of is grammar: the meaning of our words. In what remains
of this chapter, I want to show that there is also a third commonality between Wittgenstein and
Kierkegaard: both believe that philosophical teaching requires a form of indirect communication.
These three common features of their positions are related. Like Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein seeks to
communicate indirectly because grammatical illusions cannot be exposed by direct means. And, as is
the case with Christianity for Kierkegaard, for Wittgenstein the need for indirect communication in
philosophy is related to the idea that our understanding of grammar is not a matter of what we

ordinarily mean by ‘knowledge.’

2.3.1. Grammar and Knowledge

Let us begin with a more in-depth look at the difference between grammatical and empirical
propositions. Empirical propositions describe contingent matters of fact, states of affairs that can
cither obtain or not obtain, and in ways that we can easily imagine. For instance, when I say I know
the empirical proposition ‘All my housemates are male,” even if I think the proposition is true, I can
imagine what it would be like for it to turn out false. Perhaps, unbeknownst to me, one of my
housemates moved out last night, and a woman took his place.” Things are different when it comes

to grammatical propositions like ‘All bachelors are male.” Since “it is grammatical rules that

% In Wittgenstein’s language, empirical propositions are bijpolar (NB, 93-97): we can understand what they mean without
knowing whether or not they are true. Put differently, we can imagine what the world would be like, not only under the
condition that they are true but also under the condition that they are false (T, 4.023-4.024; cf., Conant 1991a, 136, 140).
We come back to the issue of bipolarity next chapter.
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determine meaning (constitute it)” (PG, 184), grammatical propositions express the meaning of the
words they contain (cf., PG, 1-§133; PI, 155, §497; Z, §320).* Hence, when I say that know that all
bachelors are male, I am not stating a fact about the empirical world; I am saying that I know what it
means to be a bachelor. This being the case, I can form no idea at all of what it would be like for the
proposition to be false.

We can further appreciate the difference between empirical and grammatical propositions by
considering their different epistemic profiles. One epistemic difference between these two kinds of
expression concerns their different susceptibility to doubz. Unlike empirical propositions, when I say
I *know’ a given grammatical proposition, what I claim to know cannot be intelligibly doubted. “If I
know etc.” is conceived as a grammatical proposition [...] it properly means ‘there is no such thing as
doubt in this case’ or ‘the expression ‘I do not know’ makes no sense in this case”’(OC, §58; ct., OC,
§51, 54; T, 6.5, 6.51; PI, §246 -251, §288). It makes no sense to doubt a proposition of grammar,
“[flor doubt can exist only where a question exists, a question only where an answer exists, and an
answer only where something can be said” (T, 6.51). “When the answer cannot be put into words,
neither can the question be put into words” (T, 6.5). The skeptic who presumes that everything can
be doubted might try to question even his commitment to grammatical propositions. Might not such
propositions be false? I will later argue that there is a sense in which this is an intelligible question.
The present point is that, when it is expressed as a dounbt, the question is unintelligible because we can
form no idea of how to answer it. What, exactly, is the skeptic imagining here? What states of affairs
would confirm his suspicion that it is false, for example, that ‘All men are mortal,” that ‘One cannot
hear red,” or that ‘Grey is lighter than black’? “Skepticism is not irrefutable, but obviously
nonsensical, when it tries to raise doubts where no questions can be asked” (T, 6.51), and no such

questions can be asked about the truth of grammatical propositions.

40 We should distinguish between grammatical propositions and the rules of grammar that those propositions express.
But what are the rules of grammar, exactly, and what are grammatical propositions? These are the crucial questions that
this dissertation is meant to answer. On my realist reading, rules of grammar are not identical with established linguistic
conventions, but they will always be manifest iz such conventions. Put differently, the rules of grammar stand to the
conventions of language as a ‘transcendence in immanence.” The element of ‘transcendence’ here captures the sense in
which, on my (controversial) reading, the rules of grammar are features of the world, not merely features of a language
that we use to describe the world. Since, for Wittgenstein, propositions describe substantive features of the world, I will
claim that grammatical propositions are genuine propositions, though not propositions of the empirical kind. Not all
genuine propositions are ‘grammatical propositions’ in Wittgenstein’s technical sense of the term, even though all
genuine propositions will be grammatical in the ordinary sense of ‘grammatically well-formed.” To put the point a bit
misleadingly, and in terms that we will need to refine, we can say that grammatical propositions are ‘true in virtue of
meaning.” Empirical propositions atre either true or false in virtue of what may or may not obtain in the order of
contingent empirical facts. This distinction, notice, presupposes that the rules of grammar that we describe with
grammatical propositions are not merely contingent empirical facts, facts, for example, about how words are
conventionally used. I defend these controversial claims in chapters four and seven.

59



The epistemic differences between grammatical and empirical propositions go beyond this
observation that the latter, but not the former, can be intelligibly doubted. A second significant
epistemic difference is that there is a sense in which grammatical propositions, unlike empirical
propositions, cannot be justified. These two major epistemic differences are related; it only makes
sense to seek fustification’ for a claim that we can doubt — a claim that we can imagine turning out
to be false under certain clearly specifiable circumstances — and we have just seen that grammatical
propositions express no such claim. When it comes to these descriptions of grammar, the demand
for justification is not only unmotivated; we are entirely unclear about what possibility of error the
justification would be presuming to rule out.

Obur justification could only take the form of saying ‘As reality is so and so, the rules must be

such and such.” But this presupposes that I could say ‘If reality were otherwise, then the rules

of grammar would be otherwise.” But in order to describe a reality in which grammar was
otherwise I would have to use the very combinations which grammar forbids. The rules of
grammar distinguish sense and nonsense and if I use the forbidden combinations I talk

nonsense. (Wittgenstein 1982, 37, 47)

To illustrate, we can return to my earlier belief in the empirical proposition that all my housemates
are male. To justify this claim, I would have first to imagine the conditions under which I would
count the proposition false and, second, I would have to take specific steps to show that these
conditions don’t obtain. I might imagine that a woman replaced one of my housemates, and I might
go around to their rooms and assure myself that this is not the case. But now imagine that I tried to
justify the grammatical proposition that all bachelors are men. I would have to be able to imagine a
state of the world where some bachelors were not men so that I could then go around, determine
that zbat state of affairs does not obtain and that, in fact, all bachelors are men, just as my
grammatical rule states. But this is unintelligible. Since the grammar of my language blocks my way
to imagining any situation where bachelors are not men, so too does it block my way to imagining
what it would mean to justify the grammatical proposition by showing that that situation does not
obtain. To mark this sense in which the rules of grammar cannot be justified, Wittgenstein
sometimes says that they are, in a sense, ‘arbitrary,” a fact that we overlook when we confuse
grammatical propositions for verifiable, empirical, claims. “One is tempted to justify the rules of
grammar by sentences like ‘But there really are four primary colors.” And the saying that the rules of
grammar are arbitrary is directed against the possibility of this justification, which is constructed on

the model of justifying a sentence by pointing to what verifies it” (Z, {311, cf., PG, 1806).
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We might think that the justification of grammar can come more much more easily than this
reasoning presumes. Why do we need to be able to imagine what it would be like for our
grammatical propositions to be false in order for us to consider them justified? Why should we not
grant that we can’t imagine what it would mean for them to be false but hold that, for just that
reason, they are a/ways justified? Why not say that we’re justified in saying that there are only four
primary colors because we never encounter more than four? We ought not to say so, because this
would beg the question. Such a justification would need to refer to the facts that justify the
grammatical rule in question. The trouble is this: the specification of the relevant facts — say,
examples of the primary colors invoked to justify the corresponding colour grammar in our language
— would presuppose our commitment to the very rules of grammar that we were trying to justify.
For this reason, the facts would offer no independent epistemic support for those grammatical rules.
Efforts to justify a sentence stating a grammatical rule founder because such sentences express the
limits of our linguistic understanding, and yet the sort of justification we are after requires that we
grasp the world in a way that does not presuppose our commitment to those limits. “The limit of
language is shown by its being impossible to describe the fact which corresponds to (is the
translation of) a sentence, without simply repeating the sentence” (CV, 10).

Related here is Wittgenstein’s view that for a particular consideration to justify — to
constitute grounds, or evidence — for a given belief, that consideration needs to be more epistemically
secure than the belief it is adduced to support. For example:

My having two hands is, in normal circumstances, as certain as anything that I could produce

in evidence for it. That is why I am not in a position to take the sight of my hand as evidence

for it. (OC, § 250)

Grammatical propositions register my basic linguistic sense of how a word can be intelligibly used —
my ‘way of going on with a word” — and there is no ‘evidence’ more secure than this basic linguistic
sense to which one could appeal to either confirm or challenge my belief that a grammatical
proposition is true.

[H]ere the strange thing is that when I am quite certain of how the words are used, and 1

have no doubt about it, I can still give no grounds for my way of going on. If I tried I could

give a thousand, but none as certain as the very thing they were supposed to be grounds for.

(OC, §307)

This explains why I can’t justify grammatical propositions, like ‘All bachelors are male,” by pointing

to the fact that the proposition always seems to be confirmed by my experience of things, e.g., by
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the fact that I only encounter male bachelors. Since the very ability to cognize the relevant fact
presupposes my fidelity to the grammatical rule in question, the fact could be no more epistemically
secure than the rule and, therefore, the fact cannot justify the rule in the above epistemic sense.

The thought here may still seem wrong-headed. Why, exactly, couldn’t one point to a use of
language as if it were evidence for a grammatical proposition, say, ‘All bachelors are male’> Why
could one not point, for example, to the empirical fact that people do not apply the term ‘bachelor’
to non-men? The trouble is that, if I am not a/ready able to regard this use of the word as a genuine
expression of the term’s meaning, I will not regard it as evidence at all for the grammatical
proposition you invoke it to support; I will simply regard it as a misuse of the word, perhaps one
quite widespread. The effect of your argument will not be that I abandon my sense of what
‘bachelor’ means, but that I reject your sense that the word’s meaning is manifest in the empirical
use that restricts its application to men. Once again, On Cerfainty is apropos:

If a blind man were to ask me ‘have you got two hands?’ I should not make sure by looking.

If I were to have any doubt about it, then I don’t know why I should trust my eyes. For why

shouldn’t I test my eyes by looking to find out whether I see my two hands? What is to be

tested by what?” (OC, §125)

I could not be persuaded to your view about the meaning of ‘bachelor’ by considering the use of the
word that restricts its application to men, just as I could not be persuaded that I have two hands by
looking to see if I do. As we saw in our discussion of grammar in Kierkegaard, the kind of
justification at issue here — I have been calling it ‘epistemic justification’— presupposes a prior
agreement about the logical-grammatical rules that will be employed in the justification. But that
agreement is not in place in the therapeutic philosophical context, where one party is in the grips of
an illusion. The problem of trying to doubt the existence of one’s hands illustrates the logic of the
issue. Since my conviction that I have two hands is at least as strong as my conviction that my eyes
are working propetly, looking at my hands cannot provide me with any evidence of their existence.
For this same reason — because these beliefs are equally certain — if my vision didn’t confirm the
existence of my hands, I could abandon the belief that my eyes are working properly and maintain
my belief in my hands. I would have just as much right to do this as I would have to reason in the
opposite direction, maintain my belief in my good vision, and reject the belief in my hands. Our
discussion of grammar in Kierkegaard showed us that we face a similar conceptual situation when
we get down to disputes about the meaning of words, but Wittgenstein helps us to understand the

situation more clearly. For me, nothing is more certain than what I take my words to mean. For this
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reason, it will always remain open for me to reject whatever epistemic, evidence-based reasons you
wish to put against my linguistic intuitions. The therapeutic dialogue will, of course, involve the
philosopher’s drawing my attention to uses of language (PI, {90, §122). But it will involve his
enabling me to look upon these uses of language as expressions of what I a/ready took to be their
meaning. In so far as it tries to invoke these observations about language-use as fodder for a direct
argument, and as proof that the word’s meaning is not what I have hitherto taken its meaning to be,
that argument will always arrive too late. As I've anticipated, the therapeutic philosopher will
promote the novel, creative, projection of words into new contexts of use, and will allow even for
applications of terms so novel that they could not have been anticipated. But the idea here is that he
cannot promote these developments in language by forcing a purely forward-looking, ahistorical,
blindness to our sense of what we have hitherto meant by our words. This is why philosophy needs
to be a matter of remembering what we always took to be the meaning of our terms and not merely
a brute, ahistorical creation of mew meanings. This chapter argues that, as in Kierkegaard, such
remembering needs to be facilitated indirectly.

Here we are returned to the central idea that philosophy’s business is not to propose new
and controversial (and hence doubtable) ‘theses,” but to assemble reminders of things so utterly
uncontroversial as to be indisputable (PI, {128). When a philosopher helps us to determine the
meaning of a word, the insight at which we arrive strikes us as a clarification that ‘rings true’ to
linguistic intuitions we already had but hadn’t articulated in clear terms. Discussions about the
meaning of words just are like this. When we try to convince another person (who shares our
language) that a word means this or that, the discussion comes quickly to our merely relying upon
the other’s natural linguistic capacity to ‘see what we mean,’ to see that our rendering of the word’s
meaning is in accord with what the other takes to be its intelligible use. If it does not, there is little
more that we can do. “To be sure there is justification; but justification comes to an end” (OC,
§192), and it ends when we pass from debates about the truth or falsity of empirical propositions
and turn to uncontroversial truisms about the meaning of words. Since knowledge is traditionally
considered a matter of justified, true belief, it is unsurprising that Wittgenstein concludes that our
epistemically unjustified knowledge’ of grammar is not a matter of knowledge at all (OC, §243, cf.
OC, §1, §245, §250, §111, §307, §429). “Knowledge is in the end based on acknowledgement” (OC,
§378) because, in the end, it rests on an understanding of grammar that can’t be justified in the usual

way. At this juncture, we see that the Wittgensteinian relationship with grammar, like the
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Kierkegaardian relation with Christ, is not epistemzic. Our ‘knowledge’ of grammatical rules is really a

matter of certainty, and ““[kjnowledge’ and ‘certainty’ belong to different categories” (OC, §308).

2.3.2. Philosophy’s Raw Material

We are dealing here not only with a fundamental difference between grammatical and empirical
propositions; we are dealing with a fundamental difference between the methods of the two
disciplines that trade in these two different linguistic currencies: philosophy and science. “[W]e are
not doing natural science, nor yet natural history” (PI, I1-§365).

[O]ur considerations must not be scientific ones [...] And we may not advance any kind of

theory. There must not be anything hypothetical in our considerations. All explanation must

disappear and description alone must take its place. And this description gets its light — that
is to say its purpose — from the philosophical problems. These are of course not empirical
problems; but they are solved through an insight into the workings of our language, and that
in such a way that these workings are recognized — despite an urge to misunderstand them.

(PL, §109)

The remark after the last hyphen is especially important. It reminds us that therapeutic philosophy is
not concerned with clarifying grammar 7 general, say, as opposed to the general scientific business of
discovering facts about the natural world. Like Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein is interested in a particular
subfield of grammar — we are interested in those specific rules of language #hat we are tempted to
misunderstand. “What we are ‘tempted to say’ [...] is, of course, not philosophy; but it is its raw
material [...,] something for philosophical #reatment” (P1, §254).

Let us pose to Wittgenstein the same question that we posed to Kierkegaard: If grammar
cannot be justified in the standard epistemic way, and if we are particularly tempted to resist the
philosopher’s clarifying view of things, how ought the philosopher to proceed? As with Kierkegaard
and Socrates, part of the answer here is that the philosopher will take special care to safeguard the
autonomy of the philosophical learner. Wittgenstein speaks to the point in his conversations with
Friedrich Waismann: “One can only determine the grammar of a language with the consent of a
speaker, but not the orbit of the stars with the consent of the stars. The rule for a sign, then, is the
rule which the speaker commits himself to” (WVC, 105). Elsewhere, Wittgenstein gestures at his
debt to Freud in this therapeutic view: “We can only convict another person of a mistake [...] if he
(really) acknowledges this expression as the correct expression of his feeling. /For only if he

acknowledges it as such, is it the correct expression. (Psychoanalysis)” (Wittgenstein 2005, 410).
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Lacking standard epistemic grounds for the rendering of grammar he wants to illuminate, the
philosopher will not be able to impose his views on the other as if the other must accept them.
Instead, his line of questioning will be shorn up on all sides by his interlocutor’s acknowledgement
of how he himself is inclined to use words. As in the Socratic picture, the philosopher will not tell
the other how he ought to speak but will position him to experience certain tensions inherent in his
use of words, leaving the interlocutor to acknowledge those tensions for himself. But might it be
that in Wittgenstein, as in Kierkegaard, the Socratic form of indirection is not quite fit to purpose?
Might it be that, for Wittgenstein, the grammar of misused words quite generally needs to be
illuminated by the same sort of indirection that Kierkegaard used to illuminate the grammar of the

misused word ‘Christianity’? I think so.

2.3.3. Indirection in Three Forwards
In the Autumn of 1919, Wittgenstein had returned home from war to Vienna and was suicidal with
depression. The impoverishment of his country and the death of his friend, David Pinsent, would
well have contributed to his psychological state. However, Wittgenstein’s most celebrated
biographer believes that “the most important cause of his depression was his failure to find a
publisher for the Tractatus — or even a single person who understood it” (Monk 1991, 173). In these
desperate circumstances, Wittgenstein decided to write to the publisher Ludwig von Ficker and to
say something that he had carefully avoided saying in the pages of the Tractatus itself. He needed to
signal von Ficker to the meaning of the book and to save it, perhaps, from what de Silentio called
the “fate of being totally ignored” (FT, 8). Wittgenstein wrote to Ficker, “I am pinning my hopes on
you,” and proceeded to offer the following clue:
[TThe point of the book is ethical. I once wanted to give a few words in the forward which
now actually are not in it, which, however, I'll write to you now because they might be key
for you: I wanted to write that my work consists of two parts: of the one which is here, and
of everything which I have noz written. And precisely this second part is the important one.
For the Ethical is delimited from within, as it were, by my book; and I’'m convinced that
strictly speaking, it can only be delimited in this way. In brief, I think: all of that which many
are babbling today, I have defined in my book by remaining silent about it. Therefore the
book will, unless I’'m quite wrong, have much to say which you want to say yourself, but

perhaps you won’t notice that it is said in it. For the time being, I'd recommend that you
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read the forward and the conclusion since these express the point most directly. (Quoted in

Monk, 1991, 178)
The Tractatus was meant to convey an ethical point, but to convey it from behind a telling silence.
And this point, initially offered in the forward, was itself something about which Wittgenstein
ultimately decided to remain silent, making an exception only for von Ficker. More subtle clues
remained in the book, however, in the forward and the conclusion.

What do we find in the forward? In the first paragraph, we can hear echoes of the
esotericism that we heard in de Silentio’s forward to Fear and Trembling:

Perhaps this book will be understood only by someone who has himself already had the

thoughts that are expressed in it — or at least similar thoughts. — So it is not a textbook

[Lehrbuch). — Its purpose would be achieved if it gave pleasure to one person who read and

understood it. (T, 3)
The book is not a fextbook or, as Conant translates the German, it is not a body of doctrine (Conant
1991a, 155-56). What does this mean? The forward connects this claim with the idea that not
everyone who picks up the Tractatus will be able to understand it, and with the idea that it is not even
intended to be widely understood. Elsewhere, Wittgenstein says that “a sound doctrine [ezne gute 1ebre|
[is something] you can follow [...] as you would a doctot’s prescription [V orschriff]” (CV, 53). At least
in part, the analogy can be taken to suggest that a ‘textbook,” or ‘doctrine,” is a piece of clear
instruction, a direct communication whose meaning is unambiguous. If this is part of what it means
to be a doctrine, then the claim that the Tractatus is no doctrine suggests that the meaning of the
book will not be unambiguously clear. This is unsurprising given what Wittgenstein wrote in his
letter to von Ficker: like the meaning of Fear and Trembling and the Postseript, the meaning of the
Tractatus is not perspicuously stated in pages of the text.

In Kierkegaard, the activity of indirect communication, on the Kierkegaardian philosopher’s
side of the therapeutic dialogue, is related to the activity of remembering on the side of the pupil. A
second noteworthy feature of the forward to the Tractatus is that that same relation is faintly audible
here. As the forward tells us, to understand the book is to see that one has a/ready had the thoughts
that the book is concerned with communicating. We will see that the Tractatus urges a radical change
in our relationship with language, and one so complete as to constitute a transformation of the self.
At the same time, already in the forward we see glimmers of the idea that this fundamental
transformation of the self and the self’s relationship with language will not involve a repudiation of

thoughts already familiar to us. In the later work, Wittgenstein writes that he is not interested in
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reforming language (PI, {132-33) or in the discovery or creation of new philosophical insights (PI,
§124-27). In Tractatus’ forward, he writes that, in addition to solving the problems of philosophy,
“the second thing in which the value of this work consists [...] is that it shows how little is achieved
when these problems are solved” (T, 4). We’ve seen that Wittgenstein intended for the forward to
the Tractatus to present us with only the vaguest gestures toward the meaning of the book, and so we
should not over-interpret them. As vague gestures go, however, these gestures seem to point away
from the idea that the solution to our philosophical problems will lay in a brute, ahistorical,
revolutionary-philosophical program of language reform. They point, rather, toward the connection
between indirection and remembrance that we saw in Kierkegaard. This pointer is suggestive when
we turn the second part of von Ficker’s clue: the Tractatus’ conclusion.

What do we find when we turn from the forward to the book’s conclusion? We hear an echo
of the Kierkegaardian idea that the book traffics in illusions which the reader — or some readers —
are ultimately meant to recognize and reject. Wittgenstein writes:

My propositions serve as elucidations in the following way: anyone who understands me

eventually recognizes them as nonsensical, when he has used them — as steps — to climb up

beyond them. (He must, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has climbed up it.) / He

must transcend these propositions, and then he will see the world aright. (T, 6.54, 7)

The reader is supposed to make his way to the meaning of the text on his own, without undue
instruction from the author, and his doing so will involve his recognizing that the views set forth in
the book’s ‘propositions’ are meant to be thrown away in the end. Revolutionary as it may seem, the
gestures of the forward suggest that this movement away from the illusions that the Tractatus wants
to expose will not be so revolutionary after all.

As Conant reads Wittgenstein, the method described in the Tractatus’ conclusion is
Kierkegaardian: the author of the book draws us into an illusion to help us fully experience its
appeal, and then to experience the despair it involves, and then to throw it away for the sake of a
truth about which the book remained silent, and left us to discern on our own (Conant 1991b, 331,
343-45). Of course, Wittgenstein does not distance himself from the views advanced in the Tractatus
by publishing the book under a pseudonym, but resolute readers note a similar technique. They
stress that, in the above-quoted conclusion of the Tractatus, Wittgenstein distinguishes between
understanding the propositions of the Tractatus and understanding him (T, 6.54; cf., Conant 1991b, 344,
Diamond 2000, 150). Where Kierkegaard uses the distinction between himself and his pseudonyms,

Wittgenstein invokes a distinction between himself and his propositions.
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In 1931, we see a more direct expression of the indirect method: “I ought to be no more
than a mirror, in which my reader can see his own thinking with all its deformities so that, helped in
this way, he can put it right” (CV, 18). In 1948, the point emerges again, this time as advice to the
would-be author: “Anything your reader can do for himself leave to him” (CV, 77). Once more,
finally, we find the thought in a cryptic summation of what it means to write philosophically: “I
think I summed up my attitude to philosophy when I said: philosophy ought really to be written as
poetic composition” (CV, 24) A later aphorism illuminates the point: “An observation in a poem is
overstated if the intellectual points are nakedly exposed, not clothed from the heart” (CV, 54). As in
Kierkegaard, a certain silence on the part of the author, and a certain autonomy on the part of the
reader, is central to Wittgenstein’s sense of how philosophy ought to be taught and learned. His ideal
was to write philosophy in the manner of a poet and, for Wittgenstein, this meant leaving his reader
to discern the meaning of his philosophy autonomously, without having it handed to the reader
directly, as an object of knowledge ‘nakedly exposed.’

A few sentences after the above comment about the method of poetry, Wittgenstein adds:
“IA] key can lie forever in the place where the locksmith left it, and never be used to open the lock
the master forged it for” (CV, 54). As we saw when discussing Kierkegaard, the key might go unused
if were never noticed at all, and this hazard attends any philosophy whose points are poetically
“clothed from the heart” (CV, 54). Given that Wittgenstein concealed the deep message of the
Tractatus, it is no surprise that, like Kierkegaard, he would worry that it would not get through to the
reader, and felt it necessary to provide von Ficker with the ‘key’ to the book in private
correspondence. We can appreciate that Wittgenstein’s fears on this front would be especially
pressing when we consider what he writes immediately after stating his ideal that philosophy ought
to be written as poetry: he confesses his doubts about his own ‘poetic’ skill, his impression of
himself as “someone who cannot quite do what he would like to be able to do” (CV, 24).
Wittgenstein may well have been right about his weakness here. If a poetic philosophy is one of
indirection, and if indirection involves the soft touch that Kierkegaard has described, we can imagine
that Wittgenstein’s tendency harshly to criticize others would hardly have been fit to his purpose.

We learn more about the methodological function of silence when we turn from the forward
of the Tractatus to the forward for Wittgenstein’s second book, the unfinished manuscript we know
as the Philosophical Remarks, drafted by 1931 but ultimately abandoned as a false start. In ‘the long
draft’ of this forward, we hear echoes of Kierkegaard’s intimate appeal to the rare reader who can

see past those trappings of the present age that Climacus described in his recounting of the
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afternoon when he decided to become an author. He spoke about the ease of things facilitated, in
everyday life, by modern technology and, in spirituality, by the dominance of epistemology and its
currency of direct communication. Indirectly, Kierkegaard offered the pseudonymous text to be
discovered by “that single individual whom I with joy and gratitude call 7y reader, that single
individual it is seeking, to whom, so to speak, it stretches out its arms” (Kierkegaard 1990, Preface).
Wittgenstein’s ennui with the modern world, and his hopes for a rare reader not lost to its illusions,
are no less palpable in the forward to the Remarks.

We read in the forward that “the book has nothing to do with the progressive civilization of
Europe and America” (CV, 7e). “I have no sympathy for the current of European civilization,”
Wittgenstein explains, “and do not understand its goals, if it has any. So I am really writing for
friends who are scattered throughout the corners of the globe” (CV, 6). The book is written for a
select audience of kindred spirits because there is a sense in which it will inevitably be
misunderstood by the modern reader and his ‘progressive civilization.” Even if the modern reader
‘understands’ the book in some abstract sense, both his aims and his way of thinking are so
antithetical to Wittgenstein’s own that he will misunderstand the spzriz of the book. The draft
forward continues:

It is all one to me whether or not the typical western scientist understands or appreciates my

work, since he will not in any case understand the spirit in which I write. Our civilization is

characterized by the word ‘progress.” Progress is its form rather than making progress one of
its features. Typically it constructs. It is occupied with building an ever more complicated
structure. And even clarity is sought only as a means to this end, not as an end in itself. For
me on the contrary, clarity, petspicuity, are valuable in themselves. / I am not interested in
constructing a building, so much as in having a perspicuous view of the foundations of all
buildings. / So I am not aiming at the same target that the scientists and my way of thinking

is different from theirs. (CV, 7)

Amongst other things, ‘progress’ suggests an adventurous trajectory toward new horizons, outward
and away from familiar intellectual shores. I've anticipated that we will find a crucially important

place for novelty in Wittgenstein’s philosophy.” Nevertheless, I have been stressing that this

“ Wittgenstein’s 1931 objection to Ramsey’s ‘bourgeois’ way of thinking makes clear that this element of novelty is
present at this period of Wittgenstein’s thought (see CV, 17). For Wittgenstein, Ramsey was too preoccupied with
remaining true to established forms of thought and talk. The following 1930 remark suggests a way in which the
progressive culture of the West is, in a sense, not progressive enough. In its incessant onward motion, it does not allow
for a fundamental transformation in the premises from which it begins, and which determine its future thinking. “If
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element of innovation cannot be described as a purely future-oriented movement away from
understandings already familiar to us. At least in part, it seems to have been this preoccupation with
endless forward motion, away from established wisdom, that so offended Wittgenstein about the
progressive spirit of the West. When he says more about this progressive spirit, he contrasts its
constructive orientation and its tendency to ‘go on ahead’ with his own aim to understand the place
where he already is.
I might say: if the place I want to get to could only be reached by way of a ladder, I would
give up trying to get there. For the place I really have to get to is a place I must already be at
now. / Anything that I might reach by climbing a ladder does not interest me. / One
movement links thoughts with one another in a series, the other keeps aiming at the same
spot. / One is constructive and picks up one stone after another, the other keeps taking hold
of the same thing. (CV, 7)
The keys to the Tractatus — the forward and conclusion — suggested that there would be an odd
temporality to its investigation. The book is to solve all the present problems of philosophy through
what, seen from one angle, appears to be a revolutionary throwing away of the very theory that is
supposed to solve them. This is what we saw Wittgenstein describe as the first achievement of the
book. The second achievement is that the Tractatus shows how /Z##/e is achieved once we have made
this apparently revolutionary move. After reading the Tractatus, our world is changed, but, at the
same time, it has stayed the same. “In short, the effect must be that it becomes an altogether
different world. It must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole” (T, 6.431). We will see that this
change involves an activity of the ethical will and that, “[i]f the good or bad exercise of the will does
alter the world, it can alter only the limits of the world, not the facts”(ibid.) so, in a sense, the world
remains the same. Wittgenstein’s philosophical aim, as expressed in the long draft of the forward to
the Remarks, duplicates this same strange interplay between past and future, old and new, change and
stasis, creation and discovery, revisionism and remembrance. His aim, as he put it, is a temporal
paradox: “the place I really have to get to is a place I must already be at now” (CV, 7).
It was not just the amn of Wittgenstein’s philosophy that distinguished him from the
progressive West. Here we can recall what we read a moment ago: “So I am not aiming at the same

target that the scientists and my way of thinking is different from theirs” (CV, 7). The objection to

someone is merely ahead of his time, it will catch him up one day” (CV, 8). The trouble is not merely that the West is
too preoccupied with novelty and forward motion; the kind of kind novelty and forward motion it secks is not the kind
we need.
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the progressive spirit is an objection to both its aims (“an ever more complicated structure” (CV, 7))
and its means, its way of thinking. What way of thinking did Wittgenstein have in mind? He gestured
at his way of thinking when he told us that philosophy ought to be written and poetry, and when he
informed von Ficker that the point of the Tractatus was nowhere stated in the book. My suggestion
has been that Wittgenstein’s way of thinking, like Kierkegaard’s, requires that the fundamental point
be communicated in silence. If this indirect way of doing philosophy captures Wittgenstein’s manner
of thinking, then the opposite style of thinking is the direct approach that we saw Kierkegaard also
shun. In some sense of ‘familiar,” I am already familiar with the insights that Wittgenstein means to
communicate — these are features of ‘a place I must already be at now’ — but they are insights that I
have come to forget or overlook (PI, §127-28; §132-33). We are returned to these insights not
primarily by means of ordinary, linear, arguments that will deliver us directly to their conclusions.
The propositions of the Tractatus will serve us as so many rungs of a ladder that takes us up, step by
step, to the mere #lusion of a perspective. When we throw away the illusion, we throw away the
ladder as well. And when we throw away the ladder, we will find that it was silence rather than
speech that permitted us to the return to the world in which we began our climbing, the same world
and yet entirely renewed.
I said earlier that the long draft’ of the forward to the Remarks was ultimately abandoned.
The reason was that it somehow described the spirit of the book, which ought to have been ‘evident’
in the text but officially passed over in silence.
The danger in the long forward is that the spirit of the book has to be evident in the book
itself and cannot be described |...] The book must automatically separate those who
understand it from those who do not. Even the forward is written just for those who
understood the book. (CV, 7)
“It is a great temptation to make the spirit explicit” (CV, 8), and the long forward came too close to
indulging that temptation. Evidently, Wittgenstein felt that it did so because it explicitly said that the
modern reader, oblivious to the spirit of the text, would not be able to understand it. He explains:
Telling someone something he does not understand is pointless, even if you add that he will
not be able to understand it. (That so often happens with someone you love). / If you have a
room which you do not want certain people to get into, put a lock on it for which they do
not have the key. But there is no point in talking to them about it, unless of course you want
them to admire the room from outside! / The honourable thing to do is to put a lock on the

door which will be noticed only by those who can open it, not by the rest. (CV, 7e)
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The point is familiar, and it resounds with an echo of Kierkegaard’s esotericism: One reason for
remaining silent about a particular hidden meaning of a text is that doing so leaves the text to be
read in different ways by different readers. Some readers will arrive at the point the author is most
concerned about communicating, and some will not. Though the latter may be able to understand
the text in perfectly respectable ways, they will not understand it in the more profound sense that
involves an appreciation of its spirit.

It is clear from the above-quoted passage that Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, thought this
was quite as it should be. Those readers not inclined to read the book in the proper spirit ought to
be left to their attenuated, but perhaps still perfectly noble, interpretation. Like Fear and Trembling,
and like the Tractatus, the Remarks contained rooms which Wittgenstein “did not want certain people
to get into, and so |he] put a lock on them for which they do not have the key” (CV., 7). His silence
leaves the text itself automatically “to separate those who understand it from those who do not”
(CV.,7). The Tractarian tactic of placing the keys to the text in its forward is repeated, then, in the
forward to the Remarks. And in the Remarks, too, Wittgenstein writes in the draft for the forward
something that he would later retract, just as he told von Ficker that he ultimately withdrew the key
passages that he had initially provided in the forward to the Tractatus. In both cases, silence is used as
a mode of communication, and a concern about the danger of saying too much is offset by a
countervailing concern about saying too little and leaving the point to meet the “fate of being totally
ignored” (FT, 8).

As we might expect, at this point, Wittgenstein’s Kierkegaardian despair at the present age
resounds in the prefatory material to the Investigations. The earlier ennui with ‘progress’ returns as the
motto of the text, a quotation from the Austrian playwright Johann Nestroy: “The trouble about
progress is that it always looks much greater than it really is.” In the forward to the Investigations,
once more, we can hear a nervous hope against hope that an autonomous, individual reader might
make his way to a meaning of the text that will, once again, be far from self-evident. Wittgenstein
writes:

I make [what I publish here] public with misgivings. It is not impossible that it should fall to

the lot of this work, in its poverty and in the darkness of this time, to bring light into one

brain or another — but of course it is not likely. / I should not like my writing to spare other
people the trouble of thinking. But if possible, to stimulate someone to thoughts of his own.

(P1, 4).
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A 1948 draft of the forward to the Investigations makes clear that here too, as in the earlier books,
Wittgenstein wanted the message of the book to bypass certain readers. His journal entry for 8
January 1948 begins with what is, presumably, an allusion to those ‘progressive’ thinkers we earlier
encountered in the forward to the Remarks. We can also presume that these are the thinkers that
Wittgenstein has in mind when he goes on, in the same journal entry, to draft a further remark for
the forward to the Investigations:

(For the Forward.) It is not without reluctance that I deliver this book to the public. It will

fall into hands which are not for the most part those in which I like to imagine it. May it

soon — this is what I wish for it — be completely forgotten by the philosophical journalists,

and so be preserved perhaps for a better sort of reader. (CV, 66)

We can presume that he omitted this direct attack on ‘philosophical journalists’ for the same reason
that, in the forward to the Remarks, he deleted his attack on the progressive philosophers of the
West. As Kierkegaard put it, “a direct attack only strengthens a person in the illusion and also
infuriates him” (PV, 43).

Given these echoes of the indirect approach of the Tractatus and the Remarks, we are
unsurprised that the Investigations offers us little in the way of direct arguments for well-defined
conclusions. Rather than “force [his thoughts] along a single track against their natural inclination”
(PI, 3), Wittgenstein presents the reader with philosophical remarks that approach “the same, or
almost the same points [...] from different directions” (PI, 3). We’re told that this way of proceeding
is “connected to the very nature of the investigation. For it compels us to travel criss-cross in every
direction over a wide field of thought” (PI, 3). As is the case with the Kierkegaardian
pseudonymously authored text, and also with the Tractatus, it is not always easy to identify the voice
addressing us from the pages of the Investigations. Is it Wittgenstein’s own voice offering us a view of
which he approves, and which we ought to adopt? Or might we be hearing what Stanley Cavell calls
the “voice of temptation” (Cavell 2002, 71) — the voice of Wittgenstein’s ‘interlocutor’ expressing a
kind of philosophical confusion that we are meant to resist? Developing a Cavellian view on the
dialogical structure of the text, David Stern suggests that it is not even clear that there are only #wo
voices to be heard in the various arguments of the Imvestigations. Stern writes: “Rather than seeing
these arguments as exchanges between ‘Wittgenstein’ and ‘his interlocutor,” I propose that we
approach them as an exchange between a number of different voices, none of which can be
unproblematically identified with the author’s” (Stern 2004, 22). What might be the point of such

ambiguity? If the forward to the Investigations is any guide, it has something to do with Wittgenstein’s
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very Kierkegaardian wish that we read his words autonomously and as individuals — his wish that his
writing should not “spare other people the trouble of thinking” (PI, 4). In the last months of his life,
he interrupts the train of thought he is charting in Oz Certainty as if to remind us of this wish: “I
believe it might interest a philosopher, one who can think for himself, to read my notes, for even if I
have hit the mark only rarely, he would recognize what targets I had ceaselessly been aiming at”
(OC, §387). In the end, as in the beginning of his life’s work, Wittgenstein could say of his
authorship what Climacus said of the Postseript: “It is [...] left to the reader’s discretion whether he
should put it all together by himself; nothing is done for a reader’s convenience” (CUP, 250).

Cavell makes the point that both Kierkegaard and Wittgenstein are addressing what they
regarded as a form of spiritual malaise prevalent in our modern times. “Both Wittgenstein and
Kierkegaard see their worlds as labouring under illusion. Both see their function to be the
uncovering or diagnosing of this illusion, and freeing us from it” (Cavell 1984, 217). The illusion
involves a desire to know that which, in a certain sense, cannot be &nown at all. For Kierkegaard,
what can’t be known is the meaning of human existence — Christianity—; for Wittgenstein, it is the
meaning of words more generally. But for both figures, “[w]e live in an Objective Age, an Age of
Knowledge, and we have stopped living our lives in favour of knowing them” (ibid., 218). Both
figures seek to unmask our illusions and, for both, “[tlhe effort to unmask requires a few masks or
tricks of its own. Traditional forms of criticism, of logical refutation pre-eminently, are unavailing
[....] [N]ot just any way of addressing an audience will leave them as they are, leave them alone, but
transformed” (ibid., 218-19, 225). In Cavell’s estimation, “[n]othing is more characteristic of the
writing in the Investigations and in the Unscientific Postscript than its shunning of normal modes of
argument” ( ibid., 219).” Driving home the connection to Kierkegaard, James C. Edwards stresses
what we have already seen. In avoiding an impersonal, one-size-fits-all argument addressed
indifferently to all readers, Wittgenstein’s spiritual-therapeutic intervention, like Kierkegaard’s, is
directed to individuals. From the perspective of the resolute reading, what Edwards says here about

the later Wittgenstein can be said of Wittgenstein sizpliciter.

4 See also, James C. Edwards:

Wittgenstein wants to prevent his constituting ethical sensibility from seeming a philosophical thesis, to prevent
it from becoming just another ‘way of seeing.” That vision must, therefore, be hidden: shown, not said at all.
The moment it appears on the page it assumes a philosophical form in our apprehension; it becomes a product
of the philosophical mind, to be dissected, evaluated, and approptiated in a patticular way. / Since it is that
philosophical mind which is the later Wittgenstein’s true antagonist, he (like Kierkegaard) must present his
vision ‘indirectly.” He must find a way of thinking and writing that exemplifies his sensibility without
representing it. The vision must never become literalized; it must never lend itself and its power to the
sensibility it seeks to overthrow. (Edwards 1982, 208)
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For the later Wittgenstein [...], philosophical argument models aesthetic reasoning in
fundamental respects. Philosophical judgements [...] are aimed at some particular individual,
some subject; and they aim at the alteration of his most fundamental philosophical
sensibilities. In this emphasis on the personal, ‘subjective’ character of philosophical
enlightenment there is a deep connection between the later Wittgenstein and Kierkegaard
[....] Neither has any confidence in the worth of large-scale, impersonal, ‘objective’
philosophizing. Both see their task as the engagement of the reader as an individual in the
common search for sound understanding and life. Both want to address their readers as
particular persons, as subjects, and the non-traditional literary forms in which they cast their
work are attempts to guarantee that they not be read ‘objectively,” as presenting conclusions
(theses) to be considered. In capsule, both Wittgenstein and Kierkegaard aim at getting the
individual reader to recognize himself in the process of philosophizing — to ‘come to his
senses’ — and then to make a certain movement in relation to this philosophizing. (Edwards
1982, 150)*
Recall that, for Kierkegaard, this sensitivity to the needs of the individual learner requires humility
on the part of the philosophical author. Part of the relevant passage is worth re-quoting:
If [...] I am disposed to plume myself on my greater understanding, it is because I am vain
or proud, so that at bottom I want to be admired. But all true effort to help begins with self-
humiliation: [....]to help means to endure for the time being the imputation that one is in the
wrong and does not understand what the other understands. (Kierkegaard 1962, 27-28)
In Chapter Four, we will find a dogmatic tone in the Tractatus, but here I want to note a
countervailing humility in our three forwards. Given the other points of continuity between
Kierkegaard and Wittgenstein that we have seen so far, it is not difficult to hear, in these three
forwards, echoes of the sort of humility that Kierkegaard has just described: the humility of an
author who, resisting the temptations of vanity, conceals his own understanding of things for the
sake of his reader. The forward to the Tractatus explicitly introduces the book as an zncomplete

expression of the thoughts it contains, and explicitly calls upon readers to do a better job of what

4 In his later writings, Gordon Baker is especially keen to emphasize Wittgenstein’s attention to individuals, and the
sense in which he is wary of one-size-fits-all solutions to philosophical problems. “[Flar from undertaking to give any
general outline of the logical geography of our language [...], [Wittgenstein| always sought to address specific
philosophical problems of definite individuals and to bring to light conceptual confusions which these individuals would
acknowledge as a form of entanglement in sheir own rules’ (Baker 2006, 68, my italics; cf., ibid., 12, 68, 132, 147-48). In
pressing this point, Baker is breaking with the earlier, orthodox, reading of Wittgenstein that he developed in
collaboration with Peter Hacker.
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Wittgenstein presents himself as having insufficient philosophical power to do himself.* Might there
have been an element of benevolent deception here? Even if Wittgenstein was genuinely aware that
he had not produced a perfect book, mightn’t his calling attention to his own weaknesses as a
philosopher serve a partly Kierkegaardian function? Mightn’t Wittgenstein be trying to stimulate the
reader to recognize the problems of the text that Wittgenstein arranged for him to recognize, to
overcome those problems and, believing that he is going beyond ‘the author of the Tractatus, make
his way to the deeper meaning that that author slyly arranged for him to discover? And might a
similar intention underlie Wittgenstein’s calling attention to the supposed poverty of the Investigations
in the forward to the book, immediately after expressing his hope that the book will “stimulate
someone to thoughts of his own”? (PI, 4). And might our emerging Kierkegaardian reading provide
us with a way to understand Wittgenstein’s concern about his own vanity in the forward he
eventually chose for the Remarks? He wrote:
I would like to say “This book is written to the glory of God,” but nowadays that would be
chicanery, that is, it would not be rightly understood. It means that the book is written in
good will, and insofar as it is not so written, but out of vanity, etc., the author would like to
see it condemned. He cannot free it of these impurities further than he himself is free of
them. (PR, 8)
From our perspective, the concern about vanity was, at least in part, what moved Wittgenstein to say
less in this forward to the Remarks than he had originally planned, just as he decided to say less than
he had originally planned to say in the forward to the Tractatus. Vanity, perhaps, announced itself to
Wittgenstein as the urge ‘to plume himself on his greater understanding,’ to present that
understanding too ostentatiously, and to deprive his reader of the opportunity to arrive at it on his

own or, as Kierkegaard would insist, on his own “with, note well, the help of God” (PV, 43).

2.3.4. Wittgenstein and Christianity

I'am not arguing in this dissertation that Wittgenstein’s project, like Kierkegaard’s, is to remind us of
what it means to be Christian, but neither do I want to deny that claim. Though I have been
stressing that Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, wants to leave his reader to discern the meaning of
things ‘on his own,” we will see that this solitary discernment of sense involves the incursion of

meaning from outside oneself. This process will not involve the subject creating sense and projecting it

# “Here I am conscious of having fallen a long way short of what is possible. Simply because my powers are too slight
for the accomplishment of the task.—May others come and do it better” (T, 4).
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outward upon the world. Instead, it will feature something on the side of the world providing sense
to the subject. We will see that Kierkegaard describes this providing power as the Christian God.
Although I do not want to insist that Wittgenstein would describe it in these terms as well, my claim
will be that Wittgenstein’s realism lies in his belief that new revelations of meaning come to us from
a reality outside ourselves. Nothing I will say commits me to the more ambitious claim that
Wittgenstein conceived of that reality as the Christian God. However, Wittgenstein once said: “I
cannot help seeing every problem from a religious point of view” (Rhees 1981, 94), and we will see
that he does not shy from invoking the notion of God. Further, I find it very likely that he saw many
issues in philosophy from a Christian-Kierkegaardian point of view, in particular. One such issue is
the one I have been considering in this chapter: the method of indirect communication.
We saw earlier that the Tractatus is not a body of doctrine, or a zextbook [Lebrbuch] (T, 3), and
we saw that Wittgenstein compares ‘doctrines’ to a doctor’s prescriptions. We gathered that a
doctrine wears its meaning on its sleeve and that the Tractatus does not. Our suspicion is confirmed
when we consider the remark in its context, where Wittgenstein’s frames his opposition to doctrines
in a specifically Kierkegaardian and Christian light.
I believe that one of the things Christianity says is that sound doctrines [gufen Lebren| are all
useless. That you have to change your /fe. (Or the direction of your life.) / It says that
wisdom is all cold; and that you can no more use it for setting your life to rights than you can
forge iron when it is c/d. / The point is that a sound docttine need not ke hold of you; you
can follow it as you would a doctot’s prescription [ orschriff]. — But here you need something
to move you and turn you in a new direction. — (L.e., this is how I understand it.) Once you
have been turned round, you must sfzy turned round. / Wisdom is passionless. But faith by
contrast is what Kierkegaard calls a passion. Wisdom is cold and to that extent foolish. (Faith
on the other hand, a passion.) We might also say: wisdom merely conceals life from you.
(Wisdom is like the cold grey ash covering the glowing embers.) (CV, 53¢)
We need a significant, lasting, resolute movement away from illusion, the sort of movement that we
failed to see in Alcibiades. This can only come about freely, through a ‘passionate’ willingness to
accept a truth for which no direct argument is given. We only ‘stay turned around” when we have
been left to experience, on our own, the hopelessness of the illusions that beset us before our turn.
We are thus left to divest ourselves of those illusions and to make our way into the disillusioned

truth.
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The connection between silence on the part of the author and autonomy on the part of his
reader comes out yet more clearly in a second reflection on religious belief. Once more,
Wittgenstein’s debt to Kierkegaard is audible in the interplay he describes between the authot’s
silence, the reader’s autonomy, and the role of passion as the force by which the reader is brought
out from his temptations and bound to the truth.

It strikes me that a religious belief could only be something like a passionate commitment to

a system of reference. Hence, although it’s belief, it’s really a way of living, or a way of

assessing life. It’s passionately seizing hold of this interpretation. Instruction in a religious

faith, therefore, would have to take the form of a portrayal, a description, of that system of
reference, while at the same time being an appeal to conscience. And this combination
would have to result in the pupil himself, of his own accord, passionately taking hold of the
system of reference. It would be as though someone were first to let me see the hopelessness
of my own situation and then show me the means of rescue until, of my own accord, or not
at any rate led to it by my instructor, I ran to it and grasped it. (CV, 64¢)*
How is it that a religiously edifying text can leave the reader to appropriate its meaning on his own?
How is it, in other words, that such a text can be written in the spirit of an invitation (see Cavell
1974, 147) that encourages the reader significantly to commit to its truth? Beyond remaining silent
about the point one wishes the reader to grasp, we’ve seen that an author might employ the voices
of various conflicting characters, this same method being at work in the panoply of Kierkegaard’s
pseudonyms. Wittgenstein finds a paradigm of such a methodological approach in the invitation to
Christianity presented in the Gospels:

[Wlhy is this Scripture so unclear? If we want to warn someone of a terrible danger, do we

go about it by telling him a riddle whose solution will be the warning? — But who is to say

that the Scripture really is unclear? Isn’t it possible that it was essential in this case to ‘tell a

riddle’? And that, on the other hand, giving a more direct warning would necessarily have

had the wrong effect? God has four people recount the life of his incarnate Son, in each case
differently and with inconsistencies — but might we not say: it is important that this narrative

should not be more than quite averagely historically plausible just so that this should not be

45 : . I T . .

Here we see that Wittgenstein does not always maintain the distinction between action and belief that he draws for
example, here: “I don’t try to make you believe something, you don’t believe but to make you do something you won’t do”
(quoted in Rhees, 1970, 43).
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taken as the essential, decisive thing? So that the /er should not be believed more strongly

than is proper and the spirit may receive its due [....] The spirit puts what is essential,

essential for your life, into these words. The point is precisely that you are only SUPPOSED
to see clearly what appears clearly even in #zs [ambiguous — L. McN.] representation. (CV,

31)

Though the lessons of the Gospels are given in different and sometimes conflicting voices, they are
no less clear than they ought to be, for they must be written in such a way that the reader is left to
discern for himself what lessons those voices might have to say to Jzz. What is essential for his life is
that he be able to see cleatly (and hence come resolutely to embrace) the truth of Christianity under
these conditions where there is no direct path to that truth available. What we have is a plurality of
different voices and a salient silence about which voice ought primarily to resonate with any
particular reader, or about how those voices might be brought into harmony with each other.

We have considered the forwards to the Tractatus, the Remarks, and the Investigations. These
indicate that Wittgenstein uses silence and ambiguity in a way similar to that which he finds in the
Gospels, and which he would also have found in Kierkegaard. His texts communicate indirectly, not
only for the sake of allowing different possible readings for different readers but because the
message of the text can only be understood when it is freely appropriated through the readet's own
hermeneutical work. My claim here is that Wittgenstein’s writings, like Kierkegaard’s, leave the
reader autonomously to undergo a form of self-transformation into the ethical truth that
Wittgenstein sought to communicate. For Kierkegaard, this self-transformation involves becoming a
self which, as such, stands in a non-epistemic relation to Christ; for Wittgenstein, whether or not it
involves any such Christianity, it involves coming to stand in a non-epistemic relation to grammar.
For both, I will argue, this transformation of the self requires the reader’s embrace of realism, namely
that which we will find in a Christian-Kierkegaardian thinking of what it means to remember the

grammatical past.

2.4. Benevolent Deception and the Continuity Thesis

My suggestion that Wittgenstein used Kierkegaardian methods to illuminate a Kierkegaardian vision
of the self may still seem a stretch, given how little Wittgenstein said about any debt to Kierkegaard.
In the forward to the Tractatus, Wittgenstein acknowledges Frege and Russell, and he adds the names
of Frank Ramsey and Pierro Straffa in the forward to the Investigations. We find a longer list of his

influences in Culture and 1 alue, where he names Boltzmann, Hertz, Schopenhauer, Krause, Loos,
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Weininger, and Spengler (CVR, 16), but still no mention of Kierkegaard. Although this may seem an
obvious problem for a deeply Kierkegaardian reading of Wittgenstein like my own, in fact it is
precisely what a deeply Kierkegaardian reading would predict. If Wittgenstein, like Kierkegaard, is
engaged in the ethical task of reminding us of ourselves, and if he agreed with Kierkegaard that a
text designed to remind us of ourselves must communicate indirectly, then we could imagine that he
might veil the ethical purpose of his work. And this he does, as we saw in the last section of this
chapter. Further, we can imagine that if Wittgenstein means to communicate a Kierkegaardian point
by indirect Kierkegaardian means, he would not want this to be obvious to his reader and, so, he
might strategically avoid any overt acknowledgement of a deep debt to Kierkegaard. If Wittgenstein
were taking his lead from Kierkegaard, #hat would certainly have been something that we could
expect him to have passed over in silence.

It is worth noting that there is a conspicuous oddity in Wittgenstein’s remarks about
Kierkegaard. We earlier considered the following report from Desmond Lee: “[Wittgenstein| told
me that he learned Danish in order to be able to read Kierkegaard in the original, and clearly had a
great admiration for him, though I never remember him speaking about him in detail” (Lee 1999,
195). Isn’t it somewhat strange that Wittgenstein should say so little about a figure of whom he
thought so much? And isn’t there something similarly odd in Malcolm’s description of
Wittgenstein’s esteem for Kierkegaard: “He referred to him, with something of awe in his
expression, as a ‘really religious’ man. He had read the Concluding unscientific Postscript — but found it
‘too deep’ for him” (Malcolm 1984, 60). It is not impossible that Wittgenstein found Kierkegaard
‘too deep’ for him; he indeed did write: “Kierkegaard bewilders me without working the good
effects which he would in deegper souls” (quoted in Malcolm 1984, 62). But again, it is odd that
Wittgenstein would speak of Kierkegaard with awe in his expression unless he felt that he
understood Kierkegaard better than these comments to Lee and Malcolm would lead us to believe.

These considerations return us to the question from which we set out in this dissertation:
should the resolute reader claim that Wittgenstein was being deceptive about his philosophical
project? In particular, should the resolute reader defend the continuity thesis by claiming that
Wittgenstein was misrepresenting himself when he says that the move from the Tractatus to the
Investigations marks a fundamental change in his views? Recall, if the resolute reader wants to go this
route, he needs a compelling account of how such misrepresentation could be compatible with
Wittgenstein’s honesty. This is a tall order, for we are speaking here of a deception that the man

would have had to sustain for his whole life after the Tractatus, not breaking character even in the
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company of his closest friends. How could a man who felt an urgent need to confess even relatively
minor dishonesties be expected to have kept up such an act? We can expect him to have done so if,
as I've argued, the deception at issue was a benevolent deception of the Kierkegaardian stripe. We need
to return to Kierkegaard for a closer look at the issue.

Kierkegaard wrote that the Christian who wishes to communicate the truth of his faith
should not begin by claiming to be a Christian, but by allowing the person under an illusion of
Christianity to claim that distinction for himself (PV, 25). If this element of dissemblance is not
disconcerting enough, Kierkegaard even goes further and allows that the indirect communicator
should be prepared explicitly to say that he is 7o the Christian that he is!

Thus one does not begin (to hold to what essentially is the theme of this book) in this way: I

am a Christian, you are not a Christian — but this way: You are a Christian, I am not a

Christian [....] The deception consists in one’s speaking in this way precisely in order to arrive

at the religious. ( PV, 54)

We are naturally inclined to describe this way of proceeding as deceptive, and Kierkegaard does so
himself: “What does it mean, then, ‘to deceive’? It means that one does not begin directly with the
matter one wants to communicate, but begins by accepting the other man’s illusion as good money”
(ibid., 40). This is precisely Kierkegaard’s method. I now want to argue that this method is less
deceptive than it seems. If this can be shown, then, based on the similarities we have seen between
Kierkegaard’s method and Wittgenstein’s, we will be able to conclude that ‘deception’ is an unhappy
epithet when it comes to describing a resolute Wittgenstein who dissembled about his Tractatus-era
views. There are at least six reasons why Kierkegaard should not be called ‘deceptive’ for his use of
the indirect method and, mutatis mutandis, these reasons also exonerate Wittgenstein of the charge.

First, as John Lippitt pointed out to us, the use of pseudonyms is meant, in part, to take the
illusory claims about selfhood explored in the pseudonymously authored texts out of Kierkegaard’s
mouth. Recall that Kierkegaard insisted that the views of these works should be attributed to the
pseudonyms and, in doing so, he subtly told us that these might not be Jis views. As we saw eatlier,
Wittgenstein does not distance himself from the illusions of the Tractatus through the use of
pseudonyms; but he does distance himself from those illusions in a similar way, by distinguishing
between himself and his propositions. This practice is not quite deceptive because anyone with ears
to hear zs being told the truth.

A second reason why we should be reluctant to call Kierkegaard’s approach ‘deceptive’ is

this: Kierkegaard signals us to his red herrings by means even more evident than his use of
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pseudonymity. Sometimes the reader is moved to see that a position is a red herring by a glaring
problem with the position. For example, the position may jar with facts that an informed reader
could be assumed to know, it may be internally inconsistent, or it may be incompatible with an
essential aspect of the text that an attentive reader could be expected to have noticed.

One example of the last kind is the use of Kierkegaard’s forward in Fear and Trembling, where
de Silentio indicates that the message of the book is not meant for everyone and that it would be
difficult on that account. A similar use of the forward appears in the ‘Editor’s Preface’ to Training in
Christianity (see Kierkegaard 2004b). In the Point of 1iew, Kiertkegaard explains that this forward
warns the reader against an overly revolutionary reading of the text. The text can certainly be taken
as an effort to do away with the established ecclesiastical order, but the forward urges us to look for
a deeper meaning: the book aims to revitalize the established order, not repudiate it. We will only
appreciate this deeper meaning of Training in Christianity if we are careful not to overlook the
prefatory forward to the book. Kierkegaard explains in The Point of 1 iew:

Provided an ecclesiastical established order understands itself, it will to the same degree

understand the latest book, Training in Christianity, as an attempt to find, ideally, a basis for

the established order. I was not immediately willing to state this (which, incidentally, the
preface expresses directly by stating how I understand the book) as directly as I do here [....]

It cannot be said directly that the book (except for the editor’s preface, which stands by itself)

is a defense of the established order, since the communication is doubly reflected; it can also

be just the opposite or be understood as such. This is why I directly say only that an

established order that understands itself must understand it in this way. (PV, 18)

Training in Christianity is doubly reflected: it can be read as a revolutionary call to abandon the
tradition, but it can also be construed as a call to restore it. But the forward — what Kierkegaard calls
the Editor’s Preface — provides us with the clue we need and points us in the direction of the
patient, non-revolutionary, interpretation. We saw the same crucial and clandestine use of the
forward in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, the Remarks, and the Investigations. And, I have suggested, that use
of indirection serves the same general philosophical goal of helping us to remember something we
are in danger of forgetting.

C. Stephen Evans offers us a second example of how Kierkegaard’s texts feature errors or
inconsistencies that function as more or less clear pointers away from the illusions that those texts
present. In the Postseript, Kierkegaard has Johannes Climacus present his theory of the self in

untenable terms: as his own invented alternative to the view of the self that we find in the Socratic-
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recollective view of philosophical insight. The reader will not take this suggestion seriously for
reasons Climacus explains in the Fragments. First, the thinking of the self that Climacus describes will
be recognizable to any reader, not as some novel invention, but as Christianity. Second, Climacus
explicitly admits that he is a plagiarist and has stolen his ‘invention’ from God. Third, as
Kierkegaard’s reader would know, Christianity cannot be invented; it must be revealed (Kierkegaard
1962, 43-44; see Evans 2000b, 74). Only in a relatively superficial sense can Kierkegaard be charged
with deception when we notice his efforts to signal the attentive reader past his red herrings and
toward the insights he wants to convey. For resolute readers, the clue to the idea that the Tractarian
theory of meaning is a mere illusion is more direct: the Tractatus tells us that the propositions setting
out the theory are simply nonsensical [eznfach Unsinn| (T, 6.54, 7; cf., Diamond 2000, 159)!

A third general reason that ‘deception’ is a misleading epithet can be found in the
contextualism of Kierkegaard’s Christianity. We’ve noted that part of the reason for the indirect
method is that it leaves the reader to arrive at the reading appropriate for bim, and the reading
appropriate for him might not be the reading that Kierkegaard himself is most concerned to
communicate. Has Kierkegaard deceived such a reader out of the truth? It will seem to us that he
has done so only if we assume that the Christian truth must be enjoyed under one and only one
aspect tenable for all, and this is precisely what Kierkegaard has denied. Even if some believers
remain and ought to remain outside the faith of Abraham, they are nevertheless participants in the
singular Christian truth. Not all the Christian faithful should regard themselves as called by God to
act in ways that ‘go beyond’ what can be justified by established ethical norms. The corresponding
point is present in Wittgenstein’s suggestion that the proper reading of his books will differ with
different readers. We saw Wittgenstein write: “the rule for a sign [...] is the rule which the speaker
commits himself to” (WVC, 105). Since the private language-argument militates against the idea that
different individuals all follow different linguistic rules (rules are public property), I think
Wittgenstein has to be speaking incautiously here. The point, I think, is that different members of a
linguistic community understand the rules of language under different aspects, and at higher or
lower levels of resolution.

A fourth reason why indirect communication cannot be happily described as a form of
deception emerges when we recall that the truth of Christianity can’t be communicated by any less
‘deceptive’ means. We have seen that Kierkegaard insists that Christianity is not an object of
knowledge grounded in everyday epistemic reasons but, rather, an article of faith, rooted in

inwardness, subjectivity, and passion. We have not understood Christianity at all unless we have: 1)

83



secured the particular understanding of Christianity uniquely appropriate to the specific individual
we are, with our unique gifts and shortcomings, 2) arrived at that interpretation on our own, with
maximal autonomy, and 3), as a consequence of this autonomy and of the difficulties we overcome
in working out the meaning of our faith, our understanding of Christianity is galvanized in existential
significance. If these three conditions are not met, we will not be resolutely bound to the Christian
truth; we will be left wavering in all the uncertainty and instability of Alcibiades.

Now, ‘deception’ is a normatively loaded notion. Packed into its meaning is the idea that that
one ought not to deceive. But if Kierkegaard is correct, the truth of Christianity can’t be
communicated to the benighted except by ‘deceptive’ means, for it is only by those means that the
above three features of Christian commitment are secured. In this case, though, communicating this
truth by those means can’t possibly be avoided and, therefore, we can’t consider it a ‘deception’ in
the full sense of the word. To call a speech act a /e implies that it ought to have been avoided. If the
‘lie’ can’t be avoided, then we are pushing our grammatical luck when we call it a lie. It 4% 7 a lie, at
least not in the normatively-loaded sense that would carry the usual implication that a lie ought not
to be told. If we insist upon calling the indirect approach a ‘deception,” then we must remember that
the deception is required for communicating a spiritually necessary truth and that, for this reason, the
word ‘deception’ does not carry its usual normative charge. This deception is benevolent. 1f this line of
thought exonerates Kierkegaard, it will exonerate Wittgenstein too.

A fifth reason that indirection can’t be conflated with deception relates to all the anxiety that
characterizes an indirect communicator. Recall that an indirect communicator “knows how to speak
in fear and trembling” (FT, 75). One reason for the fear and trembling has to do with the danger
that a confused reader might think himself comparable to Abraham when he is not and, flouting the
established ethical order, fall into sin when he believes he is doing God’s work. A second reason for
the fear and trembling, however, derives from the indirect communicator’s genuine uncertainty in
his faithful belief. Two aspects of this uncertainty are worth stressing.

One aspect of this uncertainty concerns the fact that the indirect communicator does not
know, in advance, which particular interpretation of the faith is appropriate for any given reader.
Which interpretation is proper will only be revealed by the way in which the reader comes to
understand what he reads. If it turns out that he can overcome the intellectual and moral difficulties
that stand between a reader and an understanding of Abraham’s faith, then that faith is pso facto
appropriate for him. If he can’t, then some more modest understanding of the religious life will be in

order. The point is this: if an indirect communicator does not know in advance how a particular
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reader should interpret the meaning of Christianity, then he cannot be said to be deceiving that
reader when he resists the temptation to tell him, more directly, how exactly that reader’s
interpretation ought to go. Just as the meaning of ‘deception’ encodes the idea that deception ought
to be avoided, it encodes the idea that one knows the truth about which one is being deceptive, and
is intentionally concealing that truth. But the indirect communicator does 7o know in advance how
the particular individuals of his audience ought to interpret what he is telling them, and so he cannot
be charged with deception for not saying more than he says.

This first aspect of the communicator’s uncertainty is his uncertainty about which of the
possible readings left open by a pseudonymous text ought to be adopted by a particular reader. The
second aspect concerns his uncertainty of whether the tasks of faith that the work means to
illuminate for most elect kind of reader is not itself a complete illusion that everyone, including the
most elect, really ought to reject. The indirect communicator is not only uncertain about which form
of the religious life a given reader ought to adopt; he is also uncertain about how the ‘hidden’
message that he wants to communicate to his most elect reader ought to be understood, or even
whether that message expresses a genuine truth that ought adopted by anyone at all. To appreciate
this element of the indirect communicator’s uncertainty, we need to take a closer look at the faith of
Abraham.

I said earlier that Abraham’s faith involves more than just his willingness to carry out the
sacrifice of Isaac. The crucial part of his faith that I have not yet mentioned is his belief that
ultimately the sacrifice will 70z need to occur. What did Abraham do when called to proceed up Mt.
Moriah to the place where he was to sacrifice his son? Kierkegaard has de Silentio recount the story
as follows:

He arrived neither too early nor too late. He mounted the ass, he rode slowly down the road.

During all this time he had faith, be had faith that God would not demand Isaac of him, and yet he

was willing to sacrifice him if he was demanded. He had faith by virtue of the absurd, for

human calculation was out of the question, and certainly it was absurd that God, who
required it of him, should in the next moment rescind the requirement. He climbed the
mountain and even in the moment when the knife gleamed he had faith — that God would

not require Isaac. (FT, 35-30; cf., FT 20, emphasis added)
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This description of faith requires the reader to rethink what it means for Abraham to do and say
things unintelligible in the universal grammar of ethics.” At one level of ethical life, ethics requires
that Abraham honour the father’s moral duty to love the son. This is the level of ethical life at which
we find Sarah and Eliezer (FT, 21). In his willingness to sacrifice Isaac, Abraham goes beyond #/is
level of the ethical life, but he still remains on the ‘universal” ethical plane. That his willingness to
sacrifice does not take Abraham outside the space of ethics comes out most clearly when de Silentio,
who lacks Abraham’s faith (FT, 34), tells us that he too would be willing and able to carry out the
sacrifice (T, 35), namely “in the capacity of a tragic hero” (FT, 59). “[W]ithin its own confines the
ethical has various gradations” (FT, 57) and, though the tragic hero eschews the level of ethical life
at which we find Sarah and Eliezer, his actions are both intelligible and justified at a higher level of
the ethical ‘universal.” He has not undergone the “teleological suspension of the ethical” (FT, 59)
that places Abraham a/together beyond the reach of what is intelligible to conventional ethics.” What
is most absurd about Abraham’s faith — what cannot be justified or expressed in the established
grammar of ethics az all — is not the belief that God could call for the sacrifice of Isaac; it is
Abraham’s faith that God could demand the sacrifice of Isaac and then, at the last minute, rescind
that demand. With this highest-order dimension of Abraham’s faith in view, we can appreciate that
second aspect of the indirect communicator’s uncertainty, which makes it infelicitous to consider
indirect communication a matter of deception.

Part of the Christian faith that de Silentio is using Abraham to model is the faithful person’s
use of indirect communication, the very aspect of the Christian life that Kierkegaard himself is also
modelling in writing the pseudonymous texts. Put differently, indirect communication is an act of
faith in the Kierkegaardian sense, and Abraham models the fundamental fear and trembling — the
uncertainty, as I'm calling it — that ought to characterize its use.

Abraham’s use of indirect communication comes out in his response to Isaac’s question as
the two proceed up Mt. Moriah. Not knowing that it may be him who is to be sacrificed, “Isaac asks
Abraham where the lamb is for the burnt offering. And Abraham said: ‘God himself will provide the

bbb

lamb for the burnt offering”” (FT, 115-16). Kierkegaard has de Silentio describe this communication

in palpably paradoxical terms, cueing to the reader that something worth attending to is in the

46 See note 23, above.

47 “The tragic hero is still within the ethical. He allows an expression of the ethical to have its ze/os in a higher expression
of the ethical [....] Here there can be no question of a teleological suspension of the ethical itself. / Abraham’s situation is
different. By his act he transgressed the ethical altogether and has a higher /s outside it, in relation to which he had
suspended it” (FT, 59)
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offing. De Silentio describes this final word of Abraham’s as Abraham’s ‘saying nothing’ and,
immediately contradicting that description, as Abraham’s saying one thing: “So Abraham did not
speak. Just one word from him has been preserved, his only reply to Isaac” (FT, 115). As Stephen
Mulhall puts the paradox, “Abraham speaks to Isaac in such a way as not to say anything” (Mulhall
2001, 360).*

This curious paradox of saying something without saying anything is just the effort of
indirect communication. The indirect communicator says more than nothing, for what he says
cannot be interpreted just any which way. At the same time, the indirect communicator fails to say
something fully determinate, because what he says leaves open the question of how that
interpretation should go. Abraham’s last word to Isaac expresses two of the defining features of his
faith that we have just considered: Abraham’s belief that the sacrifice of Isaac will ultimately 7ot be
required, and Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice Isaac if that belief turns out to have been mistaken.
The reply to Isaac artfully leaves open both these possibilities — the lamb may or may not be Isaac
himself. The result is that Abraham has neither broken with his faith that Isaac will be spared nor
lied to Isaac and asserted without ethical justification that Isaac will be spared indeed. Although
Abraham has overwhelmingly ample evidence that it is Isaac who must be sacrificed, when he
answers his son that God will provide a lamb for the sacrifice, “he is not speaking an untruth,
because by virtue of the absurd it is indeed possible that God could do something entirely different.
So he does not speak an untruth, but neither does he say anything, for he is speaking in a strange
tongue” (FT, 119). Itis by way of what Mulhall calls the “determinate indeterminacy” of Abraham’s
words — their “invitation to interpretation” — that Abraham avoids untruth (Mulhall 2001, 362, 362).
* My suggestion is that kind of indirect communication we see in the dialogue between Abraham

and Isaac is mirrored in Kierkegaard’s dialogue with his reader, and that the latter avoids untruth in a

# De Silentio continues: “Without these words the whole event would lack something: if they were different words,

everything would perhaps dissolve in confusion” (FT, 116). Mulhall seems right to highlight the evident importance of

this particular use of speech. “Abraham’s reply to Isaac is the element that holds everything in the story together, and

hence is deserving of the most careful analysis” (Mulhall 2001, 360).

4 Mulhall comments:
[Abraham’s] reply [...] is so constructed that the fulfillment of either of his and Isaac’s possible futures (more
precisely, the fulfillment either of their possible future or their impossible future) will, with equal legitimacy,
render it true. Since his words exclude some possible futures (those in which God will not provide a lamb for
the sacrifice), they are not empty — they do say something; but since what they predict is equally consistent with
two very different ways in which that lamb will be provided, they can also be said to say nothing about their
apparent topic. In effect, then, in his situation, Abraham can only speak truthfully (true to what he knows about
the future, to his beliefs about God, and to his own intentions) and intelligibly (in both the general and moral
sense of the term) not only by saying something that says nothing, but by this particular way of saying
something that says nothing. (Mulhall 2001, 360)

87



way similar to the former. This must be so, I think, because Abraham is offered to us as a model of
the Christian faith that Kierkegaard also practices and which is informing his authorship.

My suggestion will seem initially implausible. Recall that Kierkegaard directly acknowledged
the legitimacy of denying one’s own Christianity in order to facilitate its proper appropriation by
another. Isn’t it evident, here, that Kierkegaard has not avoided lying in the way that Abraham has? I
think not, for two reasons. First, we have seen that Kierkegaard often stations clues that guide the
attentive reader to the fact that he is a faithfully Christian author. For instance, as we saw, his fidelity
is evident in the forward to Training in Christianity, even while it is hard to discern elsewhere. In the
broader context of these clues, there is a determinate indeterminacy to what is said when
Kierkegaard seems to disavow his Christianity, for it is not clear to a reader which voice expresses
Kierkegaard’s own view: the voice of faith or the voice of faithlessness. In the case of Abraham’s
last word, the ambiguity in meaning exists at the level of the individual phrase where, in
Kierkegaard’s work, the ambiguity exists at the level of the whole text and even, as we will see, at the
level of the whole authorship. In the case of Abraham’s speech, we are left unsure of what he means
by ‘the lamb.” In the case Kierkegaardian speech, we are left unsure of which of the characters
described in his texts represent 1) unethical illusions that ought absolutely to be resisted by all of us
(the author of “The Seducet’s Diary’ in Either /Or), 2) honourable but lower forms of the religious
life appropriate for some but not all (the poet in Fear and Trembling), or 3) the apotheosis of faith
(Abraham, read retrospectively, from the vantage point of the Gospels). Whether we are dealing
with an individual phrase or an entire philosophical book, the reader is left with an invitation to
interpretation rather than with a piece of language whose meaning is unambiguously clear. This is,
then, a reason for thinking that Abraham’s communication to Isaac exemplifies the kind of indirect
communication by way of which Kierkegaard is approaching his reader. And if the former is not
deceptive, then neither is the latter, and for the same reason. And neither are the analogous cases of
‘deception’ that we find in Wittgenstein.

We embarked on this discussion of Abraham’s last word to Isaac in order to see a second
sense in which the indirect communicatot’s uncertainty constitutes a second reason why we should
not describe his communication as an act of deception. The case of Abraham makes clear that part
of the indirect communicator’s fear and trembling is that he has faith in something ‘objectively
uncertain’ (CUP, 362), for it can’t be expressed and justified in the eyes of the ethical community.
What does this ‘objective uncertainty’ amount to? We will come back to this in Chapter Five, but in

part, it means that the person of faith is without the security of public approval, for his life is
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predicated on his faith in something that cannot be justified or even expressed in the public
‘universal’ grammar of ethical language.50 Most fundamentally, as we will see, this is faith in Christ,
but faith in Christ will find expression as faith in particular events, for example, the event of God’s
calling off the sacrifice of Isaac. Abraham is objectively uncertain that this event in which he faithfully
believes actually is God’s will, and his speech is designed to leave room for the possibility that it is
not God’s will at all. From his perspective, what he takes to be the voice of God might be the voice
of demonic illusion. As I will argue at greater length in Chapter Five, Kierkegaard has not
overlooked this particular kind of humility without which Abraham would be a demonic figure. Far
to the contrary, this humility is an essential aspect of faith’s fear and trembling.

If Abraham is our model of faith, then the indirection with which he expresses his ‘ethically
unintelligible’ hope that Isaac will be spared is a model of Christian indirection more generally. If
this is the case, then Kierkegaard manifests an analogous faith when he hopes to revitalize
Christianity by portraying it as non-epistemic truth that must be communicated indirectly. Abraham
stands to his hope that Isaac will be saved by God’s ethically unimaginable intervention as
Kierkegaard stands to his hope that Christianity may be saved by that same miraculous means: “by
virtue of the absurd, by virtue of the fact that for God all things are possible” (FT, 46). In both
cases, the article of faith is something neither justifiable nor even expressible in the established
grammar of ethics. Kierkegaard’s way of thinking about Christianity takes him beyond the safety and
security of publicly defensible beliefs, and into the same sort of solitude that Abraham experiences
when he believes that the sacrifice will be called off. Because Abraham’s faith that Isaac will be
spared is objectively uncertain (ethically inexpressible and unjustified), his last word to Isaac needs to
leave room for two possible futures, one in which God genuinely wills the sacrifice of the son, and
one in which He doesn’t. Similarly, Kierkegaard’s texts leave room for a possible future in which
God wills that the meaning of Christianity be remembered in the way that Kierkegaard invites us to
remember it, and a possible future in which He does not. In Abraham’s case, his faith will have
turned out to have been a mere chimera — not God’s will at all — if Isaac has to die. In Kierkegaard’s

case, his faith will have turned out to be a mere chimera if even his elevated and autonomous reader

% De Silentio presents this as the essential so/izude of the faithful ‘single individual:’
He knows that it is refreshing to become understandable to himself in the universal in such a way that he
understands it, and every individual who understands him in turn understands the universal in him, and both
rejoice in the security of the universal. He knows it is beautiful to be born as the single individual who has his
home in the universal, his friendly abode, which immediately receives him with open arms if he wants to remain
in it. But he also knows that up higher there winds a lonesome trail, steep and narrow; he knows it is dreadful
to be born solitary outside of the universal, to walk without meeting one single traveller. (FT, 706)

89



is ultimately unable to find Kierkegaard's rendering of ‘Christianity’ an intelligible rendering of what
he, the ideal reader, means by the word. This result would indicate Kierkegaard himself was in the
grips of just the kind of illusion that he worries about when he worries about a person confusedly
comparing himself with Abraham, and confusing the voice of fantasy for the voice of God.

Here we come to the point: if Abraham does not &now that Isaac will be spared, he can
hardly be called a deceiver for not directly saying that Isaac will be spared. Once again, deception
involves dissembling about something that we know to be true, and all of faith’s anxiety — all its fear
and trembling — reminds us that there is no such knowledge in faith. Similarly, Kierkegaard cannot
be considered deceptive for not having told us directly about the meaning of Christianity that he
wants to convey, and which he fazhfully hopes posterity will vindicate. I submit that a resolute

Wittgenstein cannot be considered deceptive by proceeding by similarly indirect means.

2.5. Back to the Resolute Reading
Just as the Tractatus itself leaves the reader on his own to determine what he takes to be its meaning,
the resolute reading leaves 7 reader on his own to do the difficult hermeneutic work of trying to
determine what the resolute reading amounts to. This is why there is both a plurality of acceptable
resolute readings and why each individual resolute reading will leave its reader to flesh out the
details. As this element of indeterminacy in the resolute (or ‘austere’) approach will be essential to
my own interpretation of the view, I quote at length from Conant and Diamond’s clarification on
this point:
[A] resolute reading is better thought of as a program for reading the book, and not only
for the reason [...] that a variety of such readings is possible [...] but also because
conformity to the basic features of such a reading leaves underdetermined exactly how a
great deal of the book works in detail. To be a resolute reader is to be committed at most
to a certain programmatic conception of the lines along which those details are to be
worked out, but it does not deliver a general recipe for reading the book — a recipe that one
could apply to the various parts of the book in anything like a straightforward or
mechanical way. And we do not apologize for this. For we think that this is just how it
should be. There should be no substitute for the hard task of working through the book on
one’s own. A resolute reading does not aim to provide a skeleton key for unlocking the
secrets of the book in a manner that would transform the ladder into an elevator; so that

one just has to push a button (say, one labelled ‘austere nonsense’) and one will
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immediately be caused to ascend to Tractarian heights without ever having to do any

ladder-climbing on one’s own. (Conant and Diamond 2004, 47)
In no uncertain terms, Conant and Diamond have just told us that their reading of the Tractatus is
carefully crafted to veil the secrets of the text. Following Wittgenstein’s hopes for his own texts,
Conant and Diamond hope that the individual reader of their interpretation can arrive at an
understanding of resolution autonomously: unmolested by commentators who would do his reading
for him, and deprive him of the experience of discovering the meaning of resolution for himself.
Now, this suggests that the meaning of the ‘weak’ resolute reading championed by Conant and
Diamond may be veiled, just as Wittgenstein veiled the meaning of the Tractatus. 1 should clarify up
front that I assume, in this dissertation, that the meaning of the weak resolute reading /s veiled, and
this assumption will guide my use of the literature on resolution.

My own resolute reading may seem surprising because it lands somewhere on the ‘strong’
side of the weak-strong distribution but draws continually upon the supposedly ‘weak’ resolution of
Conant and Diamond. To explain: I suspect that the whole idea of a distinction between weak and
strong resolute readers is a smokescreen and is meant by Conant and Diamond to be recognized as
such. More specifically, I suspect that Conant and Diamond are engaging in a brand of
Wittgensteinian self-misrepresentation. They are leaving us on our own to see our way past the
illusion of two resolute Wittgensteinian philosophies — strong and weak — just as they tell us that
Wittgenstein left us on our own to see our way past the illusion of two Wittgensteinian philosophies
more generally: early and late. Lest this introduction become a commentary on a commentary, I will
not spend time arguing for this suspicion, but it will be worth our while to note one place where
Conant gestures in this direction.

Intriguingly, to a reader of Kierkegaard, Conant structures his 2007 ‘defence’ of ‘mild mono-
Wittgensteinianism’ in various ways to resemble the Postseript, including by listing Johannes Climacus
as the editor of the text. What happens in the Concluding Unscientific Postscripf? After having afforded
us a direct argument for the conclusion that faith ‘s subjectivity’ Kierkegaard’s Johannes Climacus —
‘John of the ladder’ — concludes his book with “an additional notice that everything is to be
understood in such a way that it is revoked” (CUP, 522). Thus, once we have followed the directly
communicating argument for the conclusion that faith involves standing in a properly subjective
relation to the Christian truth, we recognize it as an argument that self-destructs and turns out not to
have been an argument for genuine Christian faith at all, for the faith cannot be argued for. ‘John of

the ladder’” has brought us step-by-step up to a conclusion which, we finally realize, cannot be the
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conclusion of any step-by-step argument at all. Both the argument and the conclusion it seemed to
support need to be revoked in the end as what the later Wittgenstein would call “a misfiring attempt
to express what can’t be expressed like that” (OC, §37). Conant’s suggestion is that the Tractarian
injunction to throw away the ladder of propositions that we mount when reading the Tractatus has its
provenance in Wittgenstein’s reading of the Postseript (Conant 1991a, 1993, 1995).

There are two points that I wanted to make with this brief excursus on Conant’s
Kierkegaardian interpretation of the Tractatus. First, it allows me to round out the resolute
interpretive principles that I bring to this dissertation, addressing the disquiet that some might feel
about those principles. Second, it allows me to say more about the Wittgenstein-Kierkegaard
connection that I have been gesturing at in this introduction, and which might inspire some disquiet
of its own. To the first of the above two points, I noted a moment ago that Conant presents
Climacus as the editor of his (Conant’s) article defending the weak resolute Wittgenstein from strong
resolute Wittgenstein. In doing this, I suspect that Conant is suggesting that his own argument for
weak resolution needs to be thrown away in the end. Wittgenstein will have us throw away the
theory of meaning apparently advanced in Tractatus, and embrace the resolute interpretation; Conant
would have us throw away mild-mono Wittgensteinianism apparently advanced in his 2007 ‘defence’
of the view, and embrace mono-Wittgensteinianism of the stronger (severe or zealous) kind. This, at
any rate, is how I will read the supposedly ‘weak’ resolution of Conant and Diamond, and it is the
reason why I treat their insights as being substantively the same as the insights we find in stronger
resolute readings.

In the chapters to follow, I accept the strong version of the continuity thesis, which I take
even ‘weak’ resolute readers secretly accept as well. I hold that the failure of the Tractatus was not
principally a failure to understand language as it is described in the Investigations — 1 suspect that the
most celebrated insights of that later text were already understood in 1921. The failure of the
Tractatus, in my view, was the failure that so worried de Silentio in the preface to Fear and Trembling,
and which worried Wittgenstein enough to write his letter to von Ficker. It was the failure effectively
to communicate a counter-cultural truth in the only way it could be communicated, namely, “by
remaining silent about it” (quoted in Monk, 1991, 178; cf., Conant 1995, 297). In this chapter, I have
tried first to substantiate the suggestion of Conant and Cavell that Wittgenstein’s silence can be
understood as a commitment to Kierkegaardian indirect communication. Second, I have argued that
such indirect communication does not constitute a deception in any sense of the word incompatible

with Wittgenstein’s honesty.
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3. Misadventures in Remembrance, Misadventures in Anti-realism

3.1. Introduction
As I am using the term, ‘anti-realism’ is characterized by subjectivism or, equivalently, voluntarism.

Charles Taylor describes subjectivism as a view of meaning that “centres everything on the subject,
and exalts a quite unreal model of self-certainty and control. The ultimate absurdity into which the
[...] view can fall is the voluntarism parodied in Lewis Carroll’s Humpty Dumpty” (Taylor 1985, 11),
the character who insists, to Alice’s incredulity, that words mean whatever he wants them to mean.
As Taylor intimates, subjectivism need not take so extreme a form as this, but, in my usage, it will
always involve some version of the idea that a sound understanding of meaning can be achieved and
sustained a7 will, hence, voluntarily. As Taylor puts it, the question is whether our effort to express
meaning in language can be understood as a merely human attempt to express something about the
merely human condition without leaving something essential out of the account. “Is what we are
articulating ultimately to be understood as our human response to our condition? Or is our
articulating striving, rather, to be faithful to something beyond us, not explicable simply in terms of
human response?” (ibid.) Subjectivism answers yes to the first disjunct. Taylor, and Kierkegaard and
Wittgenstein, as I will read them, answer yes to the second.”

In this chapter, I distinguish two different forms of anti-realism by the two different kinds of
subjectivism they involve. I call these recreative anti-realism and recollective anti-realism. What I am
describing as two forms of anti-realism, Kierkegaard describes as two forms of remembrance. The
first is recollection, which we considered in the last chapter. The second is a kind of poetic rementbering
(EO, I: 289), which, borrowing the term from Stephen Mulhall, I will call recreation (Mulhall 2001,

405). Hence, these two anti-realistic misunderstandings of remembrance will serve us as benchmarks

> My claims here might seem implausibly bold. First, with regard to Kierkegaard: Doesn’t his view that “truth is
subjectivity” (CUP, 159) amount to exactly the kind of voluntarism that I have just associated with anti-realism? And if
so, won’t this cause a problem for my attempt to develop a realistic reading of Wittgenstein by comparing him to
Kierkegaard? Certainly, the voluntarist reading of Kierkegaard is familiar and, if it were correct, Kierkegaard could serve
me as no such paradigm of realism. I will argue in Chapter Five, however, that the voluntarist reading is mistaken. As
Merold Westphal cautions, “we should not assume that subjectivity is synonymous with subjectivism [....] The synonym
for subjectivity in Climacus’ usage is ‘inwardness’ not ‘arbitrariness’ (Westphal 1998, 112) and inwardness, I will argue,
involves our relation to an order of meaning that lies beyond the self. Second, with regard to Wittgenstein: in saying that
he takes a stand on the related questions of realism and anti-realism, or subjectivism and anti-subjectivism, am I not
reading his project in terms of traditional philosophical dichotomies that he would to ‘deconstruct™ Certainly,
Wittgenstein will reject the traditional understanding of these dichotomies but, I argue, he does not want to reject the
dichotomies altogether.
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of what a realistic thinking of remembrance is #oz. In this capacity, they will guide us in our search
for a realistic understanding of remembrance in the resolute reading of Wittgenstein.

In what sense does subjectivism characterize these two anti-realisms? In different ways, both
regard the human subject as the ground, or origin, of meaning, that is, of philosophical truth. Put
differently, both regard philosophical truth as a projection of the human being upon the world. In
recreative anti-realism, philosophical truth is something the subject creates or at least tries to create.
Since all such creation operates in a field of meaning already in place, it is better described as
recreation (‘re-creation’), creation that willfully tries to remake the order of meaning to suit the goals
of the philosophizing subject. In recollection, ‘man is the measure of all things,” not in the sense that
an act of the unaided human will creates philosophical truth, but in the sense that the unaided
human will discovers it. In recreation, we will to create a truth that didn’t exist before the act of
creation. In recollection, we will to unearth a truth already latent within the recesses of human
reason, and which we unearth with the use human reflection. The human will is primary in both
pictures, but it functions differently in each.

I have just said that the human will is primary in both of these pictures of remembrance.
Seen from another angle, we can say that human foresight is primary in both these pictures of
remembrance. Recreation presumes that the future of philosophical truth can be foreseen by
grasping the meanings that we willfully create, and projecting those meanings into our future
understanding of things. Recollection presumes that the future of philosophical truth can be
foreseen by grasping meanings that are not created, but pre-given in human consciousness, and by
projecting these meanings into our future understanding of things. In recreation, there is a closure to
the idea of meanings that do not have their origin in the human creative will, and to the idea that the
future of philosophical truth cannot be gleaned from an understanding of any such creations. In
recollection, there is a closure to the idea of meanings that are not already immanent within in our
established repository of sense, and to the idea that the future of philosophical truth cannot be
gleaned from an understanding of any such established philosophical truths.

To illustrate these two kinds of anti-realism, I present two case studies of each. Beginning
with recreative anti-realism, our first case study will be a familiar interpretation of Jean-Paul Sartre’s
philosophy, existentialism. Second, I present the more extreme version of recreative anti-realism that
we find in Kierkegaard’s characterization of the so-called ‘reflective aesthete,” the character at home
in the ‘aesthetic sphere of life.” The case of the existentialist (by which I shall mean the Sartrean

existentialist) will provide us with an especially clear and concrete account of the sense in which a
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‘recreative’ understanding of philosophy is anti-realistic. The case of the reflective aesthete will
provide us with a more extreme example of recreative anti-realism, and it will help us to reframe this
anti-realism as a misuse of memory.

Turning to recollective anti-realism, our first case study will be Kierkegaard’s interpretation
of Kant, who Kierkegaard considers a recollective philosopher akin to Plato. Our second case study
in recollective anti-realism will be Kierkegaard’s reading of Hegel. In fact, Kierkegaard associates
Hegel not primarily with recollection, but with the more historically-informed view of philosophical
reflection that Kierkegaard calls ‘mediation.” However, I will argue that, for Kierkegaard, even this
‘meditational’ thinking of philosophical reflection contains a Platonic-recollective core and, indeed,
amounts to a kind of recollection in the end.

I offer the Sartrean and reflective aesthetic accounts of recreation as examples of what
Wittgenstein is decrying when he writes that philosophy “leaves everything as it is” (PI, §124), and
when he writes that “[tlhe name ‘philosophy’ might also be given to what is possible before all new
discoveries and inventions” (PI, §126; cf., PI, §109). When Wittgenstein contrasts the activity of
philosophical remembrance with the business of reforming, or inventing, meaning (PI, §127, §132-
33), he is distancing himself from any recreative anti-realism. When he insists that philosophy’s
efforts in remembrance are also not efforts to “unearth” a meaning already fully given, but “hidden”
in consciousness (PI, §92; cf., PI, {102, §126), he is distancing himself from the recollective kind of
anti-realism that we see in Kierkegaard’s analysis of Plato, Kant, and Hegel.

It should be noted that, to my knowledge, Wittgenstein never read Sartre. However, in the
last chapter, we saw that Hermine Wittgenstein had sent her brother The Seducer’s Diary, wherein
Kierkegaard describes and indirectly critiques of the reflective aesthetic life (see Schonbaumsfeld
2007, 14-15). We also know that Wittgenstein had thought enough about the distinction between the
‘stages’ of the aesthetic life, the ethical (Kantian/ Hegelian) life, and the religious life to explain the
distinction to Maurice O’C. Drury (Drury 1999, 180). Now, even if Wittgenstein were as ignorant of
Kierkegaard’s analysis of the aesthetic life as he was of Sartre’s existentialism, the discussion of the
aesthetic life would be helpful. It would serve us in the way that the discussion of existentialism will
serve us: as an example of a kind of anti-realism that a resolute reading of Wittgenstein will need to
avoid. However, on our assumption that Wittgenstein is best read as a student of Kierkegaard, it is
no terrible stretch to say that, when Wittgenstein rejects the recreative vision of philosophy, he is
showing his debts to the lessons he would have learned from The Seducer’s Diary. Since we also know

that Wittgenstein read the Concluding Unscientific Postscript (Malcolm 1984, 60), it is similarly no stretch
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to say that his critiques of recollection may well have been influenced by the critiques of recollection

that we will find in that text.

3.2. Recreative Anti-realism, Case Study 1: Existentialism
On the evening of 24 October 1945, Jean-Paul Sartre delivered a public lecture on his philosophy of
existentialism to a crowded room at Paris’ Club Maintenant (Moran 2000, 373). One of his aims was
to provide a short and approachable statement of the views that he had presented two years earlier
in his book Being and Nothingness (Sartre 1992). Another of his aims was to defend himself from a
charge that had been levelled against him by his Christian readers (Sartre 1948, 23). They had
accused him of denying the objective reality of values and of suggesting, instead, that there were no
values at all, save for those that human beings arbitrarily create. “From the Christian side,” Sartre
writes,
[existentialists] are reproached as people who deny the reality and seriousness of human
affairs. For since we ignore the commandments of God and all values prescribed as eternal,
nothing remains but what is strictly voluntary. Everyone can do what he likes, and will be
incapable, from such a point of view, of condemning either the point of view or the action
of anyone else. (Sartre 1948, 23-24)
The Christian is concerned about subjectivism. Where the Christian seeks meaning and truth in a
realm transcendent to the human subject, the existentialist seeks meanings and truth in the freedom
of the individual to endow his life with a significance that life intrinsically lacks. The result seems to
be a blanket tolerance of whatever values a person creates since we are without an objective standard

by which to assess some creations as better than others.

3.2.1. Recreating Values

Some have argued that the anti-realism and subjectivism that had worried the readers of Being and
Nothingness is still present in Sartre’s 1945 defence, and this is the view of Sartre that I will
presuppose in my reading here. It should be noted that this is not an uncontroversial view. Emil
Fackenheim notes that many readers find subjectivism in Sartre’s 1945 lecture but, more charitable
to Sartre, Fackenheim argues that this is a misreading (Fackenheim 1961, 84 n. 47). On this point of
interpretation, a disclaimer is in order, and a clarification about how the following reading of Sartre
should be taken: I assume the reading of Sartre that Fackenheim rejects. I make no effort to defend

that reading from Fackenheim’s critique, nor do I claim that the interpretation that I assume is true
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to the historical Sartre. My aim here is simply to take up a familiar interpretation of Sartre because it
serves me as a good example of recreative anti-realism. To function in this way, this reading of
Sartre could be perfectly mythological and still be fit to purpose. It should be understood, then, that
what I say about ‘Sartre’ is offered only as a description of a familiar interpretation of his philosophy
and which might very well be mistaken or unfair. This is no strike against my use of this familiar
interpretation because the interpretation serves me only what Wittgenstein called “an object of
comparison — as a sort of yardstick; not as a preconception to which reality #ust correspond” (PI,
§131). As I explain later in this chapter, the use I make of Kant, Plato, and Hegel should be
understood in the same way.

Why then, was this Sartre of lore taken for a subjectivist and anti-realist? As he had
maintained in Being and Nothingness, Sartre maintained in his 1945 lecture that, in the case of the
human being, the existentialist believes that “existence comes before essence, or, if you will, that we
must begin from the subjective” (Sartre 1948, 26). When we are trying to determine the meaning of
human being, we ought to begin by reflecting upon truths indubitably evident to the human mind —
to ‘subjectivity’— rather than with dubious speculations about a transcendent reality to which the
human mind might be answerable. In the Transcendence of the Ego, Sartre writes that this starting point
reveals that consciousness is, in a certain sense, empty (Sartre 1957, 41-42). It contains, for example,
no pre-given Platonic Idea of what it means to be human, nor any other « priori moral rule that could
guide us in our efforts to live a morally righteous, properly human, life. Additionally, a sober
inventory of consciousness turned up no representation of a moral reality beyond human
consciousness, for example, in the mind of God. The Christian critics gathered at Club Maintenant
would have heard little in the following assertion to assuage their worries about moral anti-realism in
Sartre’s philosophy:

It is nowhere written that ‘the good’ exists, that one must be honest or must not lie, since we

are now upon the plane where there are only men. Dostoievsky once wrote ‘If God did not

exist, everything would be permitted;” and that, for existentialism, is the starting point.

Everything is indeed permitted if God does not exist, and man is in consequence forlorn, for

he cannot find anything to depend upon either within or outside himself. (Sartre 1948, 33-

34)
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3.2.2. Recreation: Beyond Values

This anti-realism about values is bound up with an anti-realism about the nature of the self. Our
choice of who we wish to be as individuals involves the choice of a self-defining ‘fundamental
project,” and this choice of fundamental project is at the same time a choice of the fundamental
values by which one defines oneself. If I dedicate my life to the project of fighting for the Free
French, I thereby dedicate myself to the values implicit in that cause. If my chosen project is to care
for my family, I thereby dedicate myself to values of a different kind (see Sartre 1948, 35).

In Being and Nothingness, Sartre seems to suggest that this free choice of the fundamental
project has radical implications. One implication seems to be that we freely determine the norms of
reasoning to which we will be answerable. The fundamental project is “that by which all foundations
and all reasons come into being” (Sartre 1992, 616). The view seems to be this: considerations will
weigh as reasons for us — reasons for us to do this or that, to believe this or that, etc.,— only affer we
have chosen a fundamental project. This is because it is only in their relevance to some such project
that things can take on significance as reasons. As David Jopling comments, “[Sartre’s] claim that the
choice of self is a choice of what will actually count as reasons for us suggests that we alone choose
what rules of argumentation, and what moral conflict-resolution procedures, we will agree to be
bound by” (Jopling 1992, 116-17). In keeping with the universality of Sartre’s reference to “all
foundations and all reasons” (Sartre 1992, 616), Iris Murdoch reads him as believing that “we confer
meaning, not only upon ethical and religious systems, but upon the physical world too, in that we
see it as the correlative of our needs and intentions” (Murdoch 1999, 107). Could the freedom of the
existentialist really be so wide-ranging as this? Sartre seems to suggest as much in Bemng and
Nothingness:

[M]an being condemned to be free carries the weight of the whole world on his shoulders;

he is responsible for the world and for himself as a way of being. We are taking the word

‘responsibility’ in its ordinary sense as ‘consciousness (of) being the incontestable author of

an event or of an object” In this sense the responsibility of the [human being] is

overwhelming since he is the one by whom it happens that there Zs a world; since he is also

the one who makes himself be. (Sartre 1992, 707)

Thomas Anderson notes the problem with this radical understanding of human freedom. Sartre
“completely ignores the role of facticity, of the being of objects, and of others in making one’s

situation and one’s being what they are” (Anderson 1993, 25). Contra Sartre, it is simply not the case
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that, by sheer force of will, one can decide what one will value, who one will be, and what meanings
will structure one’s experience of the world.

We now come to a second radical implication of the Being and Nothingness account of self-
making. Since it is only in relation to a fundamental project that a consideration has any valance as a
reason, Sartre seems to be suggesting that the initial choice of fundamental project must itself be
tundamentally wnreasoned. In this regard, Charles Taylor reads Sartre as working in the spirit of
Nietzsche, and suggesting that the choice of the self has its origins in something like a brute ‘will to
power.” When choosing between fundamental projects, the Sartrean agent “has no language in which
the superiority of one alternative over the other can be articulated; indeed, he has not even an
inchoate sense of the superiority of one over the other, they seem quite incommensurable to him.
He just throws himself one way” (Taylor 1982, 119; cf., Murdoch 1999, 105). For Taylor, Sartre
begins by rightly acknowledging the responsibility we bear for freely committing to certain
fundamental values — certain dispositions to what Taylor calls ‘strong evaluation’ (Taylor 1982, 112).
Proceeding from this starting point, Sartre then arrives at the pertinent question to which, on
Taylor’s reading, he gives the wrong, and broadly Nietzschean, answer:

How are we to understand this responsibility? An influential strand of thought in the

recollective world has wanted to understand it in terms of choice. The Nietzschean term

‘value,” suggested by our ‘evaluation,” carries this idea that our ‘values’ are our creations, that

they ultimately repose on our espousing them. But to say that they ultimately repose on our

espousing them is to say that they issue from a radical choice, that is, a choice not grounded
in any reasons. For to the extent that a choice is grounded in reasons, these are simply taken
as valid and are not themselves chosen. If our ‘values’ are to be thought of as chosen, then

they must repose on a radical choice in the above sense. (Taylor 1982, 118)*

3.2.3. Recreation and Self-transformation
The irrationalism of Sartre’s picture is not only manifest in the initial choice of the self. It is also

evident when we repeat the movement of self-choice in the event that our chosen fundamental

52 The passage continues: “This is, of course, the line taken by Sartre in L’Etre at le Néant, in which [he argues] that the
fundamental project which defines us reposes on radical choice. The choice, Sartre puts it, with his characteristic flair for
striking formulae, is ‘absurde, en ce sens qu’il est ce par toutes les raisons viennent a I'étre” (Taylor 1982, 118; cf,,
Murdoch 1999, 105). Murdoch and Jopling’s interpretations of Sartre align with Taylor’s. As I mentioned in the text, a
less subjectivistic reading of Sartre is offered by Fackenheim, who rejects the view, shared by Taylor and Murdoch, that
Sartre is an advocate of what Taylor calls ‘radical choice’ (see Fackenheim 1961, 84 n. 47). I assume the Taylor-Murdoch
reading in what follows, but, as I explain in the text, nothing depends, for my purposes, upon its correctness.

99



project should fail. When we meet such hardship, the reasons we had initially furnished for ourselves
lose the significance they had in their relevance to that erstwhile project. Returned to our original
condition of pre-rational self-chooser, we need to provide some new grounding for the order of
meaning and truth, which we do by assigning ourselves to some new purpose for the sake of which
to live.
One may recall the instant at which Gide’s Philoctetes casts off [...] his fundamental project,
his reason for being, and his being. One may recall the instant when Raskolnikoff decides to
give himself up. These extraordinary and marvellous instants when the prior project
collapses into the past in the light of a new project which rises on its ruins and which as yet
exists only in outline, in which humiliation, anguish, joy, hope, are delicately blended, in
which we let go in order to grasp and grasp in order to let go — these have often appeared to
furnish the clearest and most moving image of our freedom. (Sartre 1992, 612)
There something right in this description of how one lets go of who one has been for the sake of
becoming the person one might yet be. But, if readers like Charles Taylor are right, there is also
something palpably unrealistic about this description when it is situated within the theory of
existentialism. For Sartre, such a movement of the self could not be guided by an even incipient
understanding of any reasons for letting go of the past, or for reaching out to the future. There can be
no such reasons because the Sartrean agent is rationally moved only by reasons infernal to the
fundamental project that defines the self he already is. When we imagine the person whose project
has failed, we are imagining the person between projects and, so, wholly unmoored from any order
of reason to guide his movements forward, into his future, or to guide him in his effort to come to
terms with his now-troubled past. Both his understanding of his future and his understanding of his
history will be determined by an unreasoned choice of project. As Murdoch summarizes the Sartrean
self, “freedom is simply the movement of the lonely will. Choice is outward movement since there is
nothing else there for it to be” (Murdoch 1999, 328), “the individual strikes one as curiously
depersonalized and mechanical” (ib, 149), and the narrative of self-understanding, punctuated by
periods of self-dismantling hardship and ex #ibilo self-recovery, constitutes “a grandiose leaping

about unimpeded at important moments” (ibid., 329). > Murdoch raises the relevant question: “If we

53 Joseph P. Fell finds the same tendency in Existentialism is a Humanism:
When Sartre states in the lecture that ‘at first [man] is nothing, only afterward will he be something,” he means
that [..] [man] must choose ‘out of nothing’ the meaning and weight that the past will have for him [...]
Purifying reflection yields the knowledge that the weight and influence of the past are chosen ex nibilo. (Fell
1979, 155)

Fell elaborates elsewhere:
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are so strangely separate from the world at moments of choice are we really choosing at all, are we
right indeed to identify ourselves with this giddy empty will?”” (Murdoch 1997, 328)

Again, what is most incredible here is the latitude of freedom we are presumed to possess.
The rupture in one’s life is supposed to be something with which one copes o7 one’s own. What might
such coping look like? One might imagine that we ought simply to forget our now-failed project.
Such forgetting would be possible, both morally and psychologically, if we were dealing with some
minor trouble. If, however, we are dealing with something as significant as the failure of a self-
defining pursuit, such a strategy for managing the now-troubled past is less plausible.
Psychologically, it is very challenging to simply banish such a momentous upset from consciousness;
morally, there is something disagreeable in trying to. We think more of the person who confronts a
significant failure forthrightly and works to find whatever sense it might have in the narrative of his
now-changed life. So, if Sartre is not suggesting that we can (or should) simply forget the now-failed
project altogether, he would seem to be implying that one can simply decide to find one’s failure
acceptably meaningful by some creative force of the will. It is as if we are supposed to conjure up
some comforting new interpretation of our past, and then simply decide to find it believable. At
best, this is psychologically unrealistic. Even if we could simply invent some new meaning by which
to interpret our lives, philosophers working on the ethics of belief point out that we could not just
decide to find that interpretation believable. “Believing seems more like falling than jumping, catching
a cold than catching a ball, getting drunk than taking a drink, blushing than smiling, getting a
headache than giving one to someone else”(Pojman 1985, 41; cf., Williams 1970, Heil 1983). At
worst, the idea that one can willfully decide what one believes involves a conceptual confusion about
the meaning of ‘belief.” A ‘belief’ is something our commitment to which is determined, not by mere
force of will, but by the reasons we have for thinking that the belief is true. A ‘belief’ to which we
are committed merely because we will to believe it would not be a be/iefat all (Pojman 1985, 49).

Sartre’s view is extraordinary, but we should not misunderstand it as being more
extraordinary than it is. He does not deny that we are ‘thrown’ into an experience of the world that
is already structured by the language and cultural traditions into which we have been reared. Nor

does he deny the biologically universal needs of human life that make certain aspects of the natural

This is Satrtre’s reappropriation of Heidegget’s appropriation of Nietzsche's amor fati. In Sattre’s
reappropriation, however, Heidegger’s notion of the future as a ‘repetition’ of one’s inheritance loses its
reverence for the past; [..] the past is left behind, ideally without a trace. It is an outlook that Sartre in
retrospective self-criticism will characterise as ‘a revolutionary and discontinuous catastophism.” (Fell 1979,146)
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and social world cross-culturally interesting, salient, features of human experience. By virtue of just
such aspects of human life, “I find myself engaged in an a/ready meaningful world which reflects to
me meanings which I have not put into it” (Sartre 1992, 655; cf., Sartre 1948, 46-47). The idea of
Being and Nothingness, as least as it has appeared to Murdoch, Taylor, and others, is that these
culturally and biologically-determined structures of experience make no rational claim upon us unless
we freely choose to grant them such a claim, which we do from an original position of absolute
freedom when we assign a meaning to our lives. To say this freedom is ‘absolute’ is to say its choices
are not rationally informed by any order of reason or value that are normatively binding, for us,
prior to our choice of project. Thus, if I am unable to scale a rock face, I am free to divest myself of
my interest in doing so, and I would thereby eliminate the effective reality of the rock face as an
obstacle in my life. If I am in prison, I retain the freedom to adjust my project so that I no longer
desire to escape. I would thereby cease to be unfree, for there would no longer be anything
thwarting my will (Sartre 1992, 619-29). There is a “brute being” (ibid., 627) to rocks and prisons
that Sartre does not want to deny (ibid., 655). To repeat, what he does seem to deny is that their
existence has any valance as a reason for us to believe or to do anything except in relation to a
project that we voluntarily choose.” Anderson notes that the apparent consequence is a troubling
“quietistic or Stoical ethics” (Anderson 1993, 25; cf., Sartre 1992, 622), which is as unrealistic as the
conception of human freedom that it presupposes.

If human reality is freedom and human freedom is total, absolute, and unlimited, if all

situations are equivalent in freedom, then there is no reason to change the concrete

5% Dermot Moran notes the highly abstract and intellectualistic character of any such absolute freedom. For Sartre,
[flreedom is absolute, not a matter of degree, and to that extent human freedom is the same as divine freedom.
Furthermore, freedom resides in a decision of the intellect, in autonomous thinking, rather than arising in
action. One can be free and yet unable to act. (Moran 2000, 358)

Murdoch argues that the Sartre of Existentialism and Humanism tries to walk back the amoralism of Being and Nothingness by

pledging allegiance to a Kantian ethic (Murdoch 1999, 150; Cf., Ibid., 138-39; Moran, 2000, 373). In her view, in that

public lecture he also adopts a more tempered view of human freedom.

Is it individual choice which founds freedom and value, giving to my actions a meaning which otherwise they
would not have and which is their meaning? In this sense of freedom stone walls do not a prison make, I am
free so long as I am conscious. If on the other hand one thinks of freedom also in the ordinary sense of civil,
political freedom as a domain of personal spontaneity which might be infringed and which ought to be
respected — then how is #is to be connected with #haf? They can only be connected by assuming some sort of
universal human nature, which Sartre does in Existentialisnz and Humanism, although this contradicts his earlier
position. Sartre wants the best of both these worlds” (Murdoch 1999, 138-39).

These tensions in Sartre are, perhaps, a testament to the truth of Moran’s appraisal: “Sartre’s philosophical interests

manifest themselves in the form of an undisciplined eclecticism [...] In general, Sartre’s outlook is something of a

hodgepodge of different ideas, hammered somewhat idiosyncratically into a system, which never received the

refinements to which an academic career would have exposed his thought” (Moran 2000, 355-56). Mary Warnock
seconds the point: “As a philosopher, Sartre is fluent and illuminating, but not particularly original or consistent”

(Warnock 1971, vii).
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conditions in which humans live, even if they appear terribly oppressive. Along the same
line, if it is a human being’s freely chosen goal that alone is responsible for the meaning,
including the adversity, of things, then if he or she wishes to change that meaning and make
his or her situation less adverse, he or she should simply choose a different goal. If my
poverty is an obstacle to my living the life-style of the rich and famous, all I need to do is
choose instead to live an ascetic life and my poverty will become a positive benefit to me.
No need to attempt the more difficult, risky, and perhaps unsuccessful task of changing the

system in order to eliminate poverty. (Anderson 1993, 25-26)

On Sartre’s brand of recreative anti-realism, we can wz/ ourselves out of experienced adversity by
simply re-creating the order meaning by which we know the world. If resolute Wittgenstein were
advancing anything like the existentialist’s view of freedom, the ethical aspect of his philosophy
would be marred by a recreative anti-realism of a similar kind. In this case, Wittgenstein would be
enjoining us to resolve the philosophical problems that trouble us by merely recreating the order of
meaning from which they arise. In fact, we will see that just such a stoical ethics has been found in
the Tractatus. 1f this way of reading Wittgenstein were correct, we would need to say of him what
Murdoch says of Sartre: his philosophy is the wrong philosophical response to a genuine cultural
need.

[W]hat is at stake here is the liberation of morality, and of philosophy as a study of human
nature, from the domination of natural science: or, rather from the domination of inexact
ideas of science which haunt philosophers and other thinkers. / Existentialism [...] is an
attempt to solve the problem without really facing it: to solve it by attributing to the
individual an empty, lonely freedom, a freedom, if he wishes, to ‘fly in the face of the facts.’
What it pictures is indeed the fearful solitude of the individual marooned upon a tiny island
in the middle of a sea of scientific fact, and morality escaping from science only by a wild
leap of the will. (Murdoch 1999, 321).

Existentialism is a fantasy of self and world, but it is a fantasy rightly motivated to resist the
countervailing fantasy of what philosophers nowadays call ‘scientism:’ the illusion that natural
science is the “final vocabulary” (Rorty 1979, 368) of truth. Not incidentally, when it is not well
understood, the vocabulary of natural science seems to saddle us with determinism, depriving the
existentialist of words with which to express the freedom that he is so concerned to defend.
Indignant, he reacts to the illegitimate hegemony of (what he thinks is) natural science by asserting

the equally illegitimate hegemony of human freedom. In this way, the illusion of natural science as
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the absolute arbiter of truth provokes the reactionary illusion that the absolute arbiter of the truth is
the individual human will. Murdoch asks us to question both poles of this dichotomy. “Do we really
have to choose between an image of total freedom and an image of total determinism? Can we not
give a more balanced and illuminating account of the matter?” (Murdoch 1999, 328-29). With
Murdoch, we hope so. The realism we are looking for in Wittgenstein will involve an understanding

of freedom that lies between these two extremes.

3.2.4. Recreation and Other Persons

My own sense is that certain principles of Being and Nothingness do indeed lead to the extreme account
of human freedom that Murdoch and others have found in that text. In fairness to Sartre, however,
it must be noted that much of what he says, certainly in the 1945 lecture but in Being and Nothingness
as well, shows his awareness of just how unrealistic this view of freedom and ethics is.” This is most
clear when the book acknowledges the reality of other persons, and of the meanings that they assign
to the world. Sartre’s claim that “[i]n the end we must say yes and no and decide alone, for the entire
universe, on what is true” (Sartre 1955, 172) stands in tension with his evident awareness that the
existence of others means that we have no such absolute power.

Just as the existentialist self wants to create the meaning of his own life, he also wants to
create the meaning of the lives of others. He desires to confine the being of the other person within
the meanings that he imposes upon him, and one can endure the other only to the extent that he is
indeed reduced to a construction of one’s own meaning-making will. “Hell is— other people” (Sartre
1989, 45) because our success in this effort to remake others in our own image can only ever be
tenuous. For a time, the other person might submit to the meanings that I impose upon him, but he
might always awaken to the dormant power of his own meaning-making freedom, and try to make
the meaning of 7y being a function of his will, just as I tried to do to him. At the moment when this
threat becomes an assault, my experience is the ‘shame’ of realizing that I am, after all, not the pure
origin of meaning and value that I wish to be. I realize that an aspect of me is an object in eyes of
the other, subject to his meaning-making will, just as an aspect of his being is an object subject to

mine. “[SJhame [...] is the recognition of the fact that I am indeed that object which the other is

5 Anderson is careful to make the same clarification about Bezng and Nothingness:
I hasten to add that I do not mean that Sartre himself, even at this early stage of his career, would be
completely comfortable with the passive, Stoical kind of ethics I have just outlined. Nevertheless, I believe that
his exaggerated conception of human freedom, his extremely abstract understanding of human reality, and his
neglect and/or minimization of the power of facticity lead in that ditection. (Anderson 1993, 206)
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looking at and judging. I can be ashamed only as my freedom escapes me in order to become a given
object” (Sartre 1992, 350). The insight is not only that I am partly an object, a piece of brute being,
as opposed to a subject that endows brute being with significance. The insight is that, g#a object, I
am something whose essence is partly determined by the meanings that others ascribe to me. When
dealing with the self gua object, “[w]e are dealing with my being as it is written in and by the othet’s
freedom” (ibid., 351).

If I am a Sartrean, how do I respond when the presence of another person threatens my
aspiration to meaning-making hegemony? I can recover my existential stability only by becoming the
dominant subject in the encounter, the subject whose meaning-ascriptions win out over the
countervailing meaning ascriptions by which the other person attempts to read the situation. “But
this is conceivable only if I assimilate the othet’s freedom. Thus, my project of recovering myself is
fundamentally the project of absorbing the other” (ibid., 475). “My project of recovering my being
can be realized only if I get hold of his freedom and reduce it to being a freedom subject to my
freedom” (ibid., 477).

This Sartrean version of the master-slave dialectic is supposed to describe an essential
feature of the human condition. “Conflict is the original meaning of being-for-others™ (ibid., 475) in
the sense that I am always, and unavoidably, either trying to render the other an object of my
creative will or to overcome his attempts to do the same to me. “It is not true that I first am and
then later ‘seek’ to make an object of the other or to assimilate him; [...] I am — at the very root of
my being — the project of assimilating and making an object of the other” (ibid., 474). The self of
existentialism wishes all reality to be a construction of its own free will, entirely unconstrained by the
reality of others, the meaning they find in the world, and by the meaning manifest in the biologically,
historically, and culturally conditioned practices and language into which the self has been reared.”
We can appreciate why Murdoch submits that the essence of this denatured and ahistorical self is
“selfishness” (Murdoch 1999, 352).

The picture is exceedingly egocentric. Our existence as historical entities and as members of

a society is quickly shuffled aside. Our ‘fundamental dilemma’ is seen as that of a solitary

% Maclntyre stresses this aspect of Sartre’s picture ¢irca Being and Nothingness:
Sartre — I speak now only of the Sartre of the thirties and fourties — has depicted the self as entirely distinct
from any particular social role that it might happen to assume [...] [Flor Sartre the self’s self discovery is
characterized as the discovery that the self is ‘nothing,’ is not a substance but a set of perpetually open
possibilities [....] [He sees| the self as entirely set over against the social world [....] [W]hatever social space it
occupies it does so only accidentally, and therefore he [...] sees the self as in no way an actuality. (Maclntyre

1984, 32)
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being. Values have a solipsistic basis in the vain attempt of each consciousness to be a causa

sui — and even other individuals exist ultimately as threats or instruments. [...] Other people,

on Sartre’s picture, appear as unassimilated parts of oneself. (ibid., 149)

We have so far spoken about the ‘fundamental project’ as the particular purpose to which I
devote my life, but a purpose in which others may take no interest at all. However, in Sartre’s
ontology of the human being, there is a project even more fundamental than this, one to which all of
us are necessarily committed, whatever our different, particular, fundamental projects may be. This
is the fundamental project to be God, the goal of being the absolute origin of one’s own being,
undetermined by any order of meaning or truth independent of oneself.

The fundamental value which presides over this project is [...] the ideal of a consciousness

which would be the foundation of its own being-in-itself by the pure consciousness which it

would have of itself. It is this idea; which can be called God. Thus, the best way to conceive
of the fundamental project of human reality is to say that man is the being whose project is
to be God. [...] To be man means to reach toward being God. Or if you prefer, man

fundamentally is the desire to be God. (Sartre 1992, 358-59)

When we recall that the choice of one’s own being determines the being of things as they
meaningfully appear to us, we see that this desire to be the ground of one’s own being is also the
desire to be the ground of being in general.

The development of the existentialist self, then, is the movement from the claim that God is
an illusion to the usurpation of the authority that He was once presumed to hold. The existentialist
self “is, or tries to be, cheerfully godless. Even its famous gloom is a mode of satisfaction. From this

point of view, man is God” (Murdoch 1999, 220).

3.2.5. Recreation and Irresolution

The qualification that the existentialist self “is, or #ries to be, cheerfully godless” (ibid., 226, emphasis
added) signals us to the sense in which the existentialist is fundamentally zrresolute. The existentialist
self can only try to be cheerfully godless, for this self is an unstable illusion, only ever to be
maintained in bad faith (Sartre 1992, 96-112). At some level, we are aware that we are nof God, for
we are aware of the perpetual threat that is the gaze of other persons, and the world as it appears to
them. “Man is a useless passion” (Sartre 1992, 784) because he can never fully become the God that
he essentially desires to be, and he maintains his hope of fulfilling this project only by refusing

lucidly to acknowledge and accept its hopelessness. At a certain level of consciousness, he is aware
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that he is not the origin of all meaning and truth that he wants to be. On the other hand, he fails to
confront the hopelessness of this desire forthrightly and remains intransigently devoted to it. In this
wavering, unstable, disposition, Sartre’s hero is a model of irresolution.

The case of Sartre’s existentialism constitutes an especially concrete illustration of recreative
anti-realism. By comparison, the case of the reflective aesthete will seem less tractable and more
abstract. However, the example of the reflective aesthete will focus our attention on two features of
recreative anti-realism at which I have been gesturing, and which will be crucial for our purposes of
approaching the issue of realism in Wittgenstein. First, Kierkegaard’s account of the aesthete will
help us to see recreative anti-realism as a particular misuse of remembrance. More specifically, the
reflective aesthete will serve us as a model of what a realistic thinking of remembrance is not.
Second, the case of the reflective aesthete will help highlight the tight connection between a realistic
understanding of remembrance and our need to live lives that manifest an intelligible narrative

integrity over time.

3.3. Recreative Anti-realism, Case Study 2: The Reflective Aesthete

We can imagine that the existentialist, once burned by disappointment, would be careful never again
to commit himself too whole-heartedly to any fundamental project. Kierkegaard’s reflective aesthete
can be read as just such a once-burned existentialist. We can approach an understanding of this
character by comparing him with a second character, the immediate aesthete, and highlighting his

values as we go.

3.3.1. Reflection and Immediacy

The immediate aesthete enjoys momentary pleasures that are ‘immediate,” in the sense of ‘natural,
and simply ‘given’ in his ‘pre-reflective’ experience (EO, II: 18-21; cf., Evans 2009, 72-74). We see
this, for example, in the child at play, or in the infatuated young lover, incapable of considering his
romance from the sort of sober intellectual distance that we might recommend to him when asking
him to be ‘objective,” perhaps about the imprudent character of the relationship (EO, II: 28, 23; cf,,
FT, 37; CUP, 339, 357). Far from this pre-reflective way of carrying on in the wotld, the reflective
aesthete maintains a highly reflective relationship with his experiences, considering them always
from an intellectual distance. Standing back from his experiences, he recreates their meaning to suit

his aims.
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One of his aims is to avoid boredom (EO, I: 281-88). To achieve this goal, he avoids
committing to any of those particular pursuits that different Sartreans might take up as their
fundamental projects, fighting for the Free French, tending to one’s family, and so on. In Sartre, the
commitment to a fundamental project imbues one’s life and world with a singular meaning that
persists for the duration of that project. Resistant to understanding his self and his world in terms of
any such singular meaning, the reflective aesthete seeks enjoyment in continual change. Importantly,
however, he is not primarily interested in ‘extensive’ change, which requires an actual adjustment in
the external conditions of one’s life. One who pursues extensive change

tires of living in the county, and moves to the city; one tires of one’s native land, and travels

abroad; one 1is eurgpamiide, and goes to America, and so on; finally one indulges in a

sentimental hope and endless journeyings from star to star. Or the movement is different

but still extensive. One tires of porcelain dishes and eats on silver; one tires of silver and

turns to gold; one burns half of Rome to get an idea of burning Troy. (EO, I: 287-88)

The reflective aesthete finds extensive change “vulgar and inartistic” (EO, I: 287), but a deeper
reason for his distaste for such change emerges when he reveals a second of his aims, in addition to
the objective of avoiding boredom. He is concerned to maintain maximal control over his well-
being, safeguarding himself from the sort of severe existential harm that we saw the Sartrean agent
incur when the fundamental project comes to naught. The reflective aesthetic allergy to fundamental
projects emerges when this character cautions his reader fully to abandon hope for particular worldly
states of affairs, for hope is vulnerable to disappointment, quaintly charming though the hopeful
person may be. “It is a very beautiful sight to see a man put out to sea with the fair wind of hope,
and one may even use the opportunity to be taken in tow; but one should never permit hope to be
taken aboard one’s own ship, least of all as a pilot; for hope is a faithless shipmaster” (EO, I: 288).

In fact, the difficulty is not merely that hopes can be disappointed, rendering us vulnerable in
the obvious way. They also leave us vulnerable in a second respect: when hopes are disappointed,
the pain of that disappointment leaves its traces in memories that prove difficult to forget. “To
forget — all men wish to forget, and when something unpleasant happens, they always say: Oh, that
one might forget!” (EO, I: 289). But “[w]hoever plunges into his experiences with the momentum of
hope, will remember so that he cannot forget” (EO, I: 289). The initial hazard that our hopes might
be disappointed is compounded by this additional concern: the memory of that disappointment will
not be easily forgotten. The immediate aesthete takes these risks. The reflective aesthete wants no

part of them.
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These concerns about the hazards of hope shed light on the reflective aesthete’s preference
for intensive, rather than extensive, change. Though the reflective aesthete finds something ‘vulgar’
about the pursuit of extensive change, the deeper objection is that the extensive quest for variety in
outward, worldly, experiences involves a kind of hope, namely, the hope that those various
adventures will turn out well. For all the reflective aesthete’s talk about the pleasure of variety, as C.
Stephen Evans notes, “[w]hat the aesthete really is seeking is some degree of self-sufficiency and
control” (Evans 2009, 79), and that control is diminished if one looks for pleasure in external states
of affairs. We will now see that the pursuit of intensive change primarily involves finding pleasure in
the internal activity of meaning-making itself.

In our discussion of Sartre’s stoical ethic, we saw that maximal control was to be found not
in one’s effort to manipulate the outward world, but in one’s effort to manipulate the meanings by
which one knows that world. It was in this domain of meaning-making, recall, that one retains
perfect unimpeachable freedom even if one is imprisoned. Something similar to this insight is
anticipated by the reflective aesthetic pursuit of intensive, rather than extensive, change. The

reflective aesthete describes this practice in the recreation of meaning as a practice of remembrance.

3.3.2. Intensive Change as Recreative Remembrance

The related issues of intensive change and recreative remembrance are complex enough that it will
be helpful for us to begin with a sketch of the main ideas. We will then fill in this sketch by
considering the text of FEither/Or, where rtecreative remembrance is represented by the
pseudonymous editor of that text, who Kierkegaard calls ‘A.

Where extensive change involves altering one’s outward experiences, intensive change
involves altering the meaning that one remembers those experiences as having. In intensive change,
“[i]t is the eye with which you look at reality that must constantly be changed” (EO, I: 295), not
reality itself. This change is brought about by concerted effort to resist our natural temptation to be
drawn in by the immediate meaning of those experiences, the sort of meaning that fully absorbs the
immediate aesthete. The reflective aesthete resists such absorption by disengaging from immediate
experience, which he does by consciously reflecting upon it. When absorbed in its immediate
meaning, the subject’s self-awareness is completely immersed in his awareness of the experience. In
reflection, however, the thinker becomes aware of himself as a subject who stands at a certain

intellectual distance from the experience. What formerly absorbed his attention too deeply for him
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to notice it is now brought consciously before his mind’s eye and transformed into something he is
thinking about.

This practice of intellectual detachment is fundamental to the reflective aesthetic alternative
to the immediate aesthetic life, but it is only the first of two crucial reflective aesthetic movements
away from the meaning of the immediate experience. The distinctly recreative aspect of reflective
aesthetic practice concerns the second of these two movements, that brand of “poetic
remembering” (EO, I: 289) that I am calling remembrance as recreation.”” Paradoxically, this second
movement is both a practice of remembering and, at the same time, a practice of forgetting.
“Forgetting and remembering are |[...] identical arts” (EO, I: 291), for the reflective aesthete. “The
more poetically one remembers, the more easily one forgets; for remembering poetically is really
only another expression for forgetting” (EO, I: 289).

We can get an initial feel for this practice of remembering and forgetting by considering its
application to unpleasant immediate experiences. In this connection, A distinguishes the art of
recreative forgetting (and remembering) from the sort of brute forgetfulness that we briefly considered
in our discussion of Sartre. I offered, there, that it would be psychologically implausible for the
existentialist to try to simply banish his memory of a failed fundamental project. The implausibility
of any such crude forgetfulness is, in part, what moves the reflective aesthete to recommend
forgetting (and remembering) of the more sophisticated kind:

T]his art does not consist in permitting the impressions to vanish completely; forgetfulness is

one thing, and the art of forgetting is something quite different |[....] Forgetting is the true

expression for an ideal process of assimilation by which the experience is reduced to a

sounding-board for the soul’s own music [...] The art in dealing with such experiences

consists in talking them over, thereby depriving them of their bitterness; not forgetting them

absolutely, but forgetting them for the sake of remembering them. (EO, I: 290)

The art involves forgetting the zzmediate meaning of experiences. We do this by reflectively choosing
to remember those experiences in terms of contrived, self-fashioned, non-immediate, meanings that
put a pleasant gloss on unpleasant experiences. “One does not enjoy the immediate, but rather
something which he can arbitrarily control” (EO, I: 295), namely, the meaning that one contrives

and assigns to things. By thus reducing the experience to “a sounding-board for the soul’s own

5 We shall later see that A is wrong about what poetic remembering involves. When A speaks of the poetic memory,
then, we should bear in mind that he is not offering us an apt description of poetic memory but the misguided rendering
of such memory that reduces it to mere recreation.
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music” (EO, I: 290) one renders a ‘bitter’ experience agreeable. “In a poetic memory the experience
has undergone a transformation, by which it has lost all its painful aspects” (EO, I: 289).
We have been learning that the reflective aesthete is guided by a preoccupation with control.
That same preoccupation shows up in his refusal to accept any order of meaning of which he is not
the author. He rebels against any such order and creates the meanings he assigns to experience in the
way that pre-rational Sartrean self-chooser creates the fundamental project: arbitrarily. Indeed, the
Promethean pleasure of recreation lies precisely in this refusal to allow one’s readings of the world
to be determined by anything other than one’s own will. “The more rigidly consistent you are in
your arbitrariness, the more amusing the ensuing combinations will be” (EO, I: 295). The only
consistency in the life of the reflective aesthete — the only unifying feature in the narrative of such a
life— is the consistently disordered, arbitrary, nature of his meaning-ascriptions.
The whole secret lies in arbitrariness [...] One does not enjoy the immediate, but rather
something which he can arbitrarily control. You go see the middle of a play, you read the
third part of a book. By this means you ensure yourself a very different kind of enjoyment
from that which the author has been so kind to plan for you. You consider something
entirely accidental; you consider the whole of existence from this standpoint; let its reality be
stranded thereupon. (EO, I: 295)
To drive home the point, A offers a final example of this poetic artistry. He reports upon how he
amused himself during a tedious lecture by attending to the experience in his own freely chosen way,
rather than in the way that the lecture’s ‘author had been so kind to plan’.
There was a man whose chatter certain circumstances made it necessary for me to listen to.
At every opportunity he was ready with a little philosophical lecture, a very tiresome
harangue. Almost in despair, I suddenly discovered that he perspired copiously when talking.
I saw the pearls of sweat gather on his brow, unite to form a stream, glide down his nose,
and hang at the extreme point of his nose in a drop-shaped body. From the moment of
making this discovery, all was changed. I even took pleasure in inciting him to begin his
philosophical instruction, merely to observe the perspiration on his brow and at the end of
his nose. (EO, I: 295)
We saw that we are to “consider the whole of existence from this standpoint” (EO, I: 295). In the
totalizing scope of this desire to be the author of meaning, we sense that desire to be God that we
also saw in Sartre. Once one has severed oneself from immediacy, one’s willful artistry in the

practice of forgetting and remembering becomes the foundation of all being. “Forgetting is the
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shears with which you cut away what you cannot use, doing it under the supreme direction of
memory. Forgetting and remembering are thus identical arts, and the artistic achievement of this

identity is the Archimedean point from which one lifts the whole world” (EO, I: 291).

3.3.3. Two Kinds of Forgetting, Two Kinds of Remembering

A complexity of recreation concerns the connection between the above technical sense of
recreational ‘remembering and forgetting,” and ‘remembering and forgetting’ of the everyday,
ordinary, kind. In the recreational sense of ‘forgetting,” remembering /s forgetting. We have just seen
that it is forgetting an event as 7 is immediately experienced so that it can be remembered in terms of
one’s own reflective designs. In the recreational sense, remembering does not involve the ordinary
business of calling something to mind that was not presently at the forefront of consciousness.
However, this recreational sense of ‘remembering and forgetting’ is a requirement for having
maximal control over remembering and forgetting in the ordinary, more familiar, sense of these
words. By rewriting the meaning of his experiences through the recreative use of memory, one is
able willfully to forget and remember one’s past in the ordinary sense of ‘remembering and
forgetting.”

There are two parts to this mastery over one’s life with memories. First, once we have
recreated the meaning of our experiences, we can put them out of mind and recall them to mind
again at will. Second, by this same recreative art, we can assign our experiences meanings that will
make them maximally pleasant when we subsequently call them to mind. Both aspects of this
mastery over past events come out in the following reflection on the dangers of brute ‘forgetfulness.’
We are to consider the effort of trying completely to forget an unpleasant experience whose
meaning we have neglected to rewrite in our own terms.

The unpleasant has a sting, as all admit. This [...] can be removed by the art of forgetting. But

if one attempts to dismiss the unpleasant absolutely from mind, as many do who dabble in

the art of forgetting, one soon learns how little that helps. In an unguarded moment it pays a

surprise visit, and it is then invested with all the forcibleness of the unexpected. (EO, I: 290)
The comment returns us of the issue we considered in the discussion of Sartre: how is one to cope
with the painful memory of a failed project?” If one tries completely to forget the past, one is bound

only to repress the memories one wishes entirely to banish. This strategy leaves the memory to re-

5 Of course, we have seen that the reflective aesthete does not commit to fundamental projects, but he too can have
more or less pleasant experiences and so, in a way, the problem of how to manage less pleasant memories arises for him
as well.
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emerge unannounced later on and to visit upon us all the pain of the original experience, plus the
pain we incur for having been unprepared for the visit. Notice the two respects in which there is a
lack of control here. The two-part hazard of failing to recreate the meaning of the unpleasant past is
that 1) memories of the unpleasant past will revisit us unbidden, and against our will, and 2) we will
find the memory of that past event upsetting.
These same dangers present themselves even when it comes to memories of pleasant events.
An unexpected encounter with a happy memory can disturb us with its tinge of nostalgia no less
than an unexpected encounter with an unhappy memory can disturb us by reminding us of the
original unhappy event. “A pleasant experience has as past something unpleasant about it, by which
it stirs a sense of privation” (EO, I: 290). Hence, recreative forgetting “should be exercised quite as
much in connection with the pleasant as with the unpleasant” (ibid.). The meaning of events, both
pleasant and unpleasant, needs to forgotten and remembered anew in the technical, recreative sense
of ‘remembering and forgetting.” If we do this, the ordinary, everyday, practices of remembering and
forgetting can be brought entirely under the dominion of our voluntary control. Shifting between
the recreative and ordinary senses of ‘remembering and forgetting’” A describes how the first is
preparation for having maximal mastery over the second. “[I]n the midst of one’s enjoyment [one
must] look back upon it for the purpose of remembering it” (EO, I: 289) and one does this, we are
learning, through a practice of detaching, intellectually, from the experience and recreating its
meaning. For the sake of maximal control, one forfeits the enjoyment of giving oneself over fully to
the enjoyment of experiences.
No moment must be permitted a greater significance than that it can be forgotten when
convenient; each moment ought, however, to have so much significance that it can be
recollected at will [....] To remember, in this manner, one must be careful how one lives, how
one enjoys. Enjoying an experience to its full intensity to the last minute will make it
impossible to either remember or forget [....] Hence, when you begin to notice that a certain
pleasure or experience is acquiring too strong a hold upon the mind, you stop a moment for
the purpose of remembering. No other method can better create a distaste for continuing
the experience too long. From the beginning one should keep the enjoyment under control,
never spreading every sail to the wind in any resolve, one ought to devote oneself to pleasure
with a certain suspicion, a certain wariness. (EO, I: 289)
We have seen that one goal of this continual recreation of experience and of the past is to

avold boredom. Another goal is to avoid the difficult work of confronting a world whose own
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meanings might not always be agreeable to us, either in our present experience or as our
remembered past. Above all, perhaps, the recreative anti-realist revels in the pure power of being the
origin of meaning. He writes:
The essence of pleasure does not lie in the thing enjoyed, but in the accompanying
consciousness. If I had a humble spirit in my service, who, when I asked for a glass of water,
brought me the world’s costliest wines blended in a chalice, I should dismiss him, in order to
teach him that pleasure consists not in what I enjoy, but in having it my own way. (EO, I:
35)
Similar to Sartre’s prisoner, the reflective aesthete seeks insensitive, rather than extensive, change

because in this domain, one can have it one’s way no matter what one’s external circumstances may

be.

3.3.4. A Role for Extensive Change

We have seen that the reflective aesthete is not primarily interested in extensive change. He amuses
himself, not with “endless journeyings from star to star” (EO, I: 287-88), but with the private,
inward, occupation of rewriting the meaning of experiences in his own terms. My submission has
been that we can understand his motives by comparing them to the motives of the existentialist. The
pursuit of intensive change allows us to maintain maximal control because our capacity for such
change is absolute; it does not depend upon externals in the way that extensive change does.

However, the reflective aesthete is not altogether indifferent to externals. On the contrary,
one of the functions of recreative remembrance is that it allows us to resist becoming attached to
things so that we can abandon them at will. Just as recreation enables us to put troubling memories
behind us when we want to, by training us to remain detached from various external enjoyments, it
allows us to move on from them if need be and, indeed, it stops us altogether from engaging in
projects that require deep attachment.

On the topic of relationships in general, A writes: “The art of remembering will [...] insure
against sticking in some relationship of life, and make possible the realization of a complete
freedom” (EO, I: 28). By remembering our relationships poetically, we will never be controlled by
those relationships. For instance, we will not be troubled by what happens in them, or by their
coming to an end. One rewrites their meaning in terms that will make them insignificant enough for
us ecasily to abandon them if need be. Friendships, for example, are projects that bind one

existentially to others, curtailing the maximal freedom and control that reflective aestheticism seeks.
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“When you are one of several, then you have lost your freedom; you cannot send for your travelling
boots whenever you wish, you cannot move aimlessly about in the world” (ibid, I: 30). For similar
reasons, “[ojne must never enter into the relation of marriage’ (ibid., I: 292). We are to assign
meanings to these events that prevent them from getting too powerful a hold upon us.

A further problem with marriage stems not from the ordinary instability of human relations,
but from its character as an institution rooted in social convention which, as such, has an instability
of its own. “Who knows but the time will come when the customs of foreign countries will obtain a
foothold in Europer” (EO, I: 293). The married person leaves himself vulnerable not only to the
ordinary vicissitudes of life with others; he also risks the disruptions that could come from the
shifting of ethical conventions. What, for example, if he marries and his culture comes to disregard
the importance of marriage or to think of marriage in terms that he rejects? More casual social
relationships than marriage and friendship are less precarious, but only “provided that you always
have so much more momentum in yourself that you can sheer off at will, in spite of sharing for a
time in the momentum of common movement” (EO, I: 292). We maintain this momentum by never
allowing ourselves to get bogged down in the trappings of immediate experience, and we do this by
recreating the meaning of every experience in terms that will enable us to cut from it when we wish.
Our natural tendency may be to give ourselves over to a naive, immediate absorption in the given
meaning of these experiences. If we do so, however, we make it difficult to ‘sheer off” from those
experiences if need be, without being haunted by unpleasant memories of them later on.

The preoccupation with self-sufficiency and control drove the existentialist to try to force
the world into the singular order of meaning he wanted to assign it, in keeping with his singular
fundamental project. Wary of the ways that commitment to any such unitary meaning can expose
one to disappointment and leave one with a past haunted by unhappy memories, the reflective
aesthete channels his own desire for self-sufficiency and control down a different route. He avoids
singular meaning-making commitments altogether and pursues intensive change. With this inward

change as his priority, he best enables himself to make extensive changes in his life when need be.

3.3.5. What Eternal Meaning is Not
The reflective aesthete shuns social conventions, including those that constitute the popular, public
understanding of what it means to live a meaningful human life; what it means, in other words, to

bring the eternal and temporal aspects of our human being into their proper harmony and, thereby,
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to ‘become a self.” Rejecting popular, conventionally-established accounts meaning, we’ve seen that
the reflective aesthete prefers to create ‘arbitrary’ meanings of his own.

Far from this preoccupation with individuality, Judge William, the representative Hegelian of
Either/ Or (see Westphal 1996, 24; Evans 2009, 104), regards the task of becoming a self as the task
of aligning one’s individual desires with the established ethical conventions of one’s culture. We will
now see that, for the judge, the self needs an unconditional, ‘eternal’ love, and this is ultimately the
need for a love of the Christian God. However, for the judge, this love of God is expressed in and
through one’s socially-sanctioned Christian-conjugal love for another human being.” We gain a
deeper understanding of the reflective aesthetic life when we consider just what his failure to
manifest any such eternal love involves. The nature of this failure comes out in the Judge’s letters to
A, where the older man argues that the recreational use of the memory makes for a life of despair
and falls short of the genuinely poetic use of memory that the aesthete claims to champion.

I have been describing the reflective aesthetic life as a rejection of the immediate meanings
in which, for example, the naive young lovers are wholly, pre-reflectively, absorbed. The judge
agrees with the reflective aesthete that a properly eternal love is not to be found in naive immediacy.
The young lovers in the immediate aesthetic stage proclaim their love to be eternal, but they are
mistaken. For a marriage to be an expression of eternal love, the lovers must regard the commitment
as cerfain, and there can be no such certainty in the pre-martial life where ‘eternal’ love is based
merely upon ‘temporal,” ot natural, phenomena.“[Naive] romantic love was built upon an illusion,
[...] the eternity it claimed was built upon the temporal, and [...] although the knight of [naive]
romantic love was sincerely convinced of its absolute durability, there nevertheless was no certainty
of this” (EO, II: 28). In naive immediacy, love is founded only upon the natural necessity of the
lover’s emotional, pre-rational, infatuation with the other (EO, II: 28). “It is based upon beauty, in
part upon sensuous beauty, in part upon the beauty which can be conceived through and with the
sensuous” (EO, II: 28).

As we have seen, the reflective aesthete rejects a commitment to a certain, lasting love, and

so there is no genuine expression of eternal love in the reflective aesthetic life, just as there is no such

% Westphal writes:
Judge William is [...] a Hegelian, for whom ethics is always a matter of Sittlichkeit, the laws, customs, practices,
and institutions of a people. The right and the good are to be found, not abstractly in a rational principle but
concretely within one’s social order, which is, for each individual, the essential mediator of the absolute and the
eternal. / Accordingly, Judge William embeds his theory of self-choice in a theoty of martiage, the first
moment of Hegel’s theory of Sittlichkeit. (Westphal 1996, 24)
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expression of eternal love in the ethical life of the judge. However, there is a sense in which the
reflective aesthete, no less than the judge, seeks an ‘eternal’ meaning. He reports: “I immerse
everything I have experienced in a baptism of forgetfulness unto an eternal remembrance.
Everything temporal and contingent is forgotten and erased.” (EO, I: 41). His trouble is that, like
the young lovers arrested at the immediate aesthetic stage, he misunderstands the meaning of
eternity. Since he rejects the pursuit of ‘fundamental projects,” the only sense of eternity available to
the reflective aesthete is the eternity of enjoyment in the punctual moment. In the reflective
aesthetic life, “[t]he sensual seeks instant satisfaction, and the more refined it is, the better it knows
how to make the instant of enjoyment a little eternity” (EO, II: 22). For A, “the eternal element in
love becomes an object of derision, the temporal element alone is left, but this again is refined into
the sensuous eternity, into the eternal instant of the embrace” (EO, 1I: 22). The eternal expression
of the self, here, amounts to a hyper-reflective variety of the ‘live in the now’-type sensual enjoyment
of the isolated temporal moment. In such enjoyment, the moment feels eternal because we have
disregarded all concern for the past and the future. We confuse this use of attention for an intuition
of the genuine eternal because, ‘living in the now,” we abandon ourselves to the moment in a
distinctly pernicious sense: we close our eyes to the condition of our life’s broader narrative. From
A’s perspective, this misuse of attention would be naturally appealing, because that broader narrative
is a disordered tangle and so, strictly speaking, no real narrative at all. We will see Wittgenstein
highlight a genuine truth in the cliché that one ought to ‘live in the now.” But when we
misunderstand that ideal, it is no spiritual achievement, but a self-deceptive escapism that refuses to
confront and grapple forthrightly with the tensions in one’s past and future. “The true eternity in
love,” says William, “delivers it [...] first of all from the sensual” (EO, II: 22).

The trouble with both immediate and reflective aesthetic love is not merely that, in both
cases, the couples are not married. Marriage is not the issue, for not just any marriage would suffice
to provide the lover, gua lover, eternal self-expression. William has us consider a marriage where the
partners conceive of the relation as potentially temporary, bearing lucidly in mind the possibility that
the marriage might someday be annulled. Such a “civil arrangement” as William calls it, “does not
confine itself to the single instant, but extends this to a longer period, [....] It thinks that for a time
one can well enough endure living together, but it would keep open a way of escape so as to be able
to choose if a happier choice might offer itself” (EO II: 23). Here, the erotic element in love is

disheartened by a cool common-sense consideration that one must be prudent, not be too

quick in sorting and rejecting, that life after all never presents the ideal, that it is a quite
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respectable match etc. The eternal, which (as has been shown) is properly a part of every
marriage is not really present here; for a common-sense calculation is always temporal. Such
an alliance is therefore at once immoral and fragile. (EO, 1I: 28; cf., FT, 42)

This marriage of common sense is still merely ‘temporal’— still merely ‘for now’ — and so it still lacks

the eternal dimension that we are seeking.

3.3.6. Itresolution as Perdition
The recreational self is irresolute. On the one hand, he is a temporally unfolding narrative. On the
other hand, he is (or thinks he is) a detached point of observation on the world, relishing in his own
observational artistry, and his invulnerability to the world whose meaning he wishes to author. By
standing aloft at a reflective distance from all of his pursuits, he is never fully ‘within himself’ when
he is engaged in them. William claims that this way of living is at odds with the salvation of one’s
immortal soul:
this is the pitiful thing to one who contemplates human life, that so many live on in a quiet
state of perdition; they outlive themselves, [...] in the sense that [...] they live their lives, as it
were, outside of themselves, they vanish like shadows, their immortal soul is blown away,
and they are not alarmed by the problem of its immortality, for they are already in a state of
dissolution before they die. (EO, II: 172-73)
For all his self-sufficiency, A admits to the despair that is his life, a life cleaved off from the world of
immediate meanings that we know in natural, pre-reflective, experience, and refashioned in artificial
terms that suit his whims.
Carking care is my feudal castle. It is built like an eagle’s nest upon the peak of a mountain
lost in the clouds. No one can take it by storm. From this abode I dart down into the world
of reality to seize my prey; but I do not remain down there, I bear my quarry aloft to my
stronghold. My booty is a picture I weave into the tapestries of my palace. There I live as one
dead. (EO, I: 41)
Committed to the enjoyment of punctual moments and isolated projects, A has declined every
opportunity to allow the various moments and projects of his life to take on an overarching meaning
that unites those punctual moments into the coherent unity that Judge William, our advocate for the
ethical life, calls the personality (EO, 1I: 171). There is no more a singular meaning running through
and unifying the different epochs of A’s life than there is a singular meaning running through and

unifying the different homonymous uses of a given word. The reflective aesthete confesses:
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My life is absolutely meaningless. When I consider the different periods into which it falls, it
seems like the word Schnur in the dictionary, which means in the first place a string, in the
second, a daughter-in-law. The only thing lacking is that the word S¢hnur should mean in the

third place as camel, and the fourth, a dust-brush. (EO, I: 35)

Anthony Rudd comes to the point: “This is the sense in which the aesthete lacks any stable personal
identity; his life is without continuity” (Rudd 1993, 93).

Judge William’s criticism, a moment ago, was that the aesthete’s way of life endangers his
immortal soul. He goes on to suggest that the remedy for this condition is for A to give himself over
to an ‘eternal love’ that might imbue his life with the unity and integrity it lacks. William writes to his
interlocutor: “Of [the eternal determination of love] you and all natures born for your conquest have
no conception. You are never in yourselves, but constantly outside yourselves” (Ibid, 99). This state
of self-alienation is the cause of A’s despair. Hidden in his castle out beyond the temporal world, at a
reflective distance from all his worldly pursuits, the reflective aesthete does not reveal himself 7
those pursuits, and this, says William, is perdition. Especially crippling is A’s refusal to reveal himself
in love.

He who cannot reveal himself cannot love, and he who cannot love is the most unhappy

man of all [....] [For your own sake, for the sake of your salvation — for I am acquainted with

no condition of the soul which can better be described as perdition — stop this wild flight,

this passion of annihilation which rages in you. (EO, 1I: 164)

We see the irresoluteness of the reflective aesthetic life in the discord between A’s expressions of
despair and his explicit assertions of how one ought to live. Regardless of what he says, his
occasional feelings of sorrow show that he is not fully existentially invested in the aesthetic life of
reflective detachment but, instead, he is a self divided. On the one hand, as we have seen, he has an
intellectual preoccupation with self-sufficiency and control that moves him to spurn existential
investment in worldly hopes and the personal vulnerability that such investment carries. In keeping
with this pursuit, he refuses to allow any experience to take on a more than momentary meaning in
his life, a meaning from which he can “sheer off at will” (Ibid, 29) because its only value, for him, is
as an artistic production from which he remains existentially remote. At a less intellectual level,
however, he is aware that what safety he procures through the ongoing cultivation of his
disintegrated life comes only at the cost of meaninglessness and despair. We have here, once more,
an example of the kind of wavering double-mindedness that, as we will see, is characteristic of the

irresolute person both in Kierkegaard and in Wittgenstein.
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3.3.7. Eternal Meaning as Embodied Meaning

What, exactly, is this strange determination of eternity that is lacking in the reflective aesthetic life?
In what sense can a temporal love be at the same time eternal? The claim here will be a properly
eternal love needs to be lived rather than ‘represented.” As I will prefer to describe it, a love that
expresses an eternal meaning needs to be embodied, or incarnate, in the way one lives.

First, we are told that eternal love “has an entirely different conception of time” (EO, II:
144) than the punctual conception of time as a series of disjointed, temporary events that time
becomes when every experience is objectified in recreational remembrance. The fundamental
illusion at issue here — and the illusion to which the judge will also fall prey — is the idea that the
eternal determination of the self can be represented. We are told that “an ideal marriage cannot be
represented, for the very point is time in its extension” (EO, II: 141). What is this time ‘in its
extension’ wherein love will find its efernal expression? Whatever it is, rather than being ‘represented,’
the eternity that we find in marriage counts amongst the “the highest and most beautiful things in
life [that] are not to be heard about, nor read about, nor seen but, if one will, may be lived” (EO, 1I:
141). What does it mean to say that such an eternal love must be lived rather than represented? We
are left to glean the lesson from a comparison between the internal and external struggles that the
lover might face. Let us begin with the external struggles.

William characterizes the immediate aesthete’s merely temporal relation to marriage in terms
of the sort of challenges the aesthete faces in his struggle to win his lover’s hand. As William puts it,
these are struggles with the merely external, worldly, challenges that might stand in the lover’s way.
Such problems would include, for example, a class division between the lovers, a feud between their
families, rival suitors, etc.. William laments that it is merely the naive, pre-marital, stage of romantic
love, that gets glorified in works of art where the power of love is presented as the power to
overcome these merely external struggles. Such works of art present marriage only as the future
event that brings these pre-marital struggles to a close. In doing this, however, such works fail to
present the genuine ‘aesthetic validity’ of marriage itself, which can be appreciated only after the
marriage has taken place.

[T]his is precisely the pernicious, the unwholesome feature of such works, that they tend to

end where they ought to begin. After the many fates have their outcome and the lovers sink

into one anothetr’s arms. The curtain falls, the book ends; but the reader is none the wiser

[....] Hence it is rather rare to see a wedding on the stage. (EO, II: 18)
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In this case, marriage cannot be the expression of an eternal love of the kind that William wants to
illuminate. Why not? The problem seems to be that an eternal love cannot be adequately understood
as a future goal for the sake of which one fights ‘external foes.” To relate to marriage in this way is
not yet to relate to it as an efernal meaning, for we still relate to it as an event to come. The
immediate aesthete “waits, let us say for fifteen years — then comes the instant which rewards him”
(EO, II: 140). The reward, indeed, is that his love will become ‘eternal,” in the sense of acquiring that
stamp of certainty that marriage embosses upon the merely natural bond of naive infatuation. But
the eternity of love cannot be understood so long as this eternal love is thought of as an event still 7
come. We misrepresent the sense in which marriage renders love eternal if we conceive of this eternity
as beginning at a particular point in time, just as we misrepresent it when we think of it as a ‘civil
arrangement’ that might come to an end. An eternal meaning, naturally enough, is one to which we
relate as something having neither beginning nor end.

The general point is that to find, in love, a genuinely eternal meaning, love cannot be
represented, for representation involves standing ‘outside’ love’s bounds. The immediate aesthete
misrepresents the eternity of love when he thinks of that eternity as having its onset with the fuzure
event of marriage. The reflective aesthete misrepresents the eternity of love when he thinks it either
as a blissful absorption of the self the oblivion of sensuous ‘eternal’ moment, or when he thinks of
marriage a civil arrangement, as one temporary project amongst others. To understand love in its
eternity is to understand it not as one event, or one temporary project, amongst others; it is to
understand love as the essential structure of one’s life — as a horizon of significance in terms of
which one interprets all events and projects. This is the sense in which an understanding of love, in
its true eternity, is “not to be heard about, nor read about, nor seen but, if one will, may be lived”
(EO, II: 141). To experience love in its eternity is to be 7z love, rather than outside love at a
perspective from which one might speak about it as one possibility amongst others, placed before
the reflecting mind’s eye. As I will prefer to put it, a properly eternal meaning is not understood as
an object of thought but as a meaning embodied in the practice of virtues that manifest one’s
commitment to that meaning. Judge William says the following:

[Conjugal love] is faithful, constant, humble, patient, long-suffering, indulgent, sincere,

contented, vigilant, willing, joyful. All these virtues have the characteristic that they are

inward qualifications of the individual. The individual is not fighting with external foes but

with himself, fights out of love from within him. And they have reference to time, for their
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truth does not consist in being once and for all, but in being constantly what they are. (EO,
1I: 142).
In the constant, lived, non-representable, and fundamentally embodied expression of these virtues,
the married man overcomes the immediate aesthete’s illusion of marriage as a mere event to-come,
and he gives them eternal expression in the form of married /fe. The lived exercise of these virtues
is, of course, extended in time —“it is in time that [conjugal love] accomplishes its work” (EO, II:
144) — but it is precisely in such temporal activity, according to William, that we experience the true
meaning of love’s eternity. Though Kierkegaard never says as much, the reason, I think, is that that
meaning is not grasped erely as the meaning of a temporal event, but as the meaning of a temporal
event that has an eternal significance. This, I think, is what William has in mind when he writes that
the married man alone “has triumphed over time” (EO, II: 141). “The married man, being a true
conqueror, has not killed time but has saved it and preserved it in eternity. The married man who
does this truly lives poetically” (EO, II: 141). His love, now gilded in marriage, is not a mere
temporal event, but a horizontal contexture of meaning in which the different events of his life find
their integral and eternal significance. And this horizon of significance is not a representation, for it
is not something to which the ethical man is intentionally related in reflection, as if from outside that
representation. Instead, it is something that finds its eternal expression in the ongoing lived,
temporal, practice of the marital virtues. Having discovered its eternal determination, the logical role
of this love in his life is not that of a time-bound temporal event — even an ongoing one — because
he does not relate to it as something temporally bounded, as an event 7# time with an intelligible start
and endpoint, set off against neighbouring temporal events. Put differently, his love has become an
infinite passion, and a passion is infinite because we do not relate to it as merely a passion for
something 7z the world. Dreyfus comments:
For Kierkegaard, an infinite passion can be called infinite because it opens up a world. Not
only what actually exists gets its meaning from its connection with my defining passion;
anything that could possibly come into existence would get its meaning for me from my
defining commitment. In that sense, the commitment is infinite [....] In sum, when you have
a defining commitment, the finite object of your commitment is infinitely important, that is,
the object of your passion is both something particular and also world defining. In short, it is
the concrete condition for anything showing up as meaningful. (Dreyfus 2012, 100).
It is in this sense that the judge understands his love not as something to which he is intentionally

related, but as a world of meaning that he himself 7. In this case, the choice to give one’s love
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rational grounding in marriage provides him with “the inmost and holiest thing of all in a man, the
unifying power of personality” (EO, II: 164). “The choice itself is decisive for the content of the
personality, through the choice of the personality immerses itself with the thing chosen, and when it
does not choose it withers away in consumption” (EO, II: 167) as we have seen in the case of the
reflective aesthete.
Thereby the personality announces its inner infinity, and thereby, in turn, the personality is
consolidated [....] For the choice being made with the whole inwardness of his personality,
his nature is purified and he himself brought into immediate relation with the eternal Power
whose omnipresence interpenetrates the whole of existence. This transfiguration, this higher
consecration, is never attained by that man who chooses merely aesthetically. (EO, II: 171)
Proper marriage is not merely an event in time. Preserved in eternity, it has become an aspect of the
meaning of one’s life and, strikingly, the temporal expression of one’s love of God, the ‘eternal
Power.” In this way, one’s love of God love is expressed through one’s love of particular finite
blessings and becomes the basis of what William has called the ‘personality,” or what Evans calls
zdentity. Evans summarizes Judge William’s ethical critique of reflective aesthetic selfhood nicely.
What all the forms of the ethical life have in common is [...] the quest for identity. The
ethicist sees that the aesthetic life that is lived for ‘the moment’ ultimately reduces the self to
a collection of moments. Such a self lacks coherence and in some sense fails to be a self in
the proper sense at all. The ethical life is this struggle to become a unified self in a twofold
sense. The first sense is that the self seeks to be something more than a collection of
hopelessly warring desires; it seeks some degree of coherence and unity at a given point in
time. The second sense is that this unified identity is one that endures overtime. For
Kierkegaard to be a self is to know who one is, and to know who one is one must have
something to live for, commitments and ‘values’ that permeate all one does and is and that
do not change on a daily or houtly basis. (Evans 2009, 90-91)
*
In our eatlier discussion of Sartre, I suggested that his picture is unrealistic if it is supposed to
suggest that we can simply choose to look upon a troubled past in a way that will render it acceptably
intelligible to us. Faced with a failed fundamental project, if the Sartrean hero tries to come to terms
with his now-troubled past at all, it seemed to us that he does so by simply conjuring up an
interpretation of that past in a way that renders it intelligible in light of his new circumstances, and

then deciding to find that interpretation convincing. Perhaps, for example, he chooses to regard his
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divorce as having been all to the good, for it has allowed him to devote more time to his career. My
suggestion was that this is unrealistic. It is not always within one’s power to simply drum up new,
intelligible, genuinely convincing, and existentially livable ways of weaving some unhappy episode of
one’s past into one’s broader understanding of one’s life. In agreement with Anderson, I suggested
that this is one sense in which our freedom in the order of meaning is not as extreme as a recreative
anti-realist like Sartre takes it to be.

The reflective aesthete illustrates a second sense in which our freedom as linguistic agents is
not as extreme as the recreative anti-realist demands. The profile of the reflective aesthete reads like
an account of an existentialist who has learned the above lesson and has accepted that one cannot
simply choose to regard the losses of one’s life as events in an intelligible story. Having appreciated
that lesson, he tries to exercise the only kind of absolute freedom he has left: the freedom to simply
abandon the hope that his life will take the form of an intelligible narrative at all. In my discussion of
Sartre, I noted that such a use of freedom might involve trying simply to forget the past altogether,
in a herculean movement of the will. Having realized that this brute forgetting is a hopeless
endeavour, the reflective aesthete strives for a recreative poetic remembrance that rewrites the
meaning of his past as a series of disjointed punctual moments. But we have found that this use of
recreative freedom is as hopeless as the others. Just as we cannot simply decide to regard the
troubles of our past as fitting intelligibly into our broader autobiography, neither can we simply
decide to do without a sense of narrative integrity in our lives. It is this need for integrity that will be
so essential to a realistic thinking of remembrance.

In my argument, the crucial point of convergence between Wittgenstein and Kierkegaard
will be this: for both, the narrative integrity of the meanings by which one understands the different
epochs of one’s linguistic life can only be established by a source of meaning that lies outside the
self. In Sartre, and in the reflective aesthete, the recreative use of memory has been invoked to
overcome or prevent the experiences of meaninglessness and confusion that result when our life
projects come to naught. Wittgenstein was equally concerned with experiences of meaninglessness
and confusion. “A philosophical problem has the form: ‘I don’t know my way about™ (PI, {123).
Philosophy, recall, treats a disorientated question “like an illness” (PI, §255), in hopes of bringing us
to a state of “complete clarity, but this simply means that the philosophical problems should completely
disappear” (PI, §133). For Wittgenstein, as for the reflective aesthete, this search for clarity is a
labour of remembrance (PI, {127). But does Wittgenstein urge us to remember the meaning of our

words in the way that the reflective aesthete urges us to remember the meaning of our experiences?
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Would Wittgenstein have us relate to the meaning of our words from a safe existential distance, a
distance from which to represent the meaning of our words and, if need be, to rewrite that meaning
anew? My claim will be that he does not. Instead, Wittgenstein strives to remind us of an ‘embodied’
understanding of word meaning, where that understanding is manifest in our ‘lived’ linguistic
competence. At any rate, if there is hope for a realistic reading of Wittgenstein, it will need to avoid
this recreative anti-realism while also avoiding anti-realism of the recollective sort. We now turn to

our two case studies of these: the case of Kant and the case of Hegel.

3.4. Recollective Anti-realism: Case Studies of Kant and Hegel

We might hope that one way around the trappings of recreative anti-realism would be to join
Sartre’s critics at Club Maintenant and return to Christianity. A return to Christianity, after all,
would supply the constraints upon our freedom in meaning-making without which our lives become
that disordered Sartrean melodrama that Murdoch called “a grandiose leaping about unimpeded at
important moments” (Murdoch 1997, 329). However, for Kierkegaard, Christianity is not enough
for a realism of the kind we need unless it is propetly understood, and it will not be properly
understood in the ‘speculative’ accounts of philosophical remembrance that Kierkegaard finds in the
philosophy of Kant and Hegel. In recreation, we arrive at anti-realism through an excess of freedom.
Recreative freedom is so totalitarian that is not constrained by the values of realism and integrity
without which freedom becomes unintelligible. Recollective anti-realism overcorrects for these
errors by too severely reducing our freedom, and this is so whether or not this recollective anti-
realism is nominally Christian as it is, in different ways, for both Kant and Hegel.

I said in the introduction to this chapter that Kierkegaard most often refers to Hegel’s view
of philosophical reflection as a matter ‘mediation,” reserving the word ‘recollection’ for the view of
philosophical reflection that we find in Plato and Kant, and generalizing over mediation and
recollection with the term ‘speculation.” As I anticipated, however, we will see signs in Kierkegaard
that even Hegel’s view of philosophical reflection will turn out to be a form of recollection in the
end. Following Kierkegaard, then, I will primarily use the term ‘recollection’ with reference Plato
and Kant, ‘mediation’ with reference to Hegel, and ‘speculation’ as a general term that captures both
mediation and recollection. It should be borne in mind, however, that the difference between
mediation and recollection will turn out to be a chimera. Mediation will turn out not to be an

alternative to recollection, but a form of it, so that speculation will amount to recollection in the end.
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3.4.1. Justification, Irresoluteness, and Infidelity

In his romantic pursuits, the reflective aesthete ‘outlives himself” in the sense that he refuses to live
out any relationship of love ‘from within.” He relates to every ‘love’ not as the lived meaning of his
life, but as a representation from which he stands at a certain intellectual distance. He distances
himself from his projects in this way primarily because he is concerned with controlling his life, and
he can maintain maximal control from this intellectual distance. In the reflective aesthetic life, the
desire for such control is manifest in the activities of detachment and meaning recreation. However,
this is not the only way that a desire for self-sufficiency can be manifested. It can also be expressed
as a desire to justify one’s self, to supply oneself with reasons that provide epistemic support for
one’s understanding of experience. This epistemic expression of the desire for self-sufficiency does
not involve an effort to create the meaning of one’s experiences, as it did in the case of the reflective
aesthete. All the same, the desire to justify one’s understanding of experience places one ‘outside’
any resolute commitment to understanding, just as the reflective aesthete places himself outside his
understandings of experience by his desires to create them.

The idea is familiar from our discussion of grammar in the last chapter. To relate to a belief
as one for which we need to supply arguments is to relate to it as a commitment of which we are not
wholly convinced. It is to relate to the belief as if it were provisional — up for adoption or
abandonment — rather than one to which one is unconditionally committed. Climacus’ illustration of
the point is striking enough to quote at length.

Imagine a lover. Is it not true that he would be capable of speaking about his beloved all day
long and all night, too, day in and day out? But do you believe it could ever occur to him, do
you believe it would be possible for him, do you not think he would find it loathsome to speak
in such a manner that he would try to demonstrate by means of three reasons that there is
something to being in love [?] [....]. To go on, do you believe that a lover would ever think of
conducting a defense of his being in love, that is, admit that to him it was not the absolute,
unconditionally the absolute, but that he thought of it as being in a class with arguments
against it and on that basis developed a defense; that is, do you believe that he could or would
confess that he was not in love, inform against himself that he was not in love? And if
someone were to suggest to a lover that he speak this way, do you not believe that the lover
would consider him crazy; and if besides being in love he was also something of an observer,
do you not think he would suspect that the person suggesting this to him had never known

what love is or wanted him to betray and deny his love — by defending it? — Is it not obvious
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that the person who is really in love would never dream of wanting to prove it by three
reasons or to defend it, for he is something that is more than all reasons and any defence: he is
in love. Anyone who does it is not in love; he merely pretends to be, and unfortunately—or
fortunately—he is so stupid that he merely informs against himself as not being in love. (SUD,
103-104)
The lover who feels the need to supply arguments for his love is not genuinely 7# love at all, but
outside it, observing it, wondering if he is rationally entitled to it and looking for reasons to assure
himself that he is.”

As I indicated a moment ago, the connection between the tendency to observation here —
the tendency to zzew one’s love — can be appreciated when we recall Wittgenstein’s reflections on the
structure of epistemic justification. We saw in Chapter Two that the desire to justify a belief is a
desire to show that some intelligible possibility of error does not obtain. Naturally, this means that
one needs to have some clear view of what it would be like for the belief to be false, for the desire to
justify the belief is a desire to show that #hose conditions do not obtain. When we feel a need to
justify ourselves in some belief, we are ‘viewing’ the belief in relation to some relevant alternative to
the truth of the belief; some clearly envisioned counter-factual condition which, if it obtained, we
would consider the belief false. However, if the lover enters imaginatively into the possibility that he
is not in love, he has already fallen out of love and into an irresolute wavering. He wants to justify
his belief that he is in love, but if he were in love, he would feel no need to justify his belief that he is
in the first place. If he were in love, the possibility of #of being in love would register with him not as
a genuine possibility that needs to be negated, but as a mere illusion of possibility, an abstraction so
remote from his life as to be, for him, unintelligible. For the person in love, the very idea of needing
to justify one’s belief that one is in love is absurd — a kind of madness, as we have just seen — for it

requires one to reckon with possibilities that are themselves absurd.

3.4.1.1. Two Illustrations
Bernard Williams offers two examples that can be taken as illustrations of the Kierkegaardian point.
Williams writes, “that the wnthinkable |is| itself a moral category” (Smart and Williams 1973, 92). How

so, concretely? William’s first pass at an answer is misleading. He writes: “It could be a feature of a

%0 Compare: “[W]hen the wife marked by age is happily convinced that her husband is absolutely faithful, of what is she
convinced? Is it of his mediating and of his heart being divided in mediation? Or is it not rather of him, in stillness,
steadily making the absolute distinction of love, only that she, in happy confidence, is convinced that he does it with ease
and reliability and therefore needs no external proof” (CUP, 340).
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man’s moral outlook that he regarded certain courses of action as unthinkable, in the sense that he
would not entertain the idea of doing them” (Smart and Williams 1973, 92). Elsewhere, however, we
see that it is not merely that William’s moral agent wow/d not entertain the idea of taking such courses
of action; there is a sense in which he co#/d not entertain such an idea because, for him, the ‘idea’
does not even so much as express a morally intelligible possibility. “Entertaining certain alternatives,
regarding them as alternatives, is itself something that he regards as dishonourable or morally absurd’
(Smart and Williams 1973, 92, emphasis added). The inability here is not an inability to do something
that might intelligibly be done given the grammar of moral life, perhaps for utilitarian considerations
that require one to violate one’s commitment. Instead, the inability to operate outside one’s
commitment comes much closer to the kind of inability encountered by the faithful Kierkegaardian
lover when he is asked to defend his belief that he is in love, thereby having to entertain the
possibility that he isn’t. In both cases, a moral agent imagines a scenario at odds with his most
fundamental commitments, perhaps a scenario wherein he acts in a way that violates those
commitments. In doing so, he tries occupy a perspective from which to view something that lies
beyond the limits of his moral reality and, as in Kierkegaard, he descends into a kind of madness.
Such imagined scenarios —those which represent alternatives to acting in accord with the moral
agent’s commitment — are conceivable as abstract empirical possibilities, but not as possibilities for
him. They are not moves that can be made within the grammar of bis moral world because they
require him to consider ‘himself’ as a mere empirical object rather than as the person he is, the
person for whom it would be unthinkable to sacrifice his love for his self-defining fundamental
commitment to a higher good. He dismisses such considerations as frivolous, or irrelevant, for to
take such considerations seriously would be to dissociate from the self he is and to experiment with
a kind of insanity.
Logically or indeed empirically conceivable as they may be, they are not to him morally
conceivable, meaning by that that their occurrence as situations presenting him with a moral
choice would represent not a special problem in his moral world, but something that lay
beyond its limits. For him, there are certain situations so monstrous that the idea that the
process of moral rationality would yield an answer to them is insane. [...][T]o spend time
thinking about what one would decide if one were in such a situation is [...] insane, if not
merely frivolous. (Smart and Williams 1973, 93)
William’s second and more famous example drives home the point. He considers again this

business of going moral-psychologically beyond the limits of our moral lives and veering into
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madness. Suppose, the famous example goes, that one’s wife is drowning at a certain distance from a
drowning stranger, and one can save only one of the two people. Suppose also, Williams elaborates,
that rule-utilitarianism happily provides a ready-to-hand justification for doing what one is
immediately inclined to do anyway — rescue one’s wife — and suppose that one invokes that
justification to support one’s inclinations. The point is Kierkegaardian: by the time the reasons are
in, the ethical loss to the reasoning agent has already been incurred. He has already entertained ‘one
thought too many.’
Rule-Utilitarians might favour the idea that in matters of this kind it is best for each to look
after his own, like house insurance [...]. But this construction provides the agent with one
thought too many: it might have been hoped by some (for instance, by his wife) that his
motivating thought, fully spelled out, would be the thought that it was his wife, not that it
was his wife and that in situations of this kind it is permissible to save one’s wife. (Williams
1981, 215)
As the Williams passage continues, echoes resound of Kierkegaard’s applause for the individual
willing to cleave to his faith without the comfort of ‘impartial,” third-personal, epistemic support.
The love that Williams’ hero has for his wife reminds us o