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ABSTRACT

THE FORMATION OF THE SELF IN THE NOVELS OF MIGUEL DE
UNAMUNO: A KIERKEGAARDIAN READING

By

Jan E. Evans

This study makes two important contributions to Unamuno/Kierkegaard
scholarship based on careful examination of Unamuno's copy of Kierkegaard's
Samlede Vaerker, housed in the Casa Museo Unamuno in Salamanca. The first
has to do with the recurring question of the degree of Kierkegaard's influence on
Unamuno. This question is clarified by carefully differentiating between works
ascribed to Kierkegaard's pseudonyms and works written under his own name.
After showing the problems caused by inaccurate attributions of the pseudonyms
to Kierkegaard, the dissertation focuses on Unamuno's use of “indirect
communication" derived from his reading of Johannes Climacus' Concluding
Unscientific Postscript.

The second important contribution to Unamuno/Kierkegaard scholarship is
to show how the concept of the self as achievement is conceived and worked out
in both authors. Both see the self as endowed with the ability for self-reflection
and the ability to choose authentic existence. The content of the choices for
authentic existence found in Kierkegaard's three existence spheres--the esthetic,
the ethical and the religious--are traced in Niebla, San Manuel Bueno, mértir, and
Abel Sanchez. These novels of Unamuno were chosen for their wide availability

to Kierkegaard and Unamuno scholars alike. The protagonists of each novel are



seen as disquieted folk who are in the process of defining their own authentic
existence, each living out one of Kierkegaard's existence spheres, though the
form of the religious life in Abel Sdnchez in understood as a "paso,” a step in the
process of acquiring faith rather that the achievement of faith.

Two conclusions are drawn: 1) Kierkegaard's pseudonymous works had a
profound and widespread influence on Unamuno. What is newly demonstrated is
that the creative stuff of the Kierkegaardian existence spheres did contribute to
Unamuno's own imaginative mind as he created the remarkable protagonists of
these novels. 2) The second conclusion deals with Unamuno's claim of "spiritual
brotherhood" with Kierkegaard. The dissertation argues that although Unamuno
and Kierkegaard share a fundamental view of the self as substantially self-
reflective and capable of making choices for an authentic existence, the goal for
those choices is very different for the two authors. Since they do not share
ultimate values, the claim of "spiritual brotherhood" between the authors is

unwarranted.
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NOTE ON DOCUMENTATION

Parenthetical references in the text to Unamuno’s works are by volume
and page number to the Obras Completas edited by Manuel Garcia Blanco and
published by Escelicer (Vols. 1-9, Madrid: 1966-1971). Translations of Spanish
quotations in the text are mine.

Parenthetical references in the text to Kierkegaard are to the English
translations by Howard and Edna Hong, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1980-1999). The only exception is the Journals and Papers, also translated by
the Hongs but published by Indiana University Press, (Bloomington: 1967-1978).
The sigla used for the various tities are those used by the International
Kierkegaard Comentary edited by Robert Perkins (Macon, GA: Mercer
University Press, 1987-2000):

CUP Concluding Unscientific Postscript to ‘Philosophical Fragments’
EO, 1 Either/Or|

EO, 2 Either/Or |\

EUD Eighteen Upbuilding Discourses

JFY Judge for Yourself!

JP  Seoren Kierkegaard’s Journals and Papers
PC Practice in Christianity

PF  Philosophical Fragments

PV  The Point of View for My Work as an Author
R Repetition

SLW Stages on Life's Way

SUD The Sickness Unto Death

UDVS Upbuilding Discourses in Various Spirits
WL  Works of Love

viii



INTRODUCTION

The relationship between the nineteenth century Danish philosopher and
theologian Seren Kierkegaard and the early twentieth century Spanish
philosopher, poet and novelist Miguel de Unamuno has fascinated scholars since
existentialist thought and its evolution came to prominence in the 1950's.! That
Unamuno read Kierkegaard is indisputable. The fourteen volumes of the 1901
first edition of Kierkegaard's Samlede Veaerker that Unamuno underlined and
annotated are still extant in the Casa 'Museo Unamuno.?

We also know from a letter that Unamuno wrote to Clarin in 1900 that he

was beginning to read Kierkegaard at that time, early in his career.® How did he

! With regard to the evolution of existentialism, the works of Unamuno are of interest to both
philosophers and literary critics. In 1956 David Levi, in the philosophical journal Ethics, writes
*The Quixotic Quest for Being,” in which he says, "The existentialism of Unamuno is the
transitional link between the generation of Kierkegaard and that of Heidegger, but its sympathies
lie altogether with the former. Uninterested in essence, it is entirely concerned with man's
existence" (135). He further explains the trajectory of existentialism when he says, "The founders
[Kierkegaard and Nietzsche] are in reality the great critics of the nineteenth century, and their
protests against rationalism are kept alive by the transitional efforts of Bergson and Unamuno to
become the foundations upon which Heidegger, Jaspers, Marcel and Sartre may build" (136).
Paul llie, in his Unamuno: An Existential View of the Self and Society, echoes Levi when he
points to the "spiritual fervor of Kierkegaard" and the “raging humanity of Nietzsche" as the
beginnings of existentialism and then underscores Unamuno's contribution when he says, °. . the
issues that he [Unamuno] raised conceming consciousness, anguish, death, transcendence and
personality anticipate the more systematic—and less vital—analyses of Heidegger, Buber,
Jaspers and Sartre” (4).

2 In his Introduction to An Unamuno Source Book, Mario Valdés indicates that Unamuno
purchased each of the volumes of Kierkegaard's Samlede Vasrker published by A.B. Drachmann
and J. L. Heiberg as they were published between 1901 and 1906. All of the volumes are marked
with underlining and notes except Volumes V and Vil (xx, n7). Volume V contains Prefaces and
Three Discourses on Imagined Occasions. Volume VIl contains Two Ages.

3 Jesus-Antonio Collado points out that the much quoted letter to Clarin (Menéndez y Palayo 82)
cannot be used to definitely pinpoint the year in which Unamuno began to read Kierkegaard
because the letter's date of April 3, 1900 precedes the publication of Kierkegaard's Samlede
Vaarkerin 1901. What Unamuno was sure to have read before the appearance of the Samlede
Vasrker was the book by Brandes about Ibsen, published in 1898, which introduced Unamuno to
the Danish philosopher (388-389). Whether Unamuno started reading Kierkegaard in 1900 or
1901 makes no difference for the purposes of this dissertation. What is important is that all of the
novels deait with here, as well as Unamuno's most important philosophical work, Del sentimiento
trdgico de la vida, are published after those dates.



come upon this Danish author that very few Europeans would have known about
in 19007 Unamuno explains in his 1907 essay, “Ibsen and Kierkegaard", “Fue el
critico de Ibsen, Brandes, quien me llevé a conocer a Kierkegaard, y si empecé a
aprender el danés traduciendo antes que otra cosa el Brand ibseniano, han sido
las obras de Kierkegaard, su padre espiritual, las que sobre todo me han hecho
felicitarme de haberlo aprendido® (OC il 10). (It was Brandes, the critic of Ibsen
who introduced me to Kierkegaard, and if | began to learn Danish in order to
translate more than anything else Ibsen's Brand, it has been the works of
Kierkegaard, his spiritual father, which have made me glad to have learned it.)

Though the fact of Unamuno's reading Kierkegaard is indisputable,
determining what influence Kierkegaard had on Unamuno's thought has
occasioned lively debate. The question most early scholarship tried to answer is,
“How much influence did Kierkegaard have on Unamuno?* The conclusions
have varied greatly from hints of outright plagiarism* of Kierkegaard on

Unamuno's part to a dismissal of any substantive link at all.° The earliest

* Antonio Sanchez Barbudo mentions twice that Unamuno should have cited Kierkegaard
more in Estudios sobre Unamuno y Machado. In the section on "Unamuno and Kierkegaard®
Sénchez Barbudo points to a group of writers that Unamuno read after 1900 who affected his
work. Among those he underscores Kierkegaard, *[. . .] de quien se pueden encontrar
reminiscencias evidentes ya en los ensayos de Unamuno de los afios 1903 y 1904, en los cuales
a veces incluso le cita, aunque tal vez menos de lo que debiera [. . .]" (65). ('[. . .] about whom
evident references are found already in Unamuno's essays in the years of 1903 and 1904, and in
which he sometimes quotes him [Kierkegaard), although perhaps less than he should have
[. - .J.7) Later in a section called, "Diferencia entre Unamuno y Kierkegaard" Sanchez Barbudo
quotes from the fourth chapter of Del sentimiento trdgico de la vida and inserts, *[. . .] donde
varias veces nombra 'al hermano Kierkegaard', y le cita; y piensa otras veces en él, aunque no le
cite [. . .J" (191). (°[. . .] where several times he names 'brother Kierkegaard' and he quotes him,
and other times he thinks about him, although he doesn't quote him [. . .].")

® See Oscar A. Fasel, "Observations on Unamuno and Kierkegaard." The thesis of this
author is that Unamuno and Kierkegaard are so thoroughly different that one cannot say that
Unamuno was influenced by Kierkegaard despite what Unamuno says about the Danish
philosopher being his brother. Fasel rests his case on the two thinkers' divergent views of
Christianity and the religious life. Fasel misreads Kierkegaard as an extreme individualist who
has no interest in the church or other human beings. He says that Kierkegaard is only interested



comparisons of Unamuno and Kierkegaard to which most other studies refer is
that of Frangois Meyer entitled “Kierkegaard et Unamuno” published in 1955 and
his La ontologia de Miguel de Unamuno published in 1962. It is Meyer's
contention that Unamuno read Kierkegaard superficially and that Unamuno's
thought was well established before he started reading Kierkegaard. Jesus-
Antonio Collado affirms the party line established by Sanchez Barbudo and
Meyer when he says, "Unamuno busca sobre todo en la lengua de Kierkegaard
una nueva expresion de sus propias concepciones” (15). ("Unamuno above all
looks for a new expression of his own concepts in the language of Kierkegaard.")
However, Collado's incredibly detailed study belies that assertion, made in the
introduction of his Unamuno y Kierkegaard (15). More recent scholars like
Gemma Roberts and Pedro Cerezo Galan have dismissed Meyer's view,

stressing greater commonality in the two writers.’® These last scholars have

in his own private experience of God and that he holds the monastic life as an ideal, which is not
true. Kierkegaard only saw the monastic life as preferable to the middle class conformist
Christianity of nineteenth century Denmark. His pseudonym Johannes de Silentio rejects the
monastic life as the highest form of the religious life in Fear and Trembling, and Johannes
Climacus in Concluding Unscientific Postscript, comments that while the monastic life takes
seriously the life of inwardness, it is wrong to idealize it because inwardness can't be expressed
through a specific act.

® See Gemma Roberts' Unamuno: Afinidades y coincidencias kierkegaardianas, where she
quotes Meyer "ne touche qu'a la surface de cette pensée, obsédé qu'il demeure par sa
problématique propre, sensiblement différente, dans sa source, de celle de Kierkegaard" and
then says, "Discrepo de esta opinién del profesor Meyer en cuanto a la superficialidad de la
interpretacién de Kierkegaard por Unamuno, la cual me parece sumamente penetrante y
profunda, si bien le interesaba sobre todo a don Miguel desarrollar sus propias preocupaciones--
u obsesiones, como Meyer las llama. . ." (21 n9). (“l disagree with the opinion of Professor
Meyer with regard to the superficiality of the interpretation of Kierkegaard by Unamuno, which
seems to me extremely penetrating and profound, even if Don Miguel was more interested in
developing his own concerns—or obsessions, as Meyer calls them.")

. See also Pedro Cerezo Galan's Las mdscaras de lo tragico, where he says, "Discrepo de la
opinién de F. Meyer de que la influencia de Kierkegaard en Unamuno se produjo tardiamente y
cuando ya estaba fraguado inequivocamente su pensamiento. . . Por el contrario, esta influencia
se produjo en la primera década del siglo, cuando cristalizaba el pensamiento maduro de
Unamuno en tomo al sindrome tragico, y dejé por tanto profundas huellas en su obra; entre
otras, en el tema de la fe, inflexionando la primera influencia del protestantismo liberal* (369 n.



embraced the view of R. F. Batchelor who says, "A consideration of the influence
Kierkegaard exercised on Unamuno does not seem very profitable, but what is
beneficial, | think, as with Nietzsche, is the establishing of striking similarities”
(37)

But whether looking for influences or similarities, scholars are not able to
agree. Let us take as prime examples the two most extensive studies to date,
those of Collado (1962) and Roberts (1986). Collado's goal is °[. . .] primero
exponer la concepcion religioso-existencial del hombre en Saren Kierkegaard;
segundo, investigar la posible influencia de tal concepcién en el pensamiento de
Miguel de Unamuno* (9). ([. . .] first to present the existential religious concept
of man in Seren Kierkegaard; second to investigate the possible influence of that
concept in the thought of Miguel de Unamuno.) Though this comparative study is
over forty years old, it remains a definitive work on the concordance or lack
thereof between the two authors with regard to the philosophical problem of
human existence, with specific references to knowledge, despair, anxiety, sin
and faith. It is held in high esteem by other commentators on the two authors
because of its detail, depth, and use of the actual Kierkegaardian texts that were

in Unamuno's hands.” Nevertheless, Collado's assertion that, though the two

35). (I disagree with the opinion of F. Meyer that the influence of Kierkegaard on Unamuno was
produced belatedly, when his thought was unmistakably forged. [...] Rather, this influence was
produced in the first decade of the century when the mature thought of Unamuno with regard to
the tragic syndrome was crystallized, and it left, therefore, profound traces in his work; among
others, in the theme of faith, inflecting the first influence of liberal Protestantism.”)

7 To my knowledge, Collado is the only previous author commenting on the relationship of
Unamuno and Kierkegaard who has actually consulted the Danish texts that were annotated by
Unamuno. He is also the only one who could easily translate the Danish into Spanish. Other
critics like Jorge Uscatescu would have benefited from consulting those texts. Uscatescu could
have then avoided promoting the erroneous view that Unamuno learned more about Kierkegaard
from reading Ibsen's plays than by reading Kierkegaard directly (290).



authors are spiritual brothers in their “planteamiento general del problema
existencial humano,” (16) ("general approach to the problem of human
existence,") they diverge more than they resonate on important concepts such as
anxiety, sin, faith and God, is called into question by Gemma Roberts, a more
recent critic who sees more commonality between Unamuno and Kierkegaard.
Roberts' book, Unamuno: Afinidades y coincidencias kierkegaardianas
(1986), presents a detailed look at how the themes of Either/Or and Concluding
Unscientific Postscript are woven into Unamuno's Niebla, as well as the "huellas”
'tracks' of Sickness Unto Death and The Concept of Anxiety in Abel Sdnchez.
She builds on work by Ruth House Webber who first wrote in 1964 about the
influence of Either/Or on the structure or plan of Niebla. Both Webber and
Roberts take pains to assure the reader that though there are wonderful points of
comparison in the work of the two authors, Unamuno is not an "“imitator” but
rather makes use of Kierkegaardian texts in a highly personal and unique way.
How is it that Roberts can say unequivocally, "Que Kierkegaard influy6
sobre el pensamiento de Unamuno, sobre todo en la etapa mas tardia de su
produccién ensayistica y artistica, es algo que me parece indiscutible," (68) (That
Kierkegaard influenced the thought of Unamuno, especially in the later stage of
his artistic production and his essays is something that seems to me to be
indisputable,) and Collado can say, “Es cierto que todo el pensamiento de
Unamuno se cruza muchas veces con el de Kierkegaard, pero, tanto los
origenes, como la evolucién, como la tematica esencial, es en ambos distinta y

aun a veces contrapuesta" (389)? ("It is certain that the thought of Unamuno



crosses many times with that of Kierkegaard, but both the origins, the evolution
and the essential theme are distinct in both [authors] and at times are
contradictory.”) Both Collado and Roberts have carefully detailed studies to back
them up.

I would like to propose a mediating ground, a way to explain how these
two literary critics can both be correct (and wrong) in their observations. The
problem lies in how the entire Kierkegaard corpus is read. Neither Roberts nor
Collado takes seriously the way in which Kierkegaard asked that his authorship
be read. This is not surprising since in over a hundred years of writing about
Kierkegaard, not many scholars have taken Kierkegaard's request seriously until
the last quarter century. In “The First and Last Explanation* which Kierkegaard
under his own name appends to his pseudonymous Concluding Unscientific
Postscript, he acknowledges that all of his pseudonyms are his responsibility but
he declares his independence from them:

What has been written then, is mine, but only insofar as |, by
means of audible lines, have placed the life-view of the creating,
poetically actual individuality in his mouth, for my relation is even
more remote than that of a poet, who poetizes characters and yet in
the preface is himself the author. That is, | am impersonally or
personally in the third person a souffleur [prompter] who has
poetically produced the authors, whose prefaces in turn are their
productions, as their names are also. Thus in the pseudonymous

books there is not a single word by me. (CUP 625-626)



Kierkegaard makes this specific plea, “Therefore, if it should occur to anyone to
want to quote a particular passage from the books, it is my wish, my prayer, that
he will do me the kindness of citing the respective pseudonymous author's name,
not mine [. . .]" (CUP 627).

Roger Poole, in his article “'My wish, my prayer': Keeping the
Pseudonyms Apart,” demonstrates the hermeneutical importance of taking the
pseudonyms seriously by comparing the meanings of key terms like the ethical,
sin, and despair in the various pseudonymous works. According to Poole, "The
same term may have a different subjective value for different pseudonymous
authors. By using the play of what Derrida would call ‘difference' across his
texts, Kierkegaard manages to avoid the fate of univocal meaning* (162). For
Poole, the "weight" of a word like "despair’ must be taken in context, and the
contexts of Judge William in Either/Or and Anti-Climacus in The Sickness Unto
Death are entirely different. Judge William enjoins the young man "A" to despair
as a way of showing him the limits of the esthetic life, his own soul and thought,
and promises him something much more beautiful--the ethical. But when Anti-
Climacus talks of despair, it is the opposite of "choosing oneself'. Despair is sin,
and the consequences of not "choosing oneself* are existential suicide. The
subjective context for the same Danish word in the two pseudonymous authors
must be taken seriously.

The reason for the elaborate set of pseudonyms is best understood in the
context of “indirect communication®, a concept that is set forth by Johannes

Climacus in Concluding Unscientific Postscript (72-80, 251-300) but that is also



claimed by Kierkegaard in his Journals and Papers (267-308) and further
elucidated as the "maieutic ideal" in Works of Love (264-279).% The idea at the
root of "indirect communication” is that there are some types of knowledge that
are factual and scientific, and can be conveyed directly to a hearer, while there
are other types of knowledge that have to do with self-knowledge and existence
which can only be communicated indirectly. In order for the second type of
knowledge to be conveyed, the individual must receive it in a way in which she
can appropriate it for herself. In Works of Love Kierkegaard points to Socrates
as the model for this indirect communication in his attempt to be the midwife, the
person who helps the other to give birth (276).

The pseudonyms help Kierkegaard to accomplish this maieutic ideal.
They also allow him to pose artfully and forcefully many contradictory points of
view that he could not communicate if he were writing under his own name.
Again in "A First and Last Explanation* Kierkegaard says,

My pseudonymity or polyonymity has not had an accidental basis
in my person . . .but an essential basis in the production itself,
which for the sake of the lines and of the psychologically varied
differences of the individualities, poetically required an
indiscriminateness with regard to good and evil, broken
heartedness and gaiety, despair and overconfidence, suffering and
elation, etc., which is ideally limited only by psychological

consistency, which no factually actual person dares to allow himself

® For the importance of the “maieutic ideal” to the whole of Kierkegaard's work see Paul Maller's
Kierkegaard's Works of Love, Christian Ethics and the Maieutic Ideal, Trans. and eds. C. Stephen



or can want to allow himself in the moral limitations of actuality.
(625)

Kierkegaard, then, attempts to withdraw and let his individual reader see
and appropriate for herself the truths that he wishes to convey about human
existence. However, in 1851, after all of the pseudonymous works had been
published, Kierkegaard begins to question the effectiveness of the pseudonymity
as a device to realize this “maieutic ideal* because his ultimate purpose in writing
has been misunderstood. In order to explain the intricate machinery of his work,
Kierkegaard writes The Point of View for My Work as an Author, in which he

‘states to his single individual reader, “[. . .] that | am and was a religious author,
that my whole authorship pertains to Christianity, to the issue: becoming a
Christian, with direct and indirect polemical aim at that enormous illusion,
Christendom, or the illusion that in such a country all are Christians of sorts” (23).

Chapter One will deal with the importance of reading Kierkegaard as he
wanted to be read for the assessment of Kierkegaard's influence on Unamuno.
The first problem to be explored is separating Kierkegaard's voice from that of his
pseudonyms. A strategy for doing that suggested by Kierkegaard scholar Sylvia
Walsh is adopted and employed, as the concept of indirect communication for
existential truth is traced through the pseudonyms and Kierkegaard's own signed
writings. After establishing the importance of indirect communication for
interpreting all of Kierkegaard, the consequences of ignoring that concept will be
shown in specific commentators on the relationship between Unamuno and

Kierkegaard. Finally, the question of whether or not Unamuno understood the

and Jan Evans, Copenhagen: C.A. Reitzel, 1993.
9



use of indirect communication in Kierkegaard will be explored. Based on
Unamuno's commentary on the writing process and his own purpose(s) in writing,
it will be suggested that Unamuno understood the importance of indirect
communication for the expression of existential truth and that he participated in
the maieutic ideal espoused by Kierkegaard in his own novels. However, it will
be shown that Unamuno did not respect the pseudonyms himself and that it is
highly unlikely that he understood Kierkegaard's overall purpose to “reintroduce
Christianity to Christendom."

Chapter Two will focus on the theory of the formation of the self in
Kierkegaard and Unamuno. Kierkegaard has a great deal to say about the
formation of the self, while Unamuno's view is much more difficult to discern.
Unamuno constantly resisted any attempts to regularize his thought into any sort
of "philosophy” during his lifetime and his penchant for contradictions is
legendary.? In order to be able to compare the two authors the chapter will

begin by exploring two different ways of understanding the self that we see in

? Mario J. Valdés, in the Introduction of his An Unamuno source book, tries to do for Unamuno
what he resisted all of his literary career—define a coherent philosophy from which to interpret all
of Unamuno. Valdés, along with his wife Marfa Elena de Valdés, have poured over all of the
notes made in the margins of the books which Unamuno read which are housed in the Casa
Museo Unamuno and as a result, he has put together a theory of "enquiry” based on Unamuno's
interaction with the texts that he read. Based in large part on Hegel and Unamuno's reading of
Hegel, Valdés claims that Unamuno's penchant for contradiction is not fuzzy thinking but highly
intentional "opposite, correlative and dichotomous" contradictions, the import of which is,
*Unamuno is not stating that either one of the opposites is true at any given moment, but rather
that they are both true, and that they are true only when they are present together® (xxviii). The
theory of "enquiry"—Unamuno's way of reading—is "a dialectical method that changes the
reader's ideas by forcing him to battle with the author's structural presence. Itis also a
methodology that is in itself a direct expression of the ontology of being as struggle” (ocxi).
Frances Wyers would totally disagree. For her, Unamuno's desire not to be systematized is
genuine, as born out in the "chaos of paradoxical affirnations and negations* in which *[. . .] all
the conceptual shifts and turns obey principles that are never enunciated. Nothing can be taken
at face value and we must search for an undisclosed fabric of meaning that the author seems to
be almost purposely obfuscating® (xvi). Although Wyer's book was published in 1976, three years

10



Western culture.’® One view is that the self is some sort of substance, a given
entity. An alternative view of the self is to see it not as a fully formed substance,
but as an achievement, something that the person becomes through credible,
responsible choice. Though both Kierkegaard and Unamuno will be seen to
hold elements of both of these concepts, it is in the view that the self is an
achievement that Unamuno and Kierkegaard can most readily be seen to be in
concert.

Paul llie underscores the difference between ser and serse in Unamuno's
view. Seris to exist as an animal exists. Serseis "[. . .] full being in the
existentialist sense of a meaningful human condition" (9). The beginning of
serse is self-awareness. The ability for self-reflection is fundamental for both
Kierkegaard and Unamuno and part of the substance of the self that is given.
However, the two authors diverge in their understanding of the self as
substance. For Kierkegaard, selfhood is something one becomes, but the self
one ought to become is a self before God, the self that God intended at creation
and which is present as a potentiality in the actual created self. Unamuno does
not share this view, but rather sees multiple possibilities for authentic existence.

Chapter Two ends with a discussion of Kierkegaard's three spheres of
existence, the author's guide to becoming a self. Though the idea of the

existence spheres of the aesthetic, the ethical and the religious are artfully

after the Valdés' book, Wyers does not include it in her bibliography nor does she deal with
Valdés' theory.

1% In this section | make extensive use of the account of Kierkegaard's anthropology as
developed by C. Stephen Evans in his article, "Who is the Other in The Sickness Unto Death:
God and Human Relations in the Constitution of the Self.”
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drawn in the pseudonymous works of Either/Or and Stages on Life's Way and
are explained in depth by Johannes Climacus in Concluding Unscientific
Postscript, it can be seen from his Journals and Papers that Kierkegaard
embraced this theory as a fundamental way of viewing existence. The aesthetic
sphere is where everyone begins. Its essence is "the moment" that the esthete
searches for in infinite variety. When a person realizes that all of her "moments”
make her a slave to the external world, she may despair. She may realize that
she lacks a self and seek to become one. To really exist as a self, the self must
choose; it must develop enduring passions. The enduring passions unify the
self so that it can become something definite. The passion that is the key is the
passion for the "eternal* which will produce the ethical life. The ethical life is a
life lived with eternal values that give the self eternal significance.

When the ethicist realizes that she cannot achieve the ethical life, that her
battle to do the good is fraught with failure, then the self is ready to pass into the
religious sphere. In this sphere, the individual sees her guilt and her need for
God. This religious life comes in two different forms: A and B. Religiousness A
is a religion of immanence, the kind of religiousness that presupposes only
natural, human religious experience. Religiousness B assumes a kind of God
that reveals himself in history, the kind of God found in Christianity.

The existence spheres as outlined above, then, will provide the basis for a
Kierkegaardian reading of Niebla, San Manuel Bueno, mdrtir, and Abel Sdnchez
in Chapter Three. It is suggested that a Kierkegaardian reading can shed light

on critical problems in reading the novels as well as provide rich sources for
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Unamuno's creative genius from the Danish philosopher's work. Extensive
reference will be made to passages that are underscored in Unamuno's copies
of the Danish Samlede Vaerker of Kierkegaard. These novels have been
chosen because of their place within the Unamuno canon. They are the most
frequently read of Unamuno's novels in the world at large and ones that those
who are interested in the relationship between Unamuno and Kierkegaard will
most likely know. It is Unamuno's fictional characters that demonstrate the view
of the self as achievement. Ferrater Mora states of Unamuno's characters,
"Todos son hombres, y mujeres, de contradicciones que tienen como fin de su
vida 'hacerse un alma™ (48). ("All are men and women of contradictions who
have as their end in life to ‘'make of themselves souls.™)

We will see the protagonists, Augusto Pérez, Joaquin Monegro and Don
Manuel as Unamuno's fictional renderings of Kierkegaard's stages of existence.
Augusto is emblematic of the esthetic stage. | will disagree with other
commentators who see Augusto as progressing through all of Kierkegaard's
stages. Rather, Augusto will be seen as a person who awakes from a
somnambulant pre-existence to choose the life of a passionate esthete. The
problem of whether Augusto's death was, in fact, a suicide will be discussed in
the context of the problem of free will and how it bears on the ability of one to
make meaningful choices. Don Manuel will be seen as embodying the sphere
of the ethical. Reading the character in this way will help resolve the discomfort
many readers of San Manuel Bueno, mdrtir have in squaring this work with the

rest of Unamuno's writing. It will be seen that Don Manuel's lack of faith and his
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promoting the illusion that there is life after death are difficulties that can best be
addressed within the context of indirect communication. Finally, Joaquin will be
seen as the closest of Unamuno's characters to being in the religious sphere. In
order to undérstand how that can be the case, it will be necessary to understand
the nature of despair as it is laid out in The Sickness Unto Death. Specific
passages underlined by Unamuno in this text will help substantiate the claim
that Anti-Climacus contributed much to the creation of this Unamunian
character.

Unamuno, then, will be seen to use the Kierkegaardian existence spheres
to experiment fictionally with stages in the development of the self as
achievement. Through this study we will see how Unamuno uses indirect
communication to convey his own version of existential truth to his individual
reader. For Kierkegaard, for a self to become the self that God intended, there
is movement through these spheres toward Religiousness B. The movement is
by no means automatic or natural. Passing from one sphere to the other is a
daily matter of choice, but there is definitely a telos to which one is moving
through the spheres. Unamuno does not share Kierkegaard's view that there is
a telos for these existence spheres Unamuno sees a rich array of possibilities in
the existence spheres for multiple forms of authentic existence and he uses
them for his own purposes. Unamuno draws characters who exemplify specific
existential decisions, but there is no telos to which his characters are growing.

There is no benevolent creator before whom a self becomes a self. Rather,
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Unamuno prefigures the self of Camus and Sartre that is defined by the choices
it makes and the passion with which the choices are made.

The dissertation concludes that an understanding of the pseudonymous
character of Kierkegaard's writings is essential to understanding the influence of
Kierkegaard on Unamuno. It is necessary to attribute ideas found in
Kierkegaardian pseudonyms to those pseudonyms and not to Kierkegaard, as he
asked at the end of Concluding Unscientific Postscript. In order to give a full
Kierkegaardian reading to Unamuno, one must recognize when Unamuno is
using a pseudonymous work. One can recognize correspondence and deviation
competently in the two authors only if this is kept in mind. As a clear
correspondence one can confidently point to the purpose and the use of indirect
communication by both authors. Through it Kierkegaard and Unamuno achieve
the maiuetic ideal for the conveying of existential truth.

However, claiming "spiritual brotherhood" for Kierkegaard and Unamuno is
more problematic since their views on ultimate values differ radically. Unamuno
leaves us no Point of View to guide us to the truth--the purpose for the indirect
communication--beyond waking the somnambulant reader to authentic
existence. Kierkegaard's purpose is to "reintroduce Christianity to
Christendom." Unamuno's purpose is to leave us with multiple truths, even

contradictory ones.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE IMPORTANCE OF INDIRECT COMMUNICATION

The Difficulty of Determining "What Kierkegaard Said"

This chapter will attempt to explain the discrepancies in the scholarly
literature about the influence of Kierkegaard on Unamuno, whether that is stated
as an outright cause/effect or, more modestly, as a similarity in the two authors.
The source of the widely varied opinions of the scholars on Kierkegaard and
Unamuno, as | see it, is a problem in interpreting Kierkegaard. As noted in the
Introduction, because of the many pseudonyms Kierkegaard used, it is difficult to
determine what Kierkegaard is purported to have said on any one subject. Just
the "authors” of Either/Or are a bewildering array. The editor of the two volume
work is Victor Eremita (Victor the Hermit), who says that he found the papers that
make up the volumes in an antique desk. The papers that make up the bulk of
Either/Or | are by an author whom Victor calls A. But the author of the "Diary of
the Seducer" at the end of the first volume is put into question by A's claim that
he did not write the diary; he stole it from the desk of a friend. Still, Victor
intimates that the author may be A. Either/Or |l is by yet another person whom
Victor calls B but whom we later find out is called Judge William, and who also
includes a sermon that he attributes to a priest.

In "A First and Last Explanation," signed by Kierkegaard himself at the
end of Concluding Unscientific Postscript, the author asks his reader not only to
take the pseudonyms seriously, but to attribute to them and not to him the

positions and ideas of those pseudonyms. Kierkegaard emphasizes that the use
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of the pseudonyms is not an accident but rather provides an “essential basis in
the production itself’ (625). He says that each of the widely divergent
pseudonymous authors has a unique and consistent psychological make-up that
“no factual actual person dares to allow himself or can want to allow himself in
the moral limitations of actuality” (625). Does that mean that the pseudonyms do
not in any way represent what Kierkegaard thought to be true? Where is
Kierkegaard's voice in all of this?

Sylvia Walsh suggests in her book, Living Poetically: Kierkegaard's
Existential Aesthetics, that to discern the relation of Kierkegaard's thought to that
of his pseudonyms one must look at the texts that Kierkegaard signed with his
own name which include, "1) several direct explanations of the nature and
purpose of the authorship, 2) a number of religious writings and devotional
discourses as well as several pieces of aesthetic criticism, and 3) the voluminous
unpublished journals spanning his university years to the last year of his life"
(11). She says that, like any author, Kierkegaard's thought changes and grows
through the years, but that these writings under his own name can be taken as a
guide to his own viewpoints. She underscores the importance of the task by
saying,

To discern the viewpoints of the author and his pseudonyms on a
particular subject [. . .] requires a dynamic approach to his writings,
looking upon them as a progressive unfolding of thought and
staying alert to differences and modifications as well as similarities

and continuities between Kierkegaard and the pseudonyms as well
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as between the pseudonyms themselves. Otherwise, one may end
up with a shortsighted interpretation that does not do justice to the
total perspective of the authorship. (10)

It is my contention that some commentators about the relationship of
Unamuno and Kierkegaard have misread that relationship because they have not
respected the pseudonyms as Kierkegaard asked his readers to do and because
those commentators have not taken the “dynamic approach" advocated by Sylvia
Walsh, comparing the pseudonyms to Kierkegaard's signed writings. As a result
those commentators have perpetuated a "shortsighted interpretation® that has led
to conflicting opinions and confusion about the relationship between Kierkegaard

and Unamuno.

Existential Truth and Indirect Communication

Kierkegaard's use of the pseudonyms is linked to his concept of "indirect
communication,” and it is the nature and purpose of indirect communication that
many commentators on Unamuno and Kierkegaard have missed or disregarded.
Taking my cue from Sylvia Walsh's suggested procedure above, | will first look at
what Kierkegaard's pseudonym Johannes Climacus has to say about indirect
communication in Concluding Unscientific Postscript and then compare that to
what Kierkegaard says about his purposes in using indirect communication in
The Point of View on My Work as An Author and several entries from his

Joumals and Papers.
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Johannes Climacus outlines the importance of indirect communication for
the communication of existential truth in a chapter entitled “Possible and Actual
Theses by Lessing," a chapter in which the famous “leap” attributed to
Kierkegaard also appears.' There are three important aspects of indirect
communication as outlined by Climacus. They are 1) the maieutic ideal, 2) the
artistic nature of indirect communication, and 3) the lack of certainty about
existential truth requiring indirect communication, which results in constant and
infinite striving. Each of these is explained below.

To begin, an existential truth is one that is “doubly reflected” in the
subjective thinker as she first hears the truth in a “universal® sense and then
appropriates it for herself in “inwardness" (CUP 73). The appropriation of the
truth is not something that can be coerced in any way. It is something that is
done in secret—the result must not be known to the communicator, or no real
appropriation has taken place. Accordingly, the communication of such truth
must be indirect.

The secret of communication specifically hinges on setting the
other free, and for that very reason he must not communicate
himself directly; indeed, it is even irreligious to do so. This latter
applies in proportion to the essentiality of the subjective and

consequently applies first and foremost with the religious domain,

! Kierkegaard uses the name of an historic personage who lived in the sixth and seventh
centuries for his pseudonym. The real Johannes was a monk who wrote Scala paradisi, Jacobs
ladder, which was a "how to" book of thirty steps to spiritual perfection. Niels Thulstrup claims
that Kierkegaard did not know the actual work of Johannes Climacus but he says, "When
Kierkegaard uses the pseudonym Climacus (and later Anti-Climacus) he has in mind essentially
the meaning ‘climax,’ ascent and ascending, both as logical progression upwards and as the
steadily rising emphasis upon the Christian categories as distinctive from others" (148-9).
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that is, if the communicator is not God himself or does not presume
to appeal to the miraculous authority of an apostle but is just a
human being and also cares to have meaning in what he says and
what he does. (CUP 74)
Existential truth must be communicated, then, as Socrates did, with no concern
for the “result.”" This is the maieutic ideal, that the communicator serves as a
midwife for the truth to be born in the individual. For Socrates that truth can be
recollected because the truth is within the person.

Secondly, the form of the communication is just as important as
communicating existential truth maieutically. "Wherever the subjective is of
importance in knowledge and appropriation is therefore the main point,
communication is a work of art" (CUP 79). Climacus goes so far as to say, "The
more art, the more inwardness” (CUP 77). That the form of the indirect
communication be artistic is essential because it may then "vary inexhaustibly,
just as inwardness is inexhaustible* (CUP 77).

Thirdly, indirect communication must be used for the communication of
existential truth because existential truth is not fixed and precise, but rather a
constant becoming. Here Climacus underscores the limitations of objective,
*positive" thinking for the existing individual. What is objective, "positive"
thinking? It is whatever the person believes gives her certainty in this world,
whether it be "sensate certainty," “historical knowledge," or "speculative result"
(CUP 81). Climacus says that sensate certainty is a "delusion," historical

knowledge is an “illusion" and speculative results are a "phantom” because they
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do not bear on how one deals with existing as a person (CUP 81). History may
tell a person something about the world, but it tells her nothing about herself.

Climacus states that the only thing that is certain is the infinite and the
eternal that resides within each individual, but having the infinite and the eternal
existing within the temporal subject is a "prodigious contradiction* that cannot be
"rendered" in direct utterance. Why? "Because in the direct utterance the
illusiveness is left out, and consequently the form of the communication interferes
[..]' (CUP 82). Itis direct communication that requires certainty, "but certainty is
impossible for a person in the process of becoming, and it is indeed a deception”
(CUP 74n).

The uncertainty of existential truth produces a constant striving that is the
"becoming” noted above. Climacus is careful to note that there is no end point to
this striving. There is no "goal* which once attained completes the process. The
"genuine subjective existing thinker" who would communicate existential truth to
others is described in the following way:

He is cognizant of the negativity of the infinite in existence
[Tilvaerelse]; he always keeps open the wound of negativity, which
at times is a saving factor (the others let the wound close and
become positive—deceived); in his communication, he expresses

the same thing.2 He is, therefore, never a teacher, but a leamner,

2 In Unamuno’s copy of the Danish edition of Postscript he glosses the Danish word saar in this
passage with the Spanish herida, llaga. The metaphor of keeping the wound open will appear in
Vida de don Quijote y Sancho Panza, (3: 241).
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and if he is continually just as negative as positive, he is
continually striving. (CUP 85)

A little later in Postscript Johannes Climacus comments on all the
pseudonymous works written before Postscript, and he then claims that they are
the sort of indirect communication that he has been advocating. He says that the
fact that there is no conclusion in the two volumes of Either/Or shows that the
book "is an indirect expression for truth as inwardness and in this way perhaps a
polemic against truth as knowledge" (CUP 252).

Climacus points to the lack of a single, known author of the work as a
"means of distancing." Climacus applauds the use of the “imaginary
psychological construction” in Repetition by Constantin Constantius for its ability
to establish "a chasmic gap between reader and author” that "fixes the
separation of inwardness between them* (CUP 263).2 He believes that the
method of communication is purposeful. "The imaginary construction is the
conscious, teasing revocation of the communication, which is always of
importance to an existing person who writes for existing persons" (CUP 263). On
Climacus' view, all the pseudonymous authors “continually aimed at existing and
in this way sustained an indirect polemic against speculative thought” (CUP 264).

So we have the clear testimony of one of the pseudonymous authors that
all of the others have participated in indirect communication as a means to

explain existential truth. This is one part of the "dynamic" approach advocated

3 The Hongs have chosen to translate the Danish word eksperiment with the unwieldy and slightly
inaccurate phrase, "imaginary psychological construction.” The sense of the text is more
accurately rendered "imaginative experiment,” taking away the element of the fantastic in the use
of the word "imaginary.*
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by Sylvia Walsh that is needed to ascertain Kierkegaard's own view of “indirect
communication.” But what remains is to look at what Kierkegaard wrote about
indirect communication under his own name in Point of View in order to fully

understand the importance of this concept to Kierkegaard.

Kierkegaard's Purpose in Using indirect Communication

Already quoted in the Introduction is Kierkegaard's famous declaration of
his intentions for his entire authorship found in The Point of View for My Work as
an Author: A Direct Communication Report to History where he states that he is
a religious author: "that my whole authorship pertains to Christianity, to the issue:
becoming a Christian with direct and indirect polemical aim at the enormous
illusion, Christendom, or the illusion that in such a country all are Christians of
sorts” (23). He is aware that the major interest in his work has been in his
esthetic writing. He complains that Either/Or made a great splash, but no one
noticed the Two Upbuilding Discourses published at the same time. He goes to
great pains to show that his authorship has proceeded in an even-handed way,
first a piece of esthetic writing, written by a pseudonym and then a religious one
under his own name. But his readers have not understood the whole, the plan,
and he is willing to say that not even he understood the whole, the plan from the
start. But he is sure at this point in his authorship that "Governance" has guided
the entire effort, and he wants to explain himself clearly (PV 77).

Kierkegaard says that indirect communication, the esthetic writings, and

the use of the pseudonyms were the only way to remove the illusion that all were
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Christians. He observes that, "Every once in a while a religious enthusiast
appears. He makes an assault on Christendom; he makes a big noise,
denounces nearly all as not being Christians—and he accomplishes nothing. He
does not take into account that an illusion is not so easy to remove* (PV 42).
Kierkegaard is careful to say over and over again that he is not claiming that he
is a Christian and others are not. He says what he says "without authority,"
acknowledging his defects as a Christian and at times claiming not to be one.
What he knows is what Christianity is. In order to convey that truth, it must be
conveyed indirectly. How? By "establishing rapport® and "beginning with an
esthetic piece" (PV 44). The esthetic piece will then show the person who lives
in the illusion that she is a Christian that she really lives in the category of the
"esthetic, or at most, the esthetic-ethical” (PV 43). He knows that he cannot
compel anyone to “an opinion, a conviction, a belief* (PV 50). All he can do is
make a person aware.

The maieutic ideal established by Socrates and endorsed by Johannes
Climacus is embraced by Kierkegaard in the use of the indirect method for
removing the illusion that all are Christians. Kierkegaard calls for “gentle
treatment” in the removal of the illusion and rejects any presumption of a "face to
face” confession. Any sort of confession must be made in secret as an
existential truth must be appropriated in secret.

The latter [confession in secret] 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
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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)

Even the issue which Kierkegaard calls the turning point of his authorship
is taken up by a pseudonym, Johannes Climacus. Kierkegaard says of
Postscript, "This work deals with and poses the issue, the issue of the entire work
as an author: becoming a Christian” (PV 31). Kierkegaard notes that Climacus
comments on all the other pseudonyms, but that Climacus himself could not
know the purpose for the whole. As an outsider, Climacus can observe what it
means to be a Christian more objectively than one who is on the inside.
Climacus makes no claims to faith. Kierkegaard does. For Kierkegaard to exist
authentically is to become a Christian. Kierkegaard describes his own strategy in
this way:

My strategy was: with the help of God to utilize everything to make
clear what in truth Christianity’s requirement is—even if not one

single person would accept it.

In another sense, it is an exaggeration only when the requirement
alone is presented and grace is not introduced at all. Christianity is
taken in vain, however, when the infinite requirement is made finite
[. . .J or when it is even left out completely and grace is introduced

as a matter of course, which, after all, means that it is taken in vain.
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What | have wanted has been to contribute [. . .] to bringing, if
possible, into these incomplete lives as we lead them a little more
truth (in the direction of being persons of ethical and ethical-
religious character, of renouncing worldly sagacity, of being willing
to suffer for the truth, etc.), which indeed is always something and
in any case is the first condition for beginning to exist more capably.
(PV 16-17)
Kierkegaard is fully aware, as he explains himself in this disclosure about his
authorship, that he has given up indirect communication and in some ways, the
maieutic ideal. He is also aware that he will even become “uninteresting” to
many when they know clearly what his purpose has been all along. Some of his
readers will say, "That what it means to become a Christian should actually be
the fundamental idea in the whole authorship—how boring!" (PV 92). But he has
come to see that there is a time to remain silent and a time to speak, and this is
the time to speak. He explains in his journals,
Yet the communication of the essentially Christian must end finally
in "witnessing." The maieutic cannot be the final form, because,
Christianly understood, the truth does not lie in the subject (as
Socrates understood it), but in a revelation that must be
proclaimed.
It is very proper that the maieutic be used in Christendom, simply

because the majority actually live in the fancy that they are
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Christians. But since Christianity still is Christianity, the one who
uses the maieutic must become a witness.

Ultimately the user of the maieutic will be unable to bear the
responsibility, since the maieutic approach still remains rooted in
human sagacity, however sanctified and dedicated in fear and
trembling this may be. God becomes too powerful for the maieutic
practitioner and then he is a witness, different from the direct
witness only in what he has gone through to become a witness.
(JP, 2: 1957)

And so while the concept of indirect communication is the key to the
understanding of Kierkegaard's use of the pseudonyms and his authorship as a
whole, in the end he sees the need for a “direct witness.” After September of
1850, when Practice in Christianity was published under the pseudonym of Anti-
Climacus, the rest of his production was published under his own name as a
*direct witness"—no less than ten more books. Kierkegaard agonized over
publishing anything about himself and his authorship, not wishing to claim
anything for himself that was the doing of Governance, but he was acutely aware
of how the pseudonyms were already being put to uses that were the opposite of
his intentions. In 1851 he allowed On My Work as an Author, a shortened
version of The Point of View, to be published, but the fuller version was not

published until 1859, after his death.
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It is not surprising in an authorship as varied and lengthy as Kierkegaard's
that there would be misinterpretation in making sense of the whole of his work.
Kierkegaard foresaw that this could happen and warned against it in his journal,

It is easy to see that anyone wanting to have a literary mark merely
needs to take some quotations higgledy-piggledy from “The
Seducer," then from Johannes Climacus, then from me, etc., print
them together as if they were all my words, show how they
contradict each other, and create a very chaotic impression, as if
the author were a kind of lunatic. Hurrah! That can be done. In my
opinion anyone who exploits the poetic in me by quoting the
writings in a confusing way is more or less a charlatan or a literary
toper. (Supplement PV 288)

There are also postmodern interpreters of Kierkegaard who have seen the
claims of the Point of View as totally ironic, as part of Kierkegaard's total scheme
to deceive the public and himself about the purpose of the esthetic writings and
his role as a religious writer.* | believe, along with Sylvia Walsh and a host of
other Kierkegaard scholars that would include Howard and Edna Hong, the
foremost translators of Kierkegaard, that the best way of interpreting his

authorship is to take at face value how the author himself asked that he be read,

* Among the postmodern interpreters of Kierkegaard are Henning Fenger, Kierkegaard, the Myths
and Their Origins: Studies in the Kierkegaardian Papers, Joakim Garff, “The Eyes of Argus: The
Point of View and Points of View with Respect to Kierkegaard's 'Activity as an Author', * and
Roger Poole, Kierkegaard, The Indirect Communication. Sylvia Walsh rejects Fenger's and
Garff's view in her Living Poestically by saying that Fenger's reasons for non- acceptance of
Kierkegaard's claim that he was a religious author are “flimsy” and that "Garft's argument rests on
about as much flimsy evidence as Fenger's [. . .]" (13n). For a full reading of her rebuttal to the
postmodernists see pp. 11-15.
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as well as his understanding of the purpose of his production.’> However,
postmodern interpreters of Kierkegaard like Roger Poole would agree with Walsh
that to read the pseudonyms as though they were Kierkegaard would be a big
mistake.® This is crucial if we are to say anything credible about "what

Kierkegaard said" about a particular topic.

Indirect Communication and Unamuno/Kierkegaard Scholarship

With regard to scholarship on Unamuno and Kierkegaard it is my view that
1) many critics have assumed that the pseudonyms are equivalent to
Kierkegaard, and 2) many critics have not understood the use of the

pseudonyms in the whole project of indirect communication as outlined above. |

5 Among scholars that accept at face value Kierkegaard's claim that he was from first to last a
religious author are: Robert Perkins, the editor of the International Kierkegaard Commentary,
Stephen Dunning, Kierkegaard's Dialectic of Inwardness, C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard's
"Fragments* and "Postscript”: The Religious Philosophy of Johannes Climacus, Jamie Ferreira,
Transforming Vision: Imagination and Will in Kierkegaardian Faith, and Merold Westphal,
Becoming a Self: A Reading of Kierkegaard's "Concluding Unscientific Postscript." Westphal is
unique among these as he is more appreciative of the contribution postmodern writers such as
Derrida, Foucault and Barthes can make to understanding Kierkegaard, particularly in their
emphasis on the "death of the author.” That an author has no privilege in relation to his text
Waestphal sees as Kierkegaard's position with regard to his own writing when he claims to write
*without authority,” not as an apostle but as a leamer. However, Westphal is careful to note the
similarities as well as the differences between Kierkegaard and the postmodern thinkers. *There
is a similar humility in our three French writers, but it is also very different. In both cases the
author refuses to play God. But there is all the difference in the world between saying, ‘There is
no God, so | am not God,' and saying 'There is a God, so | am not God.'! We shall have to ask
whether this theological difference plays a role when Kierkegaard, as emphatically as either
Gadamer or the French, denies that the intention of the author governs the meaning of the text.
For him this is in the first instance an autobiographical discovery. In The Point of View]|. . .]
Kierkegaard argues that his authorship as a whole, not just this book or that one, has the
character of being written by an author. In spite of its obvious diversity, it is a religious authorship
from start to finish, and it has a coherent, unified meaning. But he is not its origin. He insists
repeatedly that he did not have the full meaning of his authorship in view at the outset but only
came to see it in retrospect, and he attributes the coherence of his writings to governance or
Providence' (13).

See "My wish my prayer’: Keeping the Pseudonyms Apart,” where he says, “The problems set
up by taking a quotation for example, from Vigilius Haufniensis on ‘sin’, modifying it by one on
what appears to be the same thing, ‘sin’, in Anti-Climacus, and then adding in a word or two from
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shall discuss problems in the interpretation of Kierkegaard in the work of four
commentators on the relationship between Unamuno and Kierkegaard: Jesus
Antonio Collado, Gemma Roberts, Ronald Batchelor and David Palmer.
However, the misinterpretations found in these critics are not unique to them, but
reflect common misconceptions in the critical literature on the relationship of the
two authors, which will be noted in due course.

1) As mentioned in the Introduction, Jesus-Antonio Collado’s book
Kierkegaard y Unamuno: La Existencia religiosa is considered to be a
foundational work in the comparison of the two authors. It is the most extensive
study of the philosophical "systems” of the two authors and is the only study
based on the Danish works themselves that were annotated by Unamuno.
Nevertheless, Collado is not cognizant of the pseudonyms and at times says
jarring things like the following: "Es notable la fascinacion que ejercié sobre la
fantasfa de Kierkegaard la figura de Don Juan, de cuya magia diabdlica quedé
prendado a través del encanto seductor de la musica de Mozart. Kierkegaard
admira en Don Juan la genialidad sensual como seduccién” (217n). ("ltis
notable the fascination exercised by the figure of Don Juan over the fantasy of
Kierkegaard, of whose diabolical magic he fell captive through the seductive
charm of the music of Mozart. Kierkegaard admires in Don Juan his sensual
genius as seduction.”) Collado cites as his reference Either/Or |, and, of course,
he is referring to the proclivities and sensibilities of A, its author, the esthete, and

not to Kierkegaard. Collado is not the first nor the last to make that mistake.

Judge Vilhelm on the necessity of despairing, are not only vastly in excess of what they need to
be, they are in fact irresolvable, a prior’” (157).
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Merold Westphal notes that Mozart's biographer, Wolfgang Hildesheimer, bases
his claim that Kierkegaard "wanted to start a sect to revere Mozart, not above
others, but exclusively” on the same text in Either/Or | (8). Westphal comments,
“To attribute to Kierkegaard the enthusiasm for Mozart expressed by A is like
confusing Fyodor Dostoyevski with Raskolnikov or Arthur Miller with Willy
Loman" (9).

2) The title of the first chapter of Gemma Roberts' book Unamuno:
Afinidades y Coincidencias Kierkegaardianas is promising: "Los tres estadios de
la dialéctica Kierkegaardiana en Niebla" (The Three Stages of the
Kierkegaardian Dialectic in Niebla). What Roberts promises to do is to further
the study begun by Ruth House Webber on the influence of Kierkegaard on
Unamuno in the writing of Niebla. Unfortunately, Roberts does not follow
Webber's lead in the structure of her argument.

Waebber is careful to show how the characters and the form of Either/Or
affect many facets of Niebla. She is careful not to attribute to Kierkegaard the
ideas of his characters. Bringing her article to a close, she quotes Kierkegaard's
"Declaration” at the end of Concluding Unscientific Postscript about the poetical
individuality of the pseudonyms and his request not to attribute to him the life-
views of his pseudonyms. Webber then makes the following conclusion, "Here
we have a precedent for, not only Victor Goti, a character in Niebla who is also
the book's prologuizer, but also for the more fundamental idea which pervades all

of Unamuno's work, that of the independent life of an author's creations" (134).
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Although we shall see that Unamuno probably did not read this part of
the Postscript, and therefore it is doubtful that this particular passage had
anything to do with the creation of Victor Goti, Webber's conclusion, that there is
a marked distance between Unamuno’s sense of authorship and his creation, is
a valid one resting on a sensitive understanding of the pseudonyms and their
importance in the work of Kierkegaard. On the other hand, Roberts proceeds to
point out similarities between the protagonist of Niebla and the characters of
Either/Or| and ll, as well as the characters of pseudonymous works like Stages
on Life's Way and then she concludes that these similarities "demuestran una
profunda comunidad de espiritu entre los dos autores” 'demonstrate a profound
community of spirit between the two authors' (25). For example, Roberts
identifies Kierkegaard with Judge William, calling him Kierkegaard's alter ego.
The problem is that Judge William is a fictional rendering of the ethical stage of
existence. From Kierkegaard's point of view, Judge William is living in the illusion
that he is a Christian. The Judge is fulfilling the duties of a good citizen in
Christendom. Marriage does not exemplify the highest form of the existence for
Kierkegaard. For the Judge, everyone should marry because in so doing one
makes the commitments that are necessary to make life meaningful.
Kierkegaard maintains in Works of Love that the highest form of existence is to
love your neighbor; whether you marry is not important. Neighbor love
transforms all other loves, including the marriage relationship.” Roberts points

out many interesting parallels between Judge William's view of marriage and

7 See Works of Love pp. 135-147 in particular where the importance of the God-relationship to
erotic love and marriage is discussed.
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Unamuno's view of marriage, but she cannot conclude from those similarities the
*community of spirit" she claims between Kierkegaard and Unamuno.

Roberts shows that she does not understand the nature and purpose of
indirect communication when she says that both Unamuno and Kierkegaard set
out deliberate obstacles to those who would try to exegete their texts. She says,
“He tropezado con las dificultades que el mismo Unamuno y también
Kierkegaard se empefiaron en fomentar para obstaculizar la labor de sus
exégetas” (19). (“I have stumbled over the difficulties that Unamuno and also
Kierkegaard strove to develop so as to hinder the work of their interpreters.”)
That Unamuno reveled in contradiction is well known, and the reasons for his
celebration of contradiction will be explored in the next chapter. Kierkegaard was
aware that if his pseudonyms were not taken seriously and if readers attributed to
him the various and sometimes contradictory ideas of his pseudonyms, there
would be great confusion. He therefore took great pains to make his intentions
clear by writing the "Declaration" at the end of Postscript and by writing The Point
of View for My Work as an Author, where he expands on and embraces the
essentials of indirect communication outlined by Climacus in Postscript.

This is not to deny that the sheer size and variety of Kierkegaard's work is
not daunting, nor is it to claim that his prose is transparent. But Kierkegaard did
not set out to put obstacles in the way of the reader, though he warned that his
text would be difficult for the "hasty and curious” reader (WL 3). He cherished
“that single individual* and believed that his intention in writing could be clearly

seen, if the reader wanted to see it, "The authorship, regarded as a totality, is
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religious from first to last, something anyone who can see, if he wants to see,

must also see" (PV 6). He claimed that there was a movement from the

“interesting” to the "simple” because of the authorship's religious character.
Christianly, one does not proceed from the simple in order then to
become interesting, witty, profound, a poet, a philosopher, etc. No,
it is just the opposite; here one begins, and then becomes more
and more simple, arrives at the simple. This, in “Christendom," is
Christianly the movement of reflection; one does not reflect oneself
into Christianity but reflects oneself out of something else and
becomes more and more simple, a Christian. (PV 7)

3) Ronald Batchelor in his book, Unamuno Novelist, A European
Perspective, gives voice to a common misconception that Kierkegaard and
Unamuno are spiritual brothers based on their embracing of doubt as a way of
life and/or their agonic view of life.® Batchelor claims that for both authors,

"Existence is synonymous with doubt or anxiety* (38).° Batchelor quotes a

® A highly regarded Unamuno scholar, Carlos Blanco Aguinaga, in his article “De Nicodemo a
Don Quijote" contributes to this misconception when in supposedly quoting Kierkegaard, he
quotes A in Either/Or | as saying "Suicidate y te arrepentiras, no te suicides y te arrepentiras” (qtd.
in Blanco Aguinana 77) ("Kill yourself and you will regret it; don't kill yourself and you will regret
it."). Blanco Aguinaga thus attributes the nihilism of the esthete A to Kierkegaard. The context is
Blanco Aguinaga's discussion of how Unamuno would answer the question "¢ Qué hacer?" 'What
to do?* during and after his crisis of 1897. Blanco Aguinaga states that Unamuno would have
responded to his vision of La Nada (nothingness) differently if he had read Kierkegaard in 1897.
Fortunately, from his point of view, Unamuno did not read Kierkegaard until after his wife, Concha,
had brought him back from the brink. But to intimate that Kierkegaard would somehow be
responsible for Unamuno's demise had Unamuno identified with Kierkegaard's pseudonym A is
unwarranted.

® In a completely different context Blanco Aguinaga in his book, E/ Unamuno Contemplativo, tries

to counter the "agonic® legend that Unamuno carries with what Blanco Aguinaga calls his

*contemplative” side seen in his first productions. The author recognizes that it is impossible to

disregard the agonic legend, particularly in the Unamuno writings from 1905 on. Nevertheless,

he tries to temper “la angustia” (the anguish) with some of Unamuno's poetry and prose texts
such as Por tierras de Portugal y Espariia and Andanzas y visiones which show a more peaceful
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pseudonym, Johannes de Silentio, the author of Fear and Trembling, who says,
"Anxiety and dread are the only conceivable justification that can be thought"
(gtd. in Batchelor 38). The context for the quote is an explanation of the
difference between the "knight of faith* and the "tragic hero," using Abraham as
an example of the knight of faith and Agamemnon as an example of the tragic
hero. The heart of Silentio's exploration of the meaning of faith in Fear and
Trembling is a retelling (actually several imaginative retellings) of the story from
Genesis 22 of Abraham's being called by God to sacrifice his beloved son, Isaac,
on distant Mount Moriah, of Abraham's obedience to God's command, and of
God's sparing Isaac and returning him to his father.

Silentio explains that the tragic hero, while he has given up himself and
everything that is his for the universal, nonetheless has had the chance to stand
up for himself, to speak. The anxiety and dread that is felt by the knight of faith in
his loneliness before the Absolute is something quite different.® What Abraham
cannot do is explain the taking of the life of his son so that someone else could
understand his action. In the paragraph after the quote above Silentio explains,
*Abraham remains silent—but he cannot speak. Therein lies the distress and
anxiety” (PF 113). The quote singled out by Batchelor to justify Kierkegaard's
equating existence with doubt and dread does nothing of the kind. The passage
that Batchelor quotes refers to the anxiety and dread of the knight of faith in the

moment of testing, but does not characterize the existence of the knight of faith

Unamuno, content to abandon himself to *la quietud y la eternidad de la vida" ‘the quietness and
etenity of life' (113).

'° The Danish word Neden, translated in Batchelor's quote of Kierkegaard as ‘anxiety’, is
translated 'distress’ in newer transiations. it has the sense of being in deep, troubling need.

35



on the whole. In the movement of faith, there is "consolation” as well, not merely
anxiety and dread.

In the passage cited by Batchelor, Silentio is explaining Abraham's two
movements, the first of which is the infinite movement of resignation in giving up
Isaac. He wants the reader to understand the anxiety and loneliness of that
decision. But Silentio goes on to describe the second movement, the movement
of faith which is Abraham's “consolation.” Abraham believes, though it is absurd,
that God will give him a new Isaac. What is the role of doubt in all of this?
Silentio explains the role of doubt in this way,

But if the doubter can become the single individual who as the
single individual stands in an absolute relation to the absolute, then
he can get authorization for his silence. In that case, he must make
his doubt into guilt. In that case, he is within the paradox, but then
his doubt is healed, even if he may have another doubt. (PF 111)

It is true that for Kierkegaard anxiety and despair are part of coming to
authentic existence, but they are by no means the state in which one remains if
one is to be an authentic self. Much more will be said about the means to
selfhood in the next chapter. For now it is important to emphasize that while
Kierkegaard embraced uncertainty in limiting the efficacy of objective, “positive”
reason for existential truth, he is critical of doubt and considered it as rooted in an
act of the will. The cure for doubt is faith, and faith requires a decision—a leap

in the terms of Johannes Climacus—a decision in Kierkegaard's own terms.
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Climacus explains in Fragments that "belief is not a knowledge but an act
of freedom, an expression of the will* (83). More specifically to the point, “Belief
and doubt are not two kinds of knowledge that can be defined in continuity with
each other, for neither of them is a cognitive act, and they are opposite passions.
Belief is a sense for coming into existence, and doubt is a protest against any
conclusion that wants to go beyond immediate sensation and immediate
knowledge" (84). We can suggest that Climacus' view is closer to Kierkegaard's
than other pseudonyms because Kierkegaard added his own name as editor to
Fragments and Postscript. We can confirm that idea when we read the following
in Works of Love. Here, doubt is replaced with mistrust.

Mistrustingly to believe nothing at all . . .and lovingly to believe all
things are not a cognition, nor a cognitive conclusion, but a choice
that occurs when knowledge has placed the opposite possibilities in
equilibrium; and in this choice, which to be sure, is in the form of a
judgment of others, the one judging becomes disclosed. That light-
mindedness, inexperience, and naiveté believe all things is a
cognition, that is, a fatuous cognition; lovingly to believe all things is
a choice on the basis of love. (234-5)

What is the proper role of doubt in the life of faith? Kierkegaard answers
that question in Eighteen Upbuilding Discourses:

While the eyes of faith, then, steadfastly continue to be set on that
which is above, quietly see heaven open, the apostie would now

allow, indeed encourage, the single individual to use doubt in the
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right way, not to doubt what stands firm and will stand firm forever
in its eternal clarity, but to doubt that which in itself is transitory,
which will more and more vanish, to doubt himself, his own capacity
and competence, so that it becomes an incapacity that is discarded
more and more. False doubt doubts everything except itself; with
the help of faith, the doubt that saves doubts only itself. (137)

To be fair, Batchelor cites as his justification of the claim that Unamuno
found in Kierkegaard "a kinsman in doubt" Unamuno's own essay, "Ibsen y
Kierkegaard.” In that essay Unamuno calls Kierkegaard an "alma congojosa“
‘anguished soul', and says that Kierkegaard was seized with "una desesperacion
resignada” 'a resigned despair' his entire life (3: 289). Unamuno does not tell us
on which works of Kierkegaard he bases that description, but the volumes that he
quotes in the essay are both pseudonymous works: Either/Or | and Stages on
Life's Way.

Unamuno says that Kierkegaard's doctrines on the relationship between
the sexes is found in these two books. We have already noted the multiplicity of
authors of Either/Or. Stages on Life's Way is formed in much the same way with
an editor, multiple speech makers in the first long essay, “In Vino Veritas,"
another essay in defense of marriage by Judge William, and the writer of a diary,
"Guilty?/ Not Guilty?" which is edited by still another person. It is impossible to
say what Kierkegaard thinks about love and marriage from these texts. It would
also be impossible to judge whether Kierkegaard suffered resigned despair for

his entire life. The fourteen volumes of the first edition of Kierkegaard's Samlede
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Vaerker were published between 1901 and 1906. Unamuno can be forgiven if he
had not read all fourteen volumes before writing his essay on “Ibsen y
Kierkegaard" in 1907. Batchelor has the benefit of all of Kierkegaard's
authorship but ignores the non-pseudonymous works.

Reflecting a more holistic approach, Pedro Cerezo Galan in his book, Las
mdscaras de lo trdgico (1996), comments on the grouping of Unamuno and
Kierkegaard, as well as Hegel, as agonic or tragic thinkers and outlines their
important differences. He says,

Propiamente hablando ni Hegel ni Kierkegaard son pensadores
tragicos. Al primero lo salva el presupuesto metafisico de la
identidad; y al segundo su fe religiosa en la trascendencia.
Mediacion dialéctica y salto en paradoja constituyen experiencias
qQue abren camino, por arduo que sea éste y aun bordeando el
abismo. Pero Unamuno se queda en la agonia, esto es, en el
fondo del abismo. Y en la agonia sélo florece la incertidumbre

creadora o la creacion desesperada. (399)

Speaking precisely, neither Hegel nor Kierkegaard are tragic
thinkers. The first is saved through the metaphysical assumption of
identity; the second through his religious faith in transcendence.
Dialectical mediation and the leap into the paradox constitute
experiences that open the way, even though that way be arduous

and still close to the abyss. But Unamuno remains in agony, that
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is, in the bottom of the abyss. And in agony only creative
uncertainty or desperate creation can flourish.

4) There are many more examples of how critics have cited
pseudonymous works of Kierkegaard and concluded erroneously what
“Kierkegaard says" from those pseudonymous authors, but | will include just one
more because the confusion produced by not citing the pseudonym results in
claiming more harmony between Kierkegaard and Unamuno than is warranted.
There are many scholars who have equated the “knight of faith" found in Fear
and Trembling by Johannes De Silentio and Unamuno's version of Cervantes'
hero, Don Quijote." There is no doubt that Silentio's book Fear and Trembling
influenced Unamuno as he wrote his Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho, as Donald
Palmer claims in his article, "Unamuno's Don Quijote and Kierkegaard's
Abraham," but there are important differences between Unamuno's Don Quijote
and Silentio's Abraham that point to real discrepancies between Kierkegaard's
and Unamuno's understanding of the Cervantine character.

The first and most important difference between Don Quijote and Silentio's
Abraham, the knight of faith, is acknowledged by Palmer. After having discussed
the "divine madness" that Palmer says links the two characters he says, "But
Quijote's divine madness is much less convincing than Abraham's, for the simple
reason that Abraham's task is much more horrible than Quijote's. In spite of

everything, Quijote's mission ‘remains within the ethical,' as Kierkegaard would

! sanchez Barbudo, in his section on *Unamuno y Kierkegaard® in "Una experiencia decisiva: la
crisis de 1897" claims that Kierkegaard's “Caballero de la fe* (Knight of Faith) is Unamuno's Don
Quijote. "Ese «Caballero de la Fe» es el mismo roméntico Quijote de Unamuno® (112n). (“That
«Knight of Faith» is the same romantic Quijote of Unamuno.”)
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say" (304). Palmer is right to say that Don Quijote's task remains within the
ethical, though it was Silentio he should have quoted, not Kierkegaard.

In order to understand the place of Fear and Trembling within the
Kierkegaardian authorship, one needs to understand the spheres of existence—
the aesthetic, the ethical, and the religious—which are explained and given life in
the pseudonymous works. A detailed exploration of the existence spheres is
given in the next chapter, but it is necessary to make the point now that one of
the major concemns of Fear and Trembling is to show how the religious sphere is
more than the ethical life. The religious stage requires an absolute relation to the
absolute that goes beyond the ethical boundaries of a particular society or group.
This is so because otherwise the good would be equated with the social
constructs of an extant society and could never be questioned. Silentio
underscores the difference between the tragic hero, Agamemnon, and the knight
of faith by showing that Agamemnon's sacrifice of his daughter, though
enormous, is understandable by his society because it can be seen that the
sacrifice of his child is decreed for the good of the state. Agamemnon only fulfills
the values of his society. Abraham, on the other hand, is required to go beyond
the ethical, beyond the norms of his society. Agamemnon was also able to
explain himself in the face of opposition, as we noted above, and that brings us
to another difference between the knight of faith and Unamuno's Don Quijote
which has to do with the ability of another to understand the mission of the

knight. While Don Quijote is also not able to explain his mission of restoring the
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Golden Age to the dull and unbelieving goatherds, Unamuno makes much of
some of the “rational® people around him becoming "quixotized."

Unamuno calls Don Quijote a "knight of faith" while discussing the episode
in the Quijote where the dispute over whether the barber's basin is indeed
Mambrino's helmet extends to Don Fernando and Cardenio physically struggling
with the Holy Brotherhood to defend Don Quijote's point of view. Unamuno says,
"En torno a caballeros de la fe se arredilan carneros humanos” (Vida 3:139).
("Human sheep flock around Knights of Faith.") The human sheep become
convinced of the case by dint of Don Quijote's heroism, though they really believe
in their own minds that the helmet is a basin. "Ved, pues, a los burladores de
Don Quijote burlados de él, quijotizados a su despecho mismo, y metidos en
pendencia y luchando a brazo partido por defender la fe del Caballero, aun sin
compartiria” (Vida 3:139). ("See, then, the mockers of Don Quixote mocked by
him, quixotized despite themselves, engaged in a struggle and fighting with all
their might to defend the Knight's faith, even without believing in it.") From the
point of view of Fear and Trembling, it is impossible for the knight of faith to
communicate his action. He is utterly alone before the absolute. He does not
have anyone flock around him. Silentio says of Abraham, "Speak he cannot; he
speaks no human language. And even if he understood all the languages of the
world, even if those he loved also understood them, he still could not speak”

(114).
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There is no question that Unamuno equates Abraham and Don Quijote. It
seems plausible that he had Fear and Trembling in mind when he wrote Vida de
Don Quijote y Sancho as we see in the following:

Cosa tan grande como terrible la de tener una misién de que sélo
es sabedor el que la tiene y no puede a los demas hacerles creer
en ella: la de haber oido en las reconditeces del alma la voz
silenciosa de Dios, que dice: "tienes que hacer esto," mientras no
les dice a los demas: "este mi hijo que aqul veis, tiene esto que
hacer." Cosa terrible haber oido: “haz eso; haz eso que tus
hermanos, juzgando por la ley general que os rijo, estimaran
desvario o quebrantamiento de la ley misma; hazlo porque la ley
suprema soy Yo, que te lo ordeno.” . ... ¢No recordais al héroe de

la fe a Abraham, en el monte Moria? (3: 80-81)

It is just as terrible as it is great to have a mission which is known
only to the person who has it and in which that person cannot make
others believe: to have heard in the depths of your soul the quiet
voice of God who says, “You must do this,” while he does not say
to the rest: “My son whom you see here must do this.” Itis a
terrible thing to have heard, “Do that, do that which your brothers,
judging from the laws which govern you, will deem as delirium or a
breaking of that same law; do it because | am the supreme law and
it is | who ordains it.” Don't you remember the hero of the faith,

Abraham, on Mount Moriah?
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Abraham and Don Quijote believe that they have a mission they alone have been
given. Both behave in ways that invite ridicule for their acts and appear crazy to
others. But Unamuno's knight of faith and the knight of faith of Silentio part
company immediately after this affinity between Don Quijote and Abraham is
declared.

Unamuno goes on to explain that because of his intimate relationship to
God, Quijote can say, "Yo sé quién soy!" (Vida 3: 82). (“| know who | am!") Even
though that is a presumptuous thing to say, Unamuno defends Don Quijote and
says what the knight means by that is that he knows who he wants to be, and
that is the only thing that matters. Unamuno says, “Te debe importar poco lo que
eres; lo cardinal para ti es lo que quieras ser. El ser que eres no es mas que un
ser caduco y perecedero, que come de la tierra y al que la tierra se lo comera un
dia; el que quieres ser es tu idea en Dios, Conciencia del Universo" (Vida 3: 82).
("What you are should be of little concern; of cardinal importance is what you
want to be. What you are is no more than a spent and perishable being who eats
of the earth and whom the earth will one day eat; what you want to be is the idea
of you in God, the Conscience of the Universe.”) On the face of it, this quote
sounds like Anti-Climacus' view of the self in Sickness Unto Death (which is
Kierkegaard's view, as well): The self | should choose to be before God is the
self God intended me to be from all eternity. But there is a striking difference
here between Unamuno's view of finitude and that of Johannes de Silentio.

Unamuno's knight of faith has resigned everything for the sake of something



higher, something eternal. Silentio's knight also resigns everything, but has a
different relationship to the finite.

Silentio makes a clear distinction between the "knight of infinite
resignation® and the “knight of faith.” Silentio says explicitly, "The act of
resignation does not require faith, for what | gain in resignation is my eternal
consciousness” (48). The movement of faith is different.

By faith | do not renounce anything; on the contrary | receive
everything exactly in the sense in which it is said that one who has
faith like a mustard seed can move mountains. It takes a purely
human courage to renounce the whole temporal realm in order to
gain eternity, but this | do gain and in all eternity can never
renounce—it is a self-contradiction. But it takes a paradoxical and
humble courage to grasp the whole temporal realm now by virtue of
the absurd, and this is the courage of faith. By faith Abraham did
not renounce Isaac, but by faith Abraham received Isaac. (48-49)
The author of Fear and Trembling emphasizes that the knight of faith accepts his
finitude and even embraces it precisely because it is given to him through faith.
Paradoxically, Silentio says that the knight of faith "belongs entirely to the world"
(39). Unamuno's knight is entirely otherworldly, depreciating the finitude that
Silentio's knight of faith welcomes.

Palmer claims that "Kierkegaard's panegyric upon Abraham might well be

read as a panegyric upon the Cervantine Don Quijote" (301). It should be clear

from the foregoing discussion that Palmer's claim is not supported by the text.
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What we have seen is that in comparison to the knight of faith described in Fear
and Trembling, 1) Don Quijote's task remains within the ethical while Abraham's
task requires movement beyond the ethical, 2) Don Quijote does have his
followers that have been won over to his cause while Abraham cannot even
speak in order to defend himself and 3) Don Quijote resigns everything for his
task, but he has not made a movement of faith that would allow him to accept his
finitude. All of these contrasting comparisons are not drawn from Kierkegaard's
work as a whole, but rather are confined to the discrepancies between the knight
of faith of Fear and Trembling and Unamuno's Don Quijote. It is a fair but
different question to ask, "What do we know about Kierkegaard's view of Don
Quijote?"

An article by Eric J. Ziolkowski, "Don Quixote and Kierkegaard's
Understanding of the Single Individual,” carefully outlines what is known about
Kierkegaard's view of Cervantes' character. Ziolkowski points out that
Kierkegaard owned both a Danish and a German copy of the Quijote and that
while there are a few allusions to its main character in the pseudonymous
writings, there are more than twenty entries in Kierkegaard's Journals and
Papers that deal with Cervantes' knight. Ziolkowski states that while others have
equated the knight of faith of Fear and Trembling and Don Quijote, “It should not
be forgotten or overlooked [. . .] that nowhere in Fear and Trembling is Don
Quixote mentioned by name and that nowhere in Kierkegaard's other writings—
including, as far as | am aware, all his published works, private journals, and

papers—is Don Quijote called a 'knight of faith' or vice versa® (132).



Ziolkowski notes that there is a change in Kierkegaard's attitude toward
Cervantes' character recorded over the span of his entries in his journals from
1835 to 1854. In the early journal entries between 1835 and 1844 Kierkegaard
takes Don Quijote as an example of what a Christian should not be. Don Quijote
represents a person of religious conviction who has a “fixed idea" and who
withdraws from the world, refusing to entertain any intellectual challenges to his
faith. This person who is "spiritually deaf in one ear" is likened to Don Quijote
who "takes on the appearance of happy madness," who too easily "discovered
that it must have been the evil demons who always followed on his heels, [as]
when, for example, he mistakenly took windmills for giants” (qtd in Ziolkowski
134). In 1844 Kierkegaard wrote, “For a long time now rigid letter-of-the law
orthodoxy has reverted to being a counterpart to Don Quixote, whose ridiculous
hair-splitting sophistries will provide excellent analogies” (JP, 3: 3047). ltis
important to note that Fear and Trembling was written during this early period
and published in October of 1843. It is fair to conclude that Kierkegaard himself
made no connection between Cervantes' Don Quijote and Abraham at this time,
nor would he have entertained Don Quijote as a knight of faith.

Ziolkowski maintains that the character of Don Quijote is too rich and too
complex to confine him to one of Kierkegaard's existence spheres and he states,
"Kierkegaard did not conceive of Cervantes' knight as occupying any one
particular stage of existence" (135). He points out that in his quest for fame and
glory (much applauded by Unamuno) Don Quijote is identified with the esthetic

stage. This is where Johannes Climacus situates Don Quijote in Concluding
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Unscientific Postscript. Climacus calls the knight errant one of those individuals
who "forget themselves over their great importance in history" (CUP 140).
Ziolkowski observes that the knight errant would then be judged an esthete,
"since forgetting oneself is a primary symptom of aesthetic existence” (136). In
Don Quijote's upholding of the chivalric code, he could be seen (as noted by
Palmer above) as occupying the ethical stage.

Ziolkowski then outlines the shift in Kierkegaard's thinking through entries
in his journals from 1846 on. After the publication of Postscript there is a definite
change in Kierkegaard's attitude toward Don Quijote. More and more
Kierkegaard identifies with Don Quijote as his own struggle against Christendom
becomes more explicit, and his sense of being persecuted increases. In what
Ziolkowski takes to be the first instance of an analogy being made between
Christ and Don Quijote in 1848 Kierkegaard writes,

When secular sensibleness has permeated the whole world as it
has now begun to do, then the only remaining conception of what it
is to be Christian will be the portrayal of Christ, the disciples, and
others as comic figures. They will be counterparts of Don Quixote,
a man who had a firm notion that the world is evil, that what the
world honors is mediocrity or even worse. (JP, 1:317).

In 1849 Kierkegaard continues the attack,

Christianity does not really exist. Christendom is waiting for a

comic poet a /a Cervantes, who will create a counterpart of Don

Quixote out of the essentially Christian.
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The only difference will be that no poetic exaggerations will be
required at all, as in Don Quixote—no, all he needs to do is to take
any essentially true Christian life, not to mention simply taking
Christ or an apostle. The comic element arises because the age
has changed so enormously that it regards this as comic. (JP, 2:
1762)

What caused the change in Kierkegaard's perception of Cervantes'
knight? We might well ask the same question of Unamuno, who excoriated the
legacy of Don Quijote in his early writings and then apologized profusely for
doing so in Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho. We could suggest that both authors
have a common source for their exalted view of Don Quijote in the German
Romantics. But why the change in their later years? Both authors have found
the Cervantine character to embody themes that they wanted to illustrate, and
those themes changed throughout their authorship.

What is important for this study is to see that while Unamuno may have
linked Don Quijote and the Abraham of Fear and Trembling and anointed his Don
Quijote with the label “knight of faith," Johannes de Silentio's understanding of
the knight of faith was far from Unamuno's. Further, while it may be interesting to
note that both Kierkegaard and Unamuno in their later years identify to some
extent with the Cervantine character themselves and applaud Don Quijote's
heroic courage against the opposition of a dull and inhospitable society, there is
no reason to suggest that Unamuno was influenced by Kierkegaard in his

understanding of Don Quijote as a knight of faith. Kierkegaard did not conceive
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of Don Quijote as a knight of faith at the time of the writing of Fear and Trembling
and only came to see him as a Christian figure later in his life. In addition, the
only references to Don Quijote as a Christian figure are found in Kierkegaard's
Joumals and Papers which Unamuno did not have as part of the first edition of

Kierkegaard's Samlede Vaerker.

Unamuno's Understanding and Use of Indirect Communication

The foregoing discussion of Kierkegaard's use of pseudonyms in indirect
communication has served to explain some of the discrepancies in the opinions
of the commentators on the relationship between Unamuno and Kierkegaard. It
is clear that many commentators do not respect the pseudonyms and attribute to
Kierkegaard the ideas and positions of the pseudonyms. A different, but crucial
question to ask is, “What did Unamuno understand of the indirect method and
Kierkegaard's purposes in using it?" | believe that Unamuno embraced the
maieutic ideal for the communication of existential truth described by Johannes
Climacus in Concluding Unscientific Postscript and used it himself in the writing
of his novels. However, | contend that Unamuno did not understand
Kierkegaard's use of the pseudonyms nor the religious character of
Kierkegaard's entire authorship. Unamuno seems to be unaware of
Kierkegaard's overall purpose in using the indirect method to disabuse
nineteenth century Danes of the illusion that they were all Christians. These
ideas are confirmed through a close scrutiny of the first edition of the Samlede

Vaarker in Unamuno's personal library as well as Unamuno's own disclosures
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about the goals and processes of his writings. The fruit of Unamuno's use of the
maieutic ideal in his novels will be outlined in detail in Chapter Three.

Mario J. Valdés, in the Introduction to his An Unamuno Sourcebook,
makes much of the fact that Unamuno interacted with texts by writing marginal
notes in them. In his exhaustive bibliography of Unamuno's personal library, he
notes that all but two of the fourteen volumes of the first edition of Kierkegaard's
Samlede Vaerker are annotated by Unamuno. It should be said at the outset that
the marginal notes in the Samlede Vaerker are not the type of notes that Valdés
says fills every book that Unamuno read. The marginal notes are not interactions
with the text but are all glosses on Danish words, given in German and Spanish.
On a very few occasions there are summary sentences of a chapter or section.
The vocabulary glosses are, however, invaluable in judging what Unamuno read
and what he did not read, as well as what he read with care and what he read
somewhat more cursorily. This can be judged by the extent of the gloss. Of
course, one must take into consideration that Unamuno would have had to gloss
more words at the beginning of his reading in Either/Or, the first volumes, when
he had just begun to read Danish, than in the later volumes when his Danish was
presumably better. Nevertheless, when there are copious glosses in Vol. Vi,
Concluding Unscientific Postscript, a book midway in the authorship, one can
reasonably conclude that the text was of particular interest to the reader.

Another indication of careful reading on Unamuno's part is his marginal
markings of specific sentences and passages. These are the equivalent of

underscoring, and they come in the form of a shont, single horizontal line marking
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a sentence or single, or double and triple vertical lines that mark passages. The
volumes that contain the most of these sorts of marginal markings are Volumes |
and Il, Either/Or 1 and /I, Volume VI, Stages on Life's Way and Volume XIl,
Practice in Christianity.

The two volumes which have no notes in them at all are Volume V, which
has Four Upbuilding Discourses and Three Discourses on Imagined Occasions,
and Volume VIII which has A Literary Review and Upbuilding Discourses in
Various Spirits. All the rest of the volumes have some annotations in them, but it
is important to look carefully to see where Unamuno stopped reading in some of
the volumes as well.

This chapter began with an explanation of indirect communication for the
communication of existential truth found in Concluding Unscientific Postscript by
Johannes Climacus. It is there that 1) the maieutic ideal, 2) the necessarily artful
form of indirect communication, and 3) the "negative" (or uncertain) quality of
existence that calls for indirect communication in its inexhaustible variety are
discussed. It is clear that Unamuno carefully read all of Section | (of Part Two),
"Something about Lessing," in which these concepts are detailed. This can be
determined by the number of Danish words that are glossed in the margins,
which in this case are many. But is there evidence of these ideas in the works of
Unamuno? We have already noted Ruth House Webber's insight that Unamuno
and Kierkegaard share a distancing from their written creations, the conviction
that their texts have an independent life of their own. Unamuno practices this

"death of the author" literary analysis as well as promoting it for his own texts. In
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interpreting the Quijote he says in Del Sentimiento trdgico de la vida that it
matters not to him what Cervantes intended to put into the text. "Lo vivo es lo
que Yyo alli descubro, pusiéralo o no Cervantes, lo que yo alli pongo y
sobrepongo y sotopongo, y lo que ponemos alli todos" (7: 210). ("What is living
in it is what | myself discover in it, whether Cervantes put it there or not, what |
myself put into and under and over it, and what we all put into it.”)

The distance created by the author in his own text allows the reader to
appropriate its truth more readily. In the Prologue to Cémo se hace una novela
Unamuno says,

En cuanto un pensamiento nuestro queda fijado por la escritura,
expresado, cristalizado, queda ya muerto, y no es mas nuestro que
sera un dia bajo tierra nuestro esqueleto. La historia, lo Gnico vivo,
es el presente eterno, el momento huidero que se queda pasando,
que pasa quedandose, Yy la literatura no es méas que la muerte.
Muerte de que otros pueden tomar vida. Porque el que lee una
novela puede vivila—y quien dice una novela dice una historia—, y
el que lee un poema, una criatura—poema es criatura y poesia

creacion—puede re-crearlo. Entre ellos el autor mismo. (8: 709-10)

As soon as our thought is fixed by writing it down, expressed,
crystallized, it is already dead, and it is no more ours than our
skeleton will be one day, under the earth. History, the only thing
living, is the eternal present, the fleeting moment that keeps on

happening, and happens as it remains. Literature is no more than
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death. Death from which others can take life. Because he who

reads a novel can live it, and whoever dictates a novel tells a story

and he who reads a poem, a creature—a poem is a creature and

poetry creation—can recreate it. Among them [the readers and

recreators] is the author himself.

Further, Unamuno speaks about the maieutic ideal in Vida de Don Quijote
y Sancho. In his discussion of the “"galeotes espirituales" 'spiritual galley slaves'
based on the passage of Don Quijote where the knight is stoned by the galley
slaves whom he had freed, Unamuno says, "El mas acendrado beneficio es el
que se hace al que no nos lo reconoce por tal. [. . .] Libértale, y luego que te
apedree por haberle libertado y ejercite asi sus brazos libres, empezara a desear
la libertad” (3: 235). ("The purest service is the one that is done such that a man
does not recognize it for what it is. [. . .] Free him, and after you have been
stoned for freeing him and he has had a chance to exercise his newly freed
arms, he will begin to desire liberty.") The "not recognizing it for what it is" is
accomplished through indirect communication. Johannes Climacus says, “[. . .]
the secret of communication specifically hinges on setting the other free, and for
that very reason he must not communicate himself directly; indeed, it is even
irreligious to do so" (CUP 74).
Unamuno continues in that same passage in Vida de Don Quijote with an

example of "objective thinking" that he rejects, whose metaphor may have been
inspired by Johannes Climacus. Climacus says in a passage underscored by

Unamuno,
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Without risk, no faith. Faith is the contradiction between infinite
passion of inwardness and the objective uncertainty. If | am able to
apprehend God objectively, | do not have faith, but because |
cannot do this, | must have faith. If | want to keep myself in faith, |
must continually see to it that | hold fast the objective uncertainty,
see to it that in the objective uncertainty | am "out on 70,000
fathoms of water* and still have faith. (CUP 204)
Unamuno tells of trying to help break the shackles of one spiritual galley slave
friend who insists on believing in hell because without it the friend believes that
he would behave immorally. The spiritual galiey slave says that he needs hell as
an "objective foundation" on which to base his conduct and calls it his "plank"” on
which he depends in the middle of the ocean. Unamuno counters that his friend
is the plank and that God is the ocean. *;Fundamento objetivo, dices? ¢Y qué
es eso? ;Quieres mas objeto de ti que ti mismo? [. . .] ¢Tienes tan poca
confianza en Dios, que estando en El, en quien vivimos, nos movemos y somos
(Hechos, XVII, 28), necesitas tabla a qué agarrarte? El te sostendra sin tabla®
(3: 235). ("Objective foundation, you say? What's that? Do you need more of
an object than yourself? [. . .] Have you so little confidence in God that though
you are in Him in who we live and have our being (Acts 27:28), you still need a
plank to hang on to? He will keep you afloat, without any plank.") Though his
friend may feel like he is drowning in anguish, tribulations and doubt, Unamuno
says that he needs to drown and soak up the ocean like a sponge and then float

back up to the surface. His friends says that he would then be dead. Unamuno
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replies "No, resucitado y mas vivo que nunca” (3: 236). ("No, resurrected and
more alive than ever.")

This is a common example of how the reading of Concluding Unscientific
Postscript works in the mind of Unamuno and makes its way into the Unamuno
text. But notice a very important difference in the two texts, as well. Unamuno
embraces Climacus' view that without risk there is no faith, but for Unamuno the
- "objective uncertainty” that must be maintained is equated with "congojas,
tribulaciones y dudas” 'anguish, tribulations and doubts' which one must
succumb to in order to become alive. Climacus' point, however, is that faith is
defined as believing in the unseen while passionately in inwardness making the
leap in spite of the anguish, tribulations and doubts. It should also be noted that
Unamuno would in no way be unhappy about the clear discrepancy between
Climacus and himself. In the “Comentario” at the beginning of Cémo se hace
una novela Unamuno says, "Pero, ;Y para qué tiene el lector que ponerse de
acuerdo con lo que el escritor le dice? Por mi parte, cuando me pongo a leer a
otro no es para ponerme de acuerdo con él. Nile pido semejante cosa” (8:
724). (But why should a reader be in agreement with what a writer says to him?
For my part, when | set out to read another author, it is not to agree with him.
Neither do | ask him to agree with me.")

Another example of the maieutic ideal in Unamuno is found in that same
"Comentario” that precedes Cdmo se hace una novela. It reflects the concemn of
the author that his reader be about making her own existence authentic.

Unamuno says,
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Y asi cuando les cuento como se hace una novela, o sea, como
estoy haciendo la novela de mi vida, mi historia, les llevo a que se
vayan haciendo su propia novela, la novela que es la vida de cada
uno de ellos. Y desgraciados, si no tienen novela. Situ vida,
lector, no es una novela, una ficcién divina, un ensueiio de
eternidad, entonces deja estas paginas, no me sigas leyendo. No
me sigas leyendo porque te indigestaré y tendras que vomitarme

sin provecho ni para mi ni para ti. (8: 726)

And thus, when | tell them how a novel should be made, or rather,
how | am making the novel of my life, my story, | do so in order that
they go about making their own novel, the novel that is the life of
each one of them. And unfortunate you are if you do not have a
novel. If your life, reader, is not a novel, a divine fictioh, an eternal
fantasy, then leave these pages and do not continue to read me.
Do not continue to read me because | will give you indigestion and

you will have to vomit me without any benefit to me or you.

The thrust of this quote corresponds well with the goals of indirect

communication as outlined by Johannes Climacus. The overall project is clearly

about life, existence, being in this world. But the means of communication about

that existence will be an art form, the novel. And the only really important thing is

that the reader appropriate the existential truths set forth therein for herself and

make her own novel, her own authentic existence. If the reader is uninterested in

that sort of existence, there is no point in even beginning to read. At the end of
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Coémo se hace una novela Unamuno reiterates the responsibility of the reader to
be active and make herself the author of the novel. "Y todo lector que sea
hombre de dentro, humano, es, lector, autor de lo que lee y esta leyendo. Esto
que ahora lees aqui, lector, te lo estas diciendo tu a ti mismo y es tan tuyo como
mio. Y sino es asi es que ni lo lees" (8: 761). ("And every reader who is a man
of depth, human, is a reader, an author of what he reads, of what he is reading.
What you are now reading here, reader, you are saying it to yourself and it is as
much yours as it is mine. If it's not that way, you are not reading.")

It seems clear that what Johannes Climacus says about the indirect
method used to communicate existential truth resonates well with Unamuno in
his own embracing of the maieutic ideal, the artistic nature of indirect
communication and the impossibility of certainty when it comes to existential
truth. What is just as clear is that Unamuno did not understand the overall
purpose of the Kierkegaardian pseudonyms nor Kierkegaard's "direct witness*
that is contained in The Point of View. The first published explanation of how the
pseudonyms should be read is found at the end of Concluding Unscientific
Postscript where Kierkegaard appends "A First and Last Explanation® to
Johannes Climacus' text, but this time he signs his own name. It is there that
Kierkegaard asks that the opinions and ideas of the pseudonyms not be
attributed to him but to the individual authors. A careful perusal of Unamuno's
copy of Postscript shows that he stopped reading on page 494, leaving fifty-five

pages unread. On p. 546 “A First and Last Explanation” appears. We can
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conclude that it is unlikely that Unamuno knows of Kierkegaard's request with
regard to the pseudonyms.

More importantly, it appears that Unamuno did not read The Point of View
for My Work as an Author in which Kierkegaard explains the use of indirect
communication and the esthetic pseudonyms as the only way to remove the
illusion that all nineteenth century Danes were Christians. It is here that
Kierkegaard states his clear purpose as a religious author from first until last and
claims that, though he did not understand the scope of his authorship from the
beginning, Governance did. He says, "The first division of books is esthetic
writing; the last division of books is exclusively religious writing—between these
lies Concluding Unscientific Postscript as the turning point. This work deals with
and poses the issue, the issue of the entire work as an author: becoming a
Christian" (PV 31).

The Danish volume in which The Point of View appears begins with some
newspaper articles which Unamuno stopped reading on page eighteen. The
articles have to do with nineteenth century Danish issues, and it is not surprising
that the articles did not maintain Unamuno's interest. Thereafter in the volume
are From the Papers of One Still Living and The Concept of Irony both of which
have significant amounts of vocabulary glosses, showing a careful reading. After
The Concept of Irony the newspaper articles begin again and it is clear that
Unamuno stopped reading on page 429, understandably bored with the content.
Having stopped on page 429, Unamuno also did not read "About my Authorship,”

"The Point of View" or "The Individual."
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The difficulty of saying precisely what Kierkegaard believes about any one
issue given the use of the pseudonyms and the indirect method of
communication was explored at the beginning of this chapter. It was suggested
that a dynamic approach to the interpretation of the Kierkegaardian texts be
taken in order to give a credible account of what Kierkegaard says. Sylvia
Walsh's criteria for such a dynamic approach was adopted, i.e., that in order to
know what Kierkegaard himself thought, one must read 1) the works which to
which he signed his own name, 2) the specific declarations he wrote as to his
purposes and 3) his journals and papers which reveal much of his thinking as he
wrote.

Unamuno did read many of the specifically religious writings like Practice
in Christianity by the Christian pseudonym Anti-Climacus, and Works of Love
which Kierkegaard signed with his own name. Both texts are heavily glossed.
However, it seems that the works that had the greatest impact on his own writing
were the pseudonymous books, Either/Or| and 1l, Stages on Life's Way, and
Concluding Unscientific Postscript. Since it appears that he did not read "A First
and Last Declaration” nor The Point of View it is likely that Unamuno had little or
no understanding of Kierkegaard's plan in using the pseudonyms nor about
Kierkegaard's ultimate purpose for his entire authorship. Unamuno also did not
have access to the Papirer (the Journals and Papers) which were published later.
Given Unamuno's belief that a text is independent of its author, his having
missed "A First and Last Declaration" or The Point of View would have been no

loss from his point of view.
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However, if one wants accurately to answer the question "How did
Kierkegaard influence Unamuno?" it is crucial to say that Unamuno found much
in Kierkegaard's pseudonymous writings that corresponded resoundingly with his
own thinking and that provided grist for his creative mind. For the purposes of
this dissertation, the most important similarity in the two authors is their use of
the maieutic ideal and indirect communication to reveal existential truth. But it is
more difficult to claim the “spiritual brotherhood" between Kierkegaard and
Unamuno that many critics have voiced (along with Unamuno himself) when
Unamuno did not read the texts which are key to understanding what
Kierkegaard, rather than his pseudonyms believed. Kierkegaard declares that
there is only one significant question, “"How do | become a Christian?* He does
not ever try to prove the truth of the Christian message. He demonstrates what
Christianity is and what it is not. But for him, there are only two choices, to
become a Christian or not. For Unamuno, there are multiple choices and none of
them are privileged, except the choice to care passionately about one's

existence.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE FORMATION OF THE SELF IN KIERKEGAARD AND UNAMUNO

The Self as Substance and the Self as Achievement

In order to explore the formation of the self in Kierkegaard and Unamuno |
want to lay a groundwork by examining two different ways of understanding the
self that have been present in western culture.! The first of these is an
understanding of the self that sees the self as a substance, an entity. There may
be many ways to describe the kind of entity that the self is, but the common
thread among all of them is that the entity is seen as an enduring thing with a
given identity. The second view sees the self as an achievement, a
characterization of the self that it possesses by virtue of the roles it fulfills. Here,
“Being a self is not being a special type of entity, but rather it is a matter of
having a special status, a status that is linked to social relationships® (Evans,
“Who is the Other?” 2). On this view, being a human, part of the homo sapiens
species, does not necessarily qualify one as having a self. A human being may
become a self or may cease to be a self, depending on his/her status.

We will look first at some concrete examples from the history of western
philosophy. If it is true, as Alfred North Whitehead claims, that all of western
philosophy is a series of footnotes to Plato, it seems that Plato would be a good

place to begin looking at the self as substance or achievement.

' The categories used here are developed by C. Stephen Evans in his article on Kierkegaard's
anthropology entitled, "Who is the Other in The Sickness Unto Death?: God and Human
Relations in the Constitution of the Self.”
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First of all, we need to clarify that the "self* comes under the guise of
*soul" in Plato. For Plato, the soul is an entity that preexists the body and that
survives the body after death. The character of the soul is tripartite. In the
Republic Plato has Socrates explain the three parts of the soul:
One part, we say is that with which a man leamns, one is that with
which he feels anger. But the third part, owing to its manifold
forms, we could not easily designate by any one distinctive name,
but gave it the name of its chief and strongest element; for we
called it the appetitive part because of the intensity of its appetites
concerned with food and drink and love [. . .}. (371)

Our ability to reason may war with our competitive, assertive nature, as well as

our appetites, but all three parts are found within every person. This tri-part

entity is universal and a given.

Aristotle's view of a human being is fundamentally the same as Plato's in
its dependence on the category of substance. However, Aristotie does not, as
Plato does, clearly teach that the soul is a substance on its own that can exist
apart from the body. Rather, for him a human being is a unity of body and soul, a
composite substance in which the soul is the "form" of the body. He describes
the human soul's distinctive properties as cognitive capacities, but both body and
soul are seen as being part of what it means to be human. In the Medieval
period, Thomas Aquinas continues to employ Aristotle's view of a human being,
although as a Christian, he allows the soul to survive the death of the body. Of

course for Aquinas, human beings, like all finite substances, are created by God,
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a necessary being. Still, for Aquinas a human being is a “composite substance"
composed of body and soul, which is the “form" of that body.

In the early modern period Descartes defended his own existence as a
“thinking being" against the skeptical doubt he used to judge the rest of the
world. The makeup of the soul is res cogitans or thinking substance, which is
apart from and independent from the material body. The intellect that is capable
of "clear and distinct" perceptions that are free from error is a gift from God.

Many classical substance theories of the self are tied to a religious world-
view, but contemporary versions of the substance view of self are found in the
form of scientific materialism for which a creator is entirely absent. On this view,
the self is still a given entity, but it is entirely made up of matter—configured by a
complex set of genes—that is naturally occurring and evolving and that needs no
“first cause" explanation. Evans points to Richard Dawkins as a prime example
of this view (“Who is the Other?” 2). Dawkins calls the genes that are the basis
of selfhood "selfish" because they are programmed to survive, and they are all
that we need to explain the concept of self in the contemporary world.2

The view of the self as achievement, as having a special status or
relationship, has become a dominant phenomenon of the twentieth century.
Chief proponents of this view can be found in the existentialist camp. In
attempting to define an “existentialist,” in order to defend the term from the
imprecision that he perceived in the wider culture, Sartre begins by stating that
what both Christian and atheistic existentialists "have in common is simply the

fact that they believe that existence comes before essence—or, if you will, that



we must begin from the subjective” (289). On this view there is no "human
nature,” nothing given. Rather, “Man is nothing else but that which he makes of
himself* (291). How does man "make" himself? By choosing for himself and in
so doing choosing for all of humankind. This is a radical choosing for which there
are no a priori standards or values other than freedom itself.

For Sartre, the authentic self is in no way given, but must be achieved.
*Man is nothing else but what he purposes, he exists only in so far as he realizes
himself, he is therefore nothing else but the sum of his actions, nothing else but
what his life is" (300). Sartre defends his view saying that it avoids the
reductionism of materialism and that it avoids the radical individual subjectivism
of Descartes because one recognizes that the "other" is a thinking individual as
well. This is the relational side of the achievement theory. Sartre says, “The
other is indispensable to my existence and equally so to any knowledge | can
have of myself. Under these conditions, the intimate discovery of myself is at the
same time the revelation of the other as a freedom which confronts mine, and
which cannot think or will without doing so either for or against me" (303). Still, in
all, | am ultimately responsible for creating my essence by my commitments.
Sartre claims that existentialism, far from being the philosophy of despair that it is
accused of being, is actually optimistic because it is a "doctrine of action" (311).

Charles Taylor, a Canadian philosopher and historian of modernity, rejects
materialistic and scientific paradigms as a basis to understand what it means to
be human, and has sought to redefine man as a "self interpreting animal.”

Emotions such as shame and remorse or the élan of aspiration are what

2 See Dawking', The Selfish Gene.
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differentiate the human from the animal. Such emotions are contingent on “a
certain articulation of our situation® which is dependent upon language (63).
(These emotions are carefully chosen because those such as fear do seem to be
shared by animals.) Taylor says,
This is what is involved in seeing man as a self-interpreting animal.
It means that he cannot be understood simply as an object among
objects, for his life incorporates an interpretation, an expression of
what cannot exist unexpressed, because the self that is to be
interpreted is essentially that of a being who self interprets. (75)
It is impossible to interpret without language, and so on this view the self is
dependent on its ability to articulate its situation through language. The import of
this view is that the self is no longer an object with properties to be observed, but
rather "our interpretation of ourselves and our experience is constitutive of what
we are” (47).

Peter Singer, the Princeton ethicist, provides yet another illustration of the
self as an achievement. Singer does not privilege humans because of their
homo sapiens species, their feelings, or their language. Instead of using the
term "human,” which he equates with the species, he chooses to use the term
“person” when he refers to what we have been talking about as "self* or "soul."
The distinction between a human and a person is important for the ethical
considerations of abortion and euthanasia. Merely being part of the human
species does not provide a right to life. Persons are the only ones who possess

such a right. For Singer a person is "a self-conscious being who is aware of itself
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as a distinct entity, with a past and future" (90). Since both an unborn fetus and
an infant do not have this self-awareness, Singer claims that there is no morally
relevant difference between them. Both may be killed if there are compelling
reasons to do so. Further, some non-human animals can be considered to be
persons. Though he calls it "speculation,” Singer seriously entertains the idea
that chimpanzees, gorillas, orangutans, dogs, cats, and mammals normally used
for food could all be considered persons on the criterion stated above.

Our motive in looking at these concrete examples from Plato to Singer has
been to see the difference between a view of the self as a substance and a view
of the self as an achievement. Though each of the views has various
manifestations, the common threads within each type make it possible to identify
the different conceptions of the self and some of the implications of those views
for living in this world. While the substance that is the self may be tripartite in
Plato, a thinking substance for Descartes, and a complex of genes for the
scientific materialist, the import of this view is that the self is an entity whose
nature is more or less fixed and given. What the varying theories of the self as
achievement have in common is that being born a homo sapiens does not
guarantee that the human being is a self but rather selfhood is a status that is
acquired over time. In the case of Sartre, the choices one makes determine what
the self is. In the case of Taylor, the self is dependent on the ability to articulate
emotion through language. For Singer, a self can only be seen as a person

when she is aware of herself as a person and has a sense of her past and future.
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The Self as Achievement in Kierkegaard and Unamuno
| want to argue that there is a fundamental similarity in the way Unamuno

and Kierkegaard view the self. Both authors can be seen to hold elements of the

two ways of viewing the self that | have outlined here. Both see the self as

substantial, but not only as substantial. For both, the achievement character of

the self is of fundamental importance, and | shall focus first on this aspect of their

views.3 Both authors are keen to look at the self as an existing subject, one that

has choices that will make it what it is. Kierkegaard says in an entry of 1847 in

his Journals,
Even though | achieve nothing else, | nevertheless hope to leave
very accurate and experientially based observations conceming the
conditions of existence [Tilvaeelsens]. [ . . .] Genuine decision
never happens to a man; one has to enter into decision. [. . .]
Using my diagram, a young person should be able to see very
accurately beforehand, just as on a price list: if you venture this far
out, then the conditions are thus and so, this to win and this to lose;
and if you venture out this far, these are the conditions, etc. (JP,
1:1046)

Unamuno writes in Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho, "S6lo es hombre hecho y

derecho el hombre cuando quiere ser mas que hombre® (3: 82). ("A man is only

3 It is my intention to look at the similarities between Unamuno's and Kierkegaard's view of self
without regard to the “influence” of Kierkegaard on Unamuno in this fundamental part of their
thought. It seems wise to follow the advice of Batchelor on this point since some of what
Unamuno has to say on the nature of the self was written before he read Kierkegaard. The
explicit influence of Kierkegaard on Unamuno will be seen in the fictional rendering of the self as
an achievement in the novels he wrote after having read Kierkegaard.
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fully a man when he wants to be more than a man.”) Later in Del sentimiento
trdgico de la vida he says, "Me dicen que he venido a realizar no sé qué final
social; pero yo siento que yo, lo mismo que cada uno de mis hermanos, he
venido a realizarme, a vivir' (7: 116). (“They tell me | have come to realize |
know not what social end; but | feel that |, like each one of my brothers, have
come to realize myself, to live.”)

Furthermore, since both authors believe that a person is responsible for
becoming a self, their authorship is an attempt to awaken their readers to that
responsibility. Kierkegaard addresses his authorship to "the single individual.”

The single individual is the category through which, in a religious
sense, the age, history, the human race must go. And the one who
stood at Thermopylae was not so secure as |, who have stood, in
order at least to bring about an awareness of it, at this narrow pass,
the single individual. His particular task was to keep the hordes
from pressing through the narrow pass; if they pressed through he
would have lost. My task at least exposes me far less to the
danger of being trampled down, since it was as a lowly servant
(but, as | have said from the beginning and repeat again and again,
without authority) to prompt, if possible, to invite, to induce the
many to press through this narrow pass, the single individual,
through which, please note, no one presses except by becoming
the single individual; the opposite is indeed a categorical

impossibility. (PV 118)
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Each of the Upbuilding Discourses includes a dedication to this single individual
"whom | with joy and gratitude call my reader.” But in The Point of View
Kierkegaard is careful to explain that 1) the single individual is present in every
one of the pseudonymous books as well as the upbuilding ones and 2) that the
term does not exclude anyone. "The single individual can mean the most unique
of all, and the single individual can mean everyone” (115). What Kierkegaard
emphatically wants to contrast with the single individual is “the crowd" that "is
untruth” (110). The crowd here is what we might term the “herd" that is
unthinkingly persuaded of the “truth” of a matter by the numbers of people
holding that "truth."*

Inducing his reader to “press through this narrow pass" was not an easy
sell in Kierkegaard's nineteenth century Denmark. Kierkegaard has Johannes
Climacus proclaim in Postscript,

The immorality of our age is perhaps not lust and pleasure and
sensuality, but rather a pantheistic, debauched contempt for
individual human beings. In the midst of the jubilation over our age
and the nineteenth century there sounds a secret contempt for
being a human being—in the midst of the importance of the
generation there is a despair over being a human being.
Everything, everything must be together; people want to delude
themselves world-historically in the totality; no one wants to be an

individual existing human being. (355)

4 Here Kierkegaard says that when he talks about truth he means etemal truth. So that, “politics
etc. has nothing to do with etemal truth” (PV 109-110).
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Again in Vida de Don Quijote y Sancho Unamuno says of his purpose in writing,
“Hay que inquietar los espiritus y enfusar en ellos [los préjimos] fuertes anhelos,
aun a sabiendas de que no han de alcanzar nunca lo anhelado® (3:155). (“One
must disquiet the spirits [of one’s neighbors] and infuse in them powerful
longings, even in the knowledge that they will never achieve what they long for.”)
Later in the same book Unamuno also narrows the general purpose to the
individual. "Mira lector, aunque no te conozco, te quiero tanto que si pudiese
tenerte en mis manos, te abriria el pecho y en el cogollo del corazén te rasgaria
una llaga y te pondrfa alli vinagre y sal para que no pudieses descansar nunca y
vivieras en perpetua zozobra y en anhelo inacabable" (3: 241). (“Look, reader,
though | do not know you, | love you so much that if | could hold you in my
hands, | would open up your breast and in the center of your heart | would make
a wound and into it | would put vinegar and salt, so that you might never rest
again, and would live in continual anguish and endless longing.")"’ In “Soledad,”
Unamuno rejects the crowd as Kierkegaard did.

Nunca he sentido el deseo de conmover a una muchadumbre y
de influir sobre una masa de personas—que pierden su
personalidad al amasarse—, yo he sentido, en cambio, siempre
furioso anhelo de inquietar el corazén de cada hombre y de influir
sobre cada uno de mis hermanos en humanidad. Cuando he

hablado en publico he procurado casi siempre hacer oratoria lrica,

® The first lines of this address of Unamuno to his reader echo Kierkegaard in The Point of View,
“I do not know who you are; | do not know where you are; | do not know your name. Yet you are
my hope, my joy, my pride, and covertly my honor" (105).
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y me he esforzado por forjarme la ilusién de que hablaba a uno
solo de mis oyentes, a uno cualquiera, a cualquiera de ellos, a

cada uno, no a todos en conjunto. (1: 1255)
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