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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

THE SELF, SUBJECTIVITY, AND IMPETUS FOR LATINO MALE SELF-

TRANSFORMATION IN THE WRITINGS OF KIERKEGAARD

The following thesis will explore the relationship between the conceptions of the
self and subjectivity in writings of i’gcentury Danish philosopher Sgren Kierkegaard
and the contemporary problem of Latino male self-transformation. Kierkegaard’
conception of the self will takBickness Unto Deail1849) as the focal point, while
Kierkegaard’'s conception of subjectivity will be exploredCioncluding Unscientific
Postscript(1846). First, | will discuss three aspects of Kierkegaard’s dialecttfattse
irresolute self, the resolute self, and the religious dependent self. Secanttheske
aspects of the self are discussed, | turn my attention to Kierkegaard’'pitonad
subjectivity. The discussion on subijectivity will explore four perspectives ofiujg
objective and subjective thinking, subjectivity and indirect communication, swiiject
as inwardness, existence, and passion, and lastly subjectivity and truth. Thirds$ disc
David T. Abalos’ theory of transformation irhe Latino Male: A Radical Redefinition
(2002). My discussion of Abalos’ theory of transformation will focus ornTtiree Acts
of the Core Drama of Lifen its application to Latino male self-transformation. My aim is
to take Kierkegaard’s remarks on the self and subjectivity and apply them to Abalos’

theory of Latino male self-transformation. | attempt to demonstrat&ibdtegaard’s



remarks on these issues can inform and aid in the conversation of the contemporary
problem of Latino male self-transformation. Thus, | argue that Kierkdga@marks on
the self and subjectivity are not only invaluable to this contemporary problenmarbut c

provide impetus for Latino male self-transformation.
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Department of Philosophy
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523
Fall 2010
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Thesis Introduction

What indeed has Athens to do with Jerusalem? Wdratard is there between the

Academy and the Church? ... Our instructions come fitbim porch of Solomon” ...

Away with all attempts to produce a mottled Chaisity of Stoic, Platonic, and dialectic

composition! We want no curious disputation aftesgessing Christ Jesus...!

Tertullian, ecclesiastical writer in the second and third centuries, didit’irjake
the remarks above in passing, but rather made it his life’s passion to keep plyilosoph
(Athens) away from the teachings and the doctrines of the early ChristiachChur
(Jerusalemy.Philosophy, in Tertullian’s mind, was not welcomed in the domain of the

sacred Church because philosophy had nothing positive to offer. It could not elucidate,

clarify, nor assist the teachings of the Christian Church in any useful way.

My concern here will not be the relationship between the Christian Church and
philosophy, nor will it be the relationship between faith and reason. Instead, my focus
will address the relationship between philosophy and the contemporary problem of
Latino male self-transformation. In order to get at this relationship peihaould recast
Tertullian’s question and ask, “What indeed has Athens to doBiBarrio?” In other
words, what does philosophy have to do with the problems and issues facing Latino
males? Similar to Tertullian, some may be convinced that philosophy shouid rema

within its own confines of reason and philosophical quandaries. In addition, some may be

Tertullian made this remarks iBe Praescriptione HaereticoruiiPrescription against Heretics),
T.D. Barnesjertullian: a literary and historical studgOxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1971).



convinced that philosophy would simply be a “fish out of water” when it comes to
dealing with real-life practical and contemporary concerns. | anugeesl that the latter
sentiments are wrong. I’'m convinced, and | hope to convince the readers as well, tha
philosophy is not only useful in elucidating and clarifying problems facingasmales,

but philosophy can also make positive contributions to Latino/a studies.

The particular area of philosophy that | will draw from and will thus inform my
discussion of Latino male self-transformation will be from the work and writirig"
century Danish philosopher Sgren Kierkegaard. The present thesis is an inquiry into the
problem of Latino male self-transformation (the subject of chapter tmre)di through a
Kierkegaardian lens (the subject of chapters one and two). | will taked§eakd’'s
remarks on the self and subjectivity and bring them to bear on the problem of Latino male
self-transformation. If | am correct, this thesis will demonstizé daspects of
Kierkegaard’s philosophy can indeed inform, assist, and provide impetus for Latao ma

self-transformation. Thus, Athens has a legitimate and invaluable cond¢kial\Biarrio!

Before | move forward in this task, I think it's necessary to briefly asddaad
alleviate some concerns regarding this work. First, some may questiogitimedey of
philosophy “informing” and “assisting” in contemporary Latino issues. That isg som
may object by saying, “shouldn’t such areas of study be left up to the Ethnic studies,
Latino studies, and Sociology departments?” Well, that's certainly twi#.not
attempt to address Latino/a issues in and of themselves...that task can repeiftyip
to the experts in those fields of study. As a philosopher, my concern here is a

philosophical approach to Latino male self-transformation, not a sociologicabappro



Second, some may object to my choice of Kierkegaard as the particular
philosopher that should address Latino issues in the first place. “Why Kierédggalay
not Latino philosophers like Francisco Romero or Risieri Fronsizi inst&sbat could a
White European existentialist philosopher have to say on the matters pertailoatigdo

males? My response is two-fold.

First, although | don’t doubt that Latino philosophers are adept at dealing with
Latino issues; however, from a practical point of view, the majority of my mmlosal
work and my philosophical exposure has been limited to White European philosophy.
Thus, at this point in my philosophical career, | am far more equipped at deahng w

Latino issues through a White European philosophical set of lens.

Second, there need not be any major concern at approaching Latino issues
through a White European philosophical lens because such an approach has been going
on for some time now in and through the work of Karl Marx. Marx’s philosophical
insights are not rejected a priori merely because he is a White European philosopher
thus, Kierkegaard need not be dismissed out right simply because of his race and

ethnicity either.

| will be presenting a philosophical perspective on the self-transformatitwe of
Latino male in contemporary times. My examination of this topic will be done in and
through the lens of 1dcentury Danish philosopher, Sgren Kierkegaard. In particular, |
will explore Kierkegaard’s notions of the self and subjectivity and then ditatis®

male self-transformation in light of Kierkegaard’s insights on thesegopi

’Gracia, Jorge J.E., and Elizabeth Millan-Zaibeds.eatin American Philosophy for the $1
Century(Amherst, New York: Prometheus Books, 2004) p. 82-1



Thesis: The Self, Subjectivity, and Impetus for Latino Male Self-Toansdtion in the

Writings of Kierkegaard.

In chapter One, | will discuss the notion of the self presented in Kierkegaard’s
Sickness Unto Deaih order to shed light on the Latino male self and the difficulties of
self-transformation (the topic of discussion for the last chapter). Kiagkd notion of
the self, | will argue, provides a useful standpoint to approach the “problem§faci
Latino males. Of course, Kierkegaard was obviously not interested in problaies te
ethnicity and Latino/a identity in particular; however, he was interested iivétke |
experience and existence of the individual enveloped in his or her own unique historical
situation. The type of authentic existence Kierkegaard argued for involwregue
dialectical conception of the self. | will attempt to demonstrate (in €@h&ptthat this
conception can prove useful and fruitful for providing insight into the contemporary

problem of Latino male self-transformation.

Chapter Two will explore Kierkegaard’s notion of subjectivityrime Concluding
Unscientific Postscript to the Philosophical Fragmemtsill discuss Kierkegaard’s
notion of subjectivity in order to elucidate a certain way of thinking about the problem of
existence. For Kierkegaard, subjectivity amounts to a unique way of thinking amgl acti
about our own existence. In particular, Kierkegaardian “subjectivity” cangkyments
of inwardness, existence, and passion. The later elements, | will arguefaremand

direct Latino male self-transformation.

The final chapter will be devoted to discussing Latino male self-transfiormé

will explore the problem of Latino male self-transformation by exploringida.



Abalos’ theory of transformation in and through a Kierkegaardian lens. | gileahat
the task of self-transformation is a kin to Kierkegaard’s ethical task tddramthe self
from a one-sided and partial self into a whole and complete self. | will dideiseed
for Latino male transformation with the help of specific Kierkegaardian thelseussed
in chapters one and two on the self and subjectivity. Finally, | will concludsubht

Kierkegaardian themes can assist Latino males in the journey ofasefarmation.



Chapter | — Kierkegaard’s Self: the Dialectical Self

Introduction
| am well aware of the difficultly in writing anything about Sgren Kegraard.
The difficulties are numerous: distinguishing the voice of Kierkegaard amsng hi
pseudonyms, penetrating the opaque anti-systematic philosophical writemgfstyl
Kierkegaard, and sifting through the various interpretations of Kieskdgawork®
However, these difficulties don’t necessarily short circuit any atterossdll out

Kierkegaard’s notion of the self and thus need not detain us here.

| will deal primarily with aspects of Kierkegaard’s thought related tcséhiein,

Sickness Unto Death The aim of my discussion is to locate a notion of the self for

3 Certainly, the issue of pseudonymity raises a remob problems: discerning Kierkegaard’s
voice behind the pseudonyms (if indeed there -eafled “one true voice” behind the voices of the
pseudonyms), the purpose of employing the pseudsngnd how they (the pseudonyms) are to be
approached. Although it is difficult to understatigrkegaard’s pseudonymous authorship without first
understanding his theory of indirect communicatiiowill discuss this later in the paper), it willffice
here to point out that the pseudonyms do not nadéshold the same views and opinions as Kierkedjaa
and vice versa. However, one is able to compareshadonymous works with the works that Kierkegaard
published under his own name in order to see agreeand disagreement. The pseudonym Johannes
Climacus comes closest to Kierkegaard’'s own vieawdwver, it would be a mistake to say that Climacus’
and Kierkegaard's voices are equivalent. Moreoany, reader of Kierkegaard must take into account
Kierkegaard’s own request, ifrirst and Last Declaratioyi that anyone who wishes to quote from his
pseudonymous authorship that they attribute thelsvtr the pseudonym not Kierkegaard. Nevertheless,
amid the difficulties surrounding Kierkegaard’s pdenymity, I'm persuaded that the purpose of the
pseudonyms was to distance Kierkegaard from thdered hat is to say, he wanted to leave the reader
alone with the text in order to struggle with te&ttand come to conclusions for him or herself. frore
on Kierkegaard’s pseudonymity see Merold WestpBatoming a Self: A Reading of Kierkegaard’s
Concluding Unscientific PostscriftVest Lafayette, Indiana: Purdue University Pr&é896), chapter two.
Also see C. Stephen Evat@erkegaard’s Fragments and Postscr{gitlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities
Press International, Inc., 1983) p.6-11.

* Sickness Unto Deatlias written between March and May, 1848; howevéerkégaard delayed
its publication until July of 1849. Before publialgithis work, Kierkegaard changed the author from S
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Kierkegaard in order to illuminate Latino male self-transforamathe topic of chapter
three). As | proceed to achieve this aim, a mistaken (although very populargrefidin
Kierkegaard will be exposed along the way. Kierkegaard, the father stbBtalism, is
often thought to be thoroughly anti-metaphysical. However, it must be rememitered t
even if one is anti-systematic, for surely Kierkegaard is anti-systentatoesn’t follow
that one necessarily repudiates metaphysics. As we shall see, Keetkeganception
the self is a rich hybrid notion encompassing both metaphysical and sodialiedla
aspects. That is, while Kierkegaard assiduously puts forward a metabpmygion of the
self, he never loses sight of the individual's responsibility to “self-crealteeit self-

creation takes place within certain ontological parameters.

This chapter will be organized around three focal points. First, | begin
constructing the foundation of Kierkegaard’s notion of the self by briefly disguss
G.W.F. Hegel's understanding of the selecond, | turn to Kierkegaard’s conception of
the self inSickness Unto Deatlfrinal, | discuss aspects of Kierkegaard’s self that will be

picked up in chapter three in my discussion of Latino male self-transformation.

Kierkegaard to Anti-Climacus, putting himself as #ditor of the work. The pseudonym Anti-Climacus
will be discussed shortly.

® When talking about the concept of the self iniportant to make subtle distinctions. The nature
of the self is a metaphysical problem that showido® confused with the epistemological problem of
having knowledge of the nature of the self. Thaifihere is such a thing called the self, thew limes
one come to have knowledge of the self? Secondiaheept of the self is not the same as the metaqdly
mind and body problem. Although discussions onnimeire of the self may overlap with certain
discussions on the mind and body problem, theyistndt philosophical problems and should not be
confused. The metaphysical self or ego concernfirgpeut the nature the self as it relates to peas
identity. Some have defined the self as just pameigsal activity and some have understood thease|fist
physiological processes. Others have understoosktfias a synthesis of both mind and body. Orother
hand, the metaphysical mind and body problem seekederstand the relationship between mind and
body, and has generated both dualistic and morastiounts of this relationship.



G. W. F. Hegel’s conception of the Self

For my purposes, Hegel’'s understanding of the self will be primarily linated t
Phenomenology of SpiriHegel’s philosophy is quite obscure and difficult, but a brief
discussion of what the self amounts to for Hegel is necessary in order to gainrateacc
picture of Kierkegaard’s conception of the Seffor Hegel, a notion of the self emerges
in the context of his system. System, for Hegel, refers to his ambitious philcgophic
project of synthesizing all human knowledge and culture into a single rationahsgste
order to reveal that the entirety of human knowledge and culture has progressesl and ha
an underlying purposé.The task of Hegel's system, then, is two-fold: one, to help us see
that the world is indeed rational and two, to help us achieve absolute knowledge. For
Hegel, the world is rational in that it has a rational order and this rationalisrder
something that humanity will find contentment in. However, the latter contenonbnt
comes about if we look at the world correctly (Stern 2002). The task of helping humanity
“see the world correctly”, then, is a task left to philosophy. Philosophy (ldeg#ion of

philosophy as science) has the noble task of helping humanity to see the world through

®For more on the relationship between Hegel andkéigaiard see Merold Wesphal's essay,
Kierkegaard and Hegeh The Cambridge Companion to Kierkegaard (Camieridtambridge University
Press, 1998), p. 101-124.

"Perhaps there were historical and political moibret for Hegel's system such as witnessing, on
one hand, the highpoints of the French Revolutimh @ertainly the low points of the Revolution ireth
bloody aftermath of the Terror. In addition, theras also the aftermath of Kant’s Copernican Reiatut
that served as impetus for Post-Kantian IdealistsRomanticism. Many of Kant's successors feltrtbed
to go further than Kant and “rectify” his work bessa they were convinced that it left us at a skaptiead
end or because it left the subject divided betwaesalf compatible with the sciences and a selfrafiiig
ethics, for more on Post-Kantian Idealist systeegs Erederick CoplestoA, History of Philosophy: Vol.
VII, from the Post-Kantian Idealists to Marx, Kigegaard, and Nietzsch®lew York, New York: Double
Day, 1963) p. 1-31. Copleston is persuaded thaeHemight to seam together these major historical,
political, and philosophical rifts and oppositianshis all encompassing system.



the correct set of leffsLooking at the world correctly amounts to “seeing” the whole
truth; having absolute knowledge, not merely limited or partial knowledge. ligslde
dialectical method then, that helps us see that thinking in terms of exclusavedpry A
eventually leads to a contradiction with category B and conversely, categeag®tb a
contradiction with category A. This state of affairs eventually leads tmtheation of a

new category C in which this new category C paradoxically preserves baoith B\ laut

also does away with A and B (Forster 1993). Take for example, the seemingly
incompatible and conflicting ideas of freedom and necessity. For Hegel, the problem
arises when we reject dialectical thinking and tend to over-emphasdeineat the
expense of necessity or conversely necessity at the expense of freedoondseided
moves are mistakes, which ultimately leads to despair. For this very rétesmi’s

system is referred to as dialectical because absolute truth is obtalgedhen we
overcome looking at the world through an “either/ or” lens and come to understand the
world through a “both/and” ler’sOnly philosophy, Hegel believes, can elevate the mind
to a level of dialectical thinking in order to overcome the rigidity of conaapts
understanding\erstand, and thus freeing us from apparent oppositions such as, the one
and many, freedom and necessity, and the infinite and the finite. Hegel’s project of

freeing us from these apparent illusions and puzzles begin with his \agsl's Logic:

&Nhen Hegel refers to philosophy as science, herdoesve in mind what we think of when we
use the term, ‘science’ referring to the scientifiethod and empirical data. In the German tradition
“Wissenschaft” or “science” refers to philosophysagence because of its all-encompassing natutetrit
seeks absolute truth from the various disciplinehss, ethics, history, politics, religion, mattagics, and
the sciences.

° For more on Hegel’s dialectical method see, MitRaester inCambridge Companion to Hegel:
Hegel's dialectical methadAlthough the term, ‘dialectical’ is frequentlyadsto refer to Hegel's
philosophy, Hegel actually uses the term, ‘diaEcparingly, and when he does use the term hes&de
the three stages of the development of thoughhel pbstract side (understanding), 2) the diaeakside
(negative reason), and 3) speculative (positivearn



Part One of the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical ScieramedHegel’s Philosophy of
Nature: Part Two of the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Scieacescontinues
through thePhenomenology of Spirit But what role does tHehenomenology of Spirit

play in Hegel's philosophical system?

Phenomenology of Spintas released in 1806 amid much controversyisind
considered Hegel's greatest wdtkn order to expose where consciousness has gone
wrong because it has rejecting dialectical thinking, the taBhehomenology of Spilig
to trace the development of consciousness (individual and social) through its various
ways of thinking about the world and itself. That is, consciousness will be examined
(from the inside so to speak) in order to show how more limited forms of consciousness
necessarily lead to more adequate forms of consciousness culminating iteabsol
knowledge Phenomenologlegins by spelling out the most primitive forms of
consciousness, what Hegel catlsrtainty at the level of sense-experiertogerception
and on tdorce and the understandinghich leads to consciousness thinking about
itself. The focus shifts from how consciousness conceives of things in the world tb how
conceives of itself as subject. It is in Hegel's discussion on self-ousswss that his
conception of the self emerges. For Hegel, self-consciousness cannat egispiete

isolation; it needs some “other” object than itself to set itself apart. §Hatannot

%Hegel thinks that these conceptual puzzles caedmved once we are in place to rethink our
categories of universal, particular, and individuethich are translated in English as, “Concept” or
“Notion,” from the GermanBegriff, Robert SterntHegel and the Phenomenology of Sgitibndon:
Routledge Talyor & Francis Group, 2002).

™ For more on textual criticism and the events sumding the release &fhenomenology of Spirit
see Robert PippinYou Can't Get From Here to There: Translation Blems in Hegel's Phenomenology
of Spirit’, in The Cambridge Companion to Hegedl. Frederick C, Beiser (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993): 52-85.
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become aware of myself nor have a proper conception of myself as subject gaa subj

without some entity external to myself.

If we call Notion what the object in itself, but call the object whait is quaobject orfor an

other, then it is clear that being-itselfand being for-an-otherare one and the same. For tie
itselfis consciousness; but equally it is tlatwhichan other (thén-itself) is; and it isfor
consciousness that in-itself of the object, andotkiag of the object for an other, are one and the
same; the ‘I is theontentof the connection itself. Opposed to an other,Iths its own self, and
at the same time it overarches this other whichtife ‘I’, is equally only the ‘I" itself (PS, 104)

For Hegel, the subject desires another object to preserve its own individualitysbut thi
inevitability leads to the subject opposing and destroying the object becausiego des
something is to possess it and control it. Hegel writes, “thus self-consciousnigss, b
negative relation to the object, is unable to supersede it; it is really becaude of tha
relation that it produces the object again, and the desire as well” (PS 109). iHasveve
any object external to the subject sufficient for self-consciousndsg?sT will any

object such as a book or a chair external to the subject satisfy the conditiaeit for s
consciousness? Hegel answers the latter in the negative by argtiagdtieer subject
(not merely an object) is not only required for self-consciousness, but another self-
conscious subject is necessary for self-consciousselés;onsciousness achieves its
satisfaction only in another self-consciousn@S 110). However, a problem arises
because wouldn’t another self-conscious subject want to impose its will on ras Just
would want to on it? For Hegel, this inevitably leads to a life and death strugglelbnd wi
not be resolved until one concedes defeat and thereby becomes slave whil®the vic
becomes master. Hegel seems to have something a bit more in mind thgranérel
and death struggle because of desire when he remarks, “Self-conscioxsiess and
for itself when, and by the fact that, it so exists for another; that is, is@xit in being
acknowledged” (PS 111). Perhaps what Hegel was getting at was that ieadgais to

the “life and death struggle” not merely desire.

11



If two self-consciousnesses occupy center stage, then each consciousness
“equally” needs and depends on the other’s “recognition” to establish his or her own
consciousness. However, each self not only finds gratification in the recogpfitihe
“other” consciousness, but desires to master, control, and rule over the “other”
consciousness. This leads to a life and death struggle, which eventually produces an
interdependent master- slave relationship. The master needs acknowledgment and
recognition from the slave just as the slave needs acknowledgment and rexdgrit
the mastel? In sum, Hegel’s notion of the self is relational in that it requires
consciousness of the “other” external to itself and involves struggle and condicter
to maintain the self. Kierkegaard’s self, as we shall see, also involves’s¢ife

consciousness and “struggles and conflicts,” but with an anti-Hegelian twist.
Kierkegaard’'s conception of the Self

Before going straight away to tackle Kierkegaard’s notion of the selé #rer
three historical-contextual matters that need to be explained in order to hdive a f
appreciation of Kierkegaard’'s remarks on the self. These contextuatsreatteas
follows and will be taken up in the same order: 1) the absence of the self in the midst of
19" century Christian Denmark, and the disappearance of Christianity fromeddosn,
2) Anti-Climacus casts himself as a physician treating a spiritual il 8lmess that
has gripped his Denmark, and 3) the diagnosis and prescription for these ills are found
within Sickness Unto Deatffrom this point forward | will refer t&ickness Unto Deatis

SuD).

12k arl Marx would later develop HegelSlave and Mastethapter in th@henomenologinto his
own notion of alienated labor by arguing that mardture is the result of his labor.

12



First, for Kierkegaard via the pseudonym Anti-Climacus, there are twiicagt
moments that ¥®century Christian Denmark faced, one following from the other, that he
seeks to set right. The individual (Kierkegaard sometimes calls particularity) had been
suffocated by the absolutization of society (Hegelian Denmark). That id;’ thad’
essentially been reduced to the “We,” whereby the “We” had usurped God’s place in he
socio-historical apotheosis. Society’s self-deification had drained awayttical-
religious commitments of the individual and her task to stand alone before God. For Anti-
Climacus, his “fellow-Christians” had mistakenly assumed that one’sakttask was
automatically completed and brought to fruition merely because the individubekad
“properly socialized.” In reality, they, the social “We” had deified ftbglabsolutizing

society; thereby, confusing society with God (Westphal 1§91).

Y¥ierkegaard borrows the pseudonym, Johannes Clispdmm John Climacus the seven-century
Christian monk at the monastery on Mount SinainJ8limacus wroteKlimax tou Paradeiso(Latter to
Paradise) and as a result of this book John wagided as the Climacusthe climber of the ladder
Kierkegaard attaches the pseudonym Johannes Clgmadus worksPe omnibus dubitandum est,
Philosophical FragmentsndConcluding Unscientific Postscripid the pseudonym Anti-Climacus in his
works, Sickness Unto DeatimdPractice in Christianity The prefix “Anti” doesn’t refer to opposed or
against, rather Kierkegaard attaches the prefixi"Aa Climacus in order to bring out, against the
Christians in Denmark of his day and perhaps evierkkgaard himself, the idea that Climacus is above
rank or an “advanced” Christian. Hong writes, “Trefix “Anti” may be misleading; however, it doestn
mean “against.” It is an old form of “ante (befqra$ in “anticipate,” and “before” also denoteglation
of rank, as in “before me” in the First Commandm¢hiong 2000). That is, Anti-Climacus is committed
to the Christian worldview in that he knows whatiéans to stand alone before God, while Johannes
Climacus doesn’t regard himself as a Christian.

4 find interesting parallels between Kierkegaambsial climate regarding the status of the
individual and contemporary American society’s ¢atlindividual social identities, racial or ethnto be
absorbed into the democratic “We.” Many today thimt individual identity is unnecessary or perhaps
even dangerous because all that is required igipnoperly socialized” into the aggregate.

13



Moreover, Anti- Climacus’ contemporary Christian society had fallen fwra
disease and “sickness” that had devoured thé“dgegeneral terms, the sickness can be
described as the disappearance of Christianity from Christendom. SoviNaetzsche’s
critique of society, as Westphal notes, Anti-Climacus sees the diseateead s
disease in that mass society is defiantly maintaining a Hegeliarti@hnsetaphysic

devoid of Christian practice, but all that remains is an empty husk (Westphal 1991).

Second, there is a sense in which Anti-Climacus sees himself as a physician
diagnosing a serious illness whereby it is imperative that his audiendectdkeMass
society, because it has continued to run from appropriating the Christian belyefs the
continue to profess has become “spiritless.” That is, they have become selfthesit
being conscious of such a malady; such a fear of conscious selfhood is what Anti-
Climacus calls despair. Anti-Climacus goes through a step by step diagntb&s of
sickness, what he calls despair in part | of the book and what he calls sin inipart |
order to bring about increased levels of self-awareness. Complicating thertAsii{
Climacus is that he “detects in contemporary life-styles, in the kinds of peaite set
for themselves, in their ideals of fulfillment, a fundamental fear of conssalti®ood”

(Hannay 1989). The forms of despair, which Anti-Climacus seeks to bring to the open,

15 For more on the historical situation Sickness Unto Deatlsee Alastair Hannaiierkegaard:
A Biography(Cambridge University Press, United Kingdom, 20@1)374-386.

*Merold Westphal points to the uncanny parallel et Nietzsche and Kierkegaard in their
critiques of society. For Nietzsche, the “deatlGofd” and the aftermath produced the “herd” disease
whereby mass society had long since disowned thisti2im metaphysic; however, was unwilling to leave
behind the Christian morality. On the other hand Kierkegaard, the “herd” disease was cashedrout i
terms mass society holding on to the theoreticaisBan doctrines (albeit Hegelianizing those Cietis
doctrines), while leaving behind its Christian ethilealth, Nietzsche thought, could be restoresbtoety
by completely breaking from Christianity, while fidferkegaard, health could only be restored viatarn
to the true faith. For more on Kierkegaard's sociélque see, Merold Westphidlerkegaard’s Critique of
Reason and SociefWniversity Park: The Pennsylvania State UnivgrBitess 1991), chapter four,
Kierkegaard’s Sociology.
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are those that are particularly defiant against conscious selfhood. Therstduhis
despair and anxiety is found in the individual resolutely choosing to exist in fadtebef

Anti-Climacus’ vision of God.

Third, SUD, then, is a treatment of the problem of despair and the antidote to the
problem. The first part of the book analyzes despair by discussing three formpaif,des
which are described as 1) lack of consciousness of being a self, 2) despair difngpt wi
to be a self, and 3) despair of willing to be a self. All forms of despair areghk of the
individual failing to be an authentic self (the failure to be a human being intfulles
possible sense, which for Anti-Climacus is a religious self). In part two of, 3d>
Climacus analyzes despair in and through Christian conceptual categories, airG

and faith.

We can proceed to discuss Kierkegaard’s conception of the self as presented in
SUD. The self is defined as a triadic being or three structure beinthdnwords,
Kierkegaard understands the $&i#fs 1) a synthesis of opposing factors, 2) a relation that
relates itself to itself, and 3) a relation grounded by the “other.” Uhdguseudonym

Anti-Climacus, Kierkegaard writes these words on the self:

Y There is some dispute concerning the exact nafufgerkegaard’s style of philosophizing
about human nature: was Kierkegaard engaging ingadphical psychology or philosophical anthropology
or both? 1 think it is safe to say that Kierkeghaas philosophizing about the human condition thed
nature of human existence; however, the methodhhaitilized most often was playing role of thenidal
psychologist, diagnosing mental errors and therigitog solutions to those errors. Nevertheless,mihe
comes to Kierkegaard’s remarks on the nature o$éffethere is a variety of opinion among
Kierkegaardian scholars about the type of philosop Kierkegaard set on display. For example, koui
Pojman inKierkegaard’s Philosophy of Religipnalls Kierkegaard's analysis of “the self” andifhan
existence” a work of both phenomenology and religianthropology. Gregor Malantschuk in,
Kierkegaard’'s Thoughtefers to Kierkegaard's authorship in so much as&s concerned with the human
subject as, “anthropological contemplation.” Mer@lgstphal regards Kierkegaard’s remarks on the self
in, Kierkegaard’s Psychology and Unconscious Desyesra type of, what we know today as,
phenomenology.
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The human being is spirit. But what is spirit? 8péthe self. But what is the self? The self is a
relation which relates to itself, or is the relat®relating itself to itself in the relation; tiself is

not the relation but is the relation’s relatinglfdo itself. A human being is a synthesis of the
infinite and the finite, of the temporal and thereal, of freedom and necessity, in short a
synthesis. A synthesis is a relation between tlee @onsidered in this way, a human being is still
not a self.

In a relation between two, the relation is thedlds a negative unity, and the two relate to the

relation, and in the relation to that relation;ghunder the qualification of the psychical the
relation between the psychical and the physicalrislation. If, however, the relation relates itsel
to itself, then this relation is the positive thiechd this is the self.

Such a relation that relates itself to itself, &, seust either have established itself or havenbee
established by another.

If the relation that relates itself to itself ha=eh established by another, then the relatiordised
that third, but this relation, the third, is yetamga relation and relates itself to that which
established the entire relation (SUD 43).

After reading such a passage one may feel a certain sickness unto deatis, mmd it
wonder that, as Alastair Hannay has noted, some have thought that Kierkegaard wa
deliberately parodying Heg&l.Anti-Climacus begins by saying the human being is
spirit; however, he quickly qualifies the definition of the self in Hegeliab.dde goes

on to define the self as, “a relation that relates itself to itself...a humanib&ing
synthesis....such a relation that relates itself to itself, a self, ntst Bave established

itself or have been established by another.” What does all this amount to?

Anti-Climacus begin§SUD by defining the selfRelve} as spirit Aand. “What is
spirit?” he asks. Spirit, he goes on, is the self. But, Anti-Climacus furthstigos,
“What is the self?” He goes on to cash out the self in terms of a three-peitiigr

Again, lest we forget, Anti-Climacus is not discussing the self mase§n exercise in

18n his introductory remarks to SUD, Hannay notest some commentators have read
Kierkegaard’s opening remarks in SUD as a delilegparody of the, “impenetrability of Hegelian prdse
Hannay suggests that this way of reading Kierkey@awrong-headed and that Kierkegaard’s obscure
opening remarks serves as a table of contentbdoreimainder of the book rather than a parody ajeHé
don't see why it cannot be both a parody and aseesas a table of contents for the remainderebtiok.
I will discuss Hannay interpretation of Kierkegadater in the paper.
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speculative philosophy, but rather to present an account of the despair (in its various
forms conscious and unconscious despair) that had gripped the present age. For Anti-
Climacus, spiritAand, refers to the third element that unites both body and'8oul.
Against Hegel, spirit, for Anti-Climacus doesn't refer to the third movemetiein t
dialectic of soul-consciousness-spirit, but rather refers to a third eledet person in
addition to the physical body and séUlmmediately we should notice that Anti-
Climacus’ self is not merely Descartes’ dualistic self of mind and bodyathér a
composite of soulSjee), translated as “psyche,” and physical body, both united by

spirit*! Richard J. Colledge, regarding Kierkegaard's notion of ‘spirit’ writes:

In itself, it [spirit] is neither a source of goodr evil; in being the foundation of consciousnéss,
is rather the condition of possibility for both.ifpis the gnawing voice within that breathes fire
and intensity into human existence, driving it @ahe difficult road toward fulfillment of its
potentiality. Thusspirit is of the essence of human be{@glledge).

As we proceed, what exactly ‘spirit’ amounts to and the role that it playsmédgaard

notion of the self will become clear, but now to exposit in greater detail on gaett af

9 For Kierkegaard, ‘spirit’ is used in different waybut unfortunately he didn’t always clarify the
ways in which he used his terms. Richard J. CoadgKierkegaard’s Subjective Ontology: A
Metaphysics of the Existing Individualggests that Kierkegaardisind,Hegel’'sGeistboth refer to the
essential element needed for human flourishingwlitht Hegel ‘spirit’ is “at once human and divine,”
whereas with Kierkegaard, ‘spirit’ is, “an emingnitiluman category...that appears to function as arténna
human “faculty” that operates by unsettling thevidbal through awakening it to its eterrialos' p.10.
Westphabpoints out that Kierkegaard used ‘spirit’ in muble same way that Hegel used the term.

% For Hegel, the Absolute or Spirit is engaged inpthecess of becoming what he truly is; thus,
coming to full self-consciousness requires an dhpebe conscious of. Only in humanity has thissotiess
been overcome because man is the highest expredsgpirit. Human history is the history of spirit
becoming aware of itself as Spirit.

*'Although it is clear that Anti-Climacus has featuod a dualistic account of the human being as
both body and mind, but he adds a third elemeirif;9pis not clear if spirit is the creation tiie
individual properly synthesizing body and mind tihgg or if spirit is an external entity assistiig t
individual in her task of holding both body and nhitmgether. Louis Pojman iKjerkegaard’s Philosophy
of Religion concerning spirit remarks, “Man is a compositmgea synthesis of soul and body which are
related or brought together as opposing forpesgucing an entity (synthesis of spirit) whiclyieater
than the sum of its parts, a self or spiitalicize mine p.32.
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this triadic being. | will refer to each aspect of the triadic besmfplows: the irresolute

self, the resolute self, and the spiritual dependent self.
The Irresolute Self

For Anti-Climacus, the first major component of the self is what | refer theas
irresolute self, which comes to the fore in the tension between the ghymilyaand the
soul. The irresolute self is defined asyathesigSyntheskof contrasting factors
infinite-finite, eternal-temporal, and freedom (later he calls possibilitgessity? It is
worth noting that Anti-Climacus assumes that one does not and cannot understand the
self as just a physical entity nor as just pan psychical activity, but fath&nity is both

body and mind, which taken together is regarded as the first component of .the self

The first aspect of the self, then, is the self agrdhesi®f mind and body.
However, Anti-Climacus goes on to point out that mind and body have their respective
elements that need to be properly synthesized. Anti-Climacus remarks, “A humgn bei

is a synthesis of the infinite and the finite, of the temporal and the eterna@edbéin and

?21n, The Definition of the Self and the Structure ofrkégaard’s WorkJohn D. Glenn
understands Kierkegaard’s definition of the selBldD as not only fundamental to exploring the entir
SUD work but also key to understanding Kierkegaapfeudonymous corpus. Glenn proceeds by
discussing Kierkegaard tripartite definition of thedf, and then explicates how this definition esponds
to the three parts @ickness Unto Deatlrurthermore, Glenn considers how this tripadidinition of the
self relates to Kierkegaard'’s rich notion of “tliages of existence” throughout his pseudonymougsvor
For example, Glenn observes the first dimensicth@felf the self as polar oppositeas corresponding to
the aesthetic stage of existence described in vlome ofEither/Or. The pseudonymous author of the
former work, ‘A” paints a picture of an individual that is chamaated by vacillating between the poles of
infinitude/finitude, necessity/possibility, and etity/temporality. For example, Glenn pointsAts
rendering of the esthetical individual who strugdie carve out authentic meaning and existenceuseca
of her own non-commitment and irresolution. Thetlaetic individual, in an attempt to transform hiée,|
is taken in moments, via the imagination, of pagtafy grandiose possibilities; yet, fails to aczalkny of
these possibilities and consequently remains bouihér necessity. Moreover, the esthetic individad$
to unify the eternal and temporal aspects of tifeasesynthesis by “keeping free from all temporal
commitments” and is scattered about in the quegivi® meaning to her own existence.
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necessity, in short a synthesis” (SUD, 13). The body, for Anti-Climactls factual

pole of humanity which is exemplified by the particular elements of the finee, th
temporal, and necessity. That is, these elements make up one’s fachdihe Gther
hand, the elements of the infinite, the eternal, and freedom correspond to the soul or
psyche as the hyperbolic pole of the human being. This first relation (oelai®n) of
contrasting factors is diagnosed by Anti-Climacus in the context of elefigiand

excess; therefore giving raise to despair. That is, the malady piatpeiself described

in this subdivision is a result of an over emphasis (or under emphasis) of the garticul
elements of the synthesis. A more detailed account of what exactly theseicial

elements of the irresolute self refer to is in order.

The finite element refers to the person’s biological, physiological, eceagmi
social, and political features and determinants such as, one’s behavior, height, income,
social status etc. On the other hand, the infinite element refers to one’sitapnescape
from the finite determinants and facticity in the sense that one can, via tieatian,
transcend the narrow limits by imagining otherwise. The imaginatios pl&gy role in
the development of the authentic self, for Anti-Climacus. When imagination is used
properly it can be the catalyst wherein authentic selfhood emerges or when used

improperly can shipwreck one’s life on the rocks of despair,

It [imagination] is not a faculty like the othercfdties- if one wish to speak this way, it is the
faculty instar omniunffor all faculties].. what feelings, understanding and will a person has
depends in the last resort upon what imaginationdse on hovthe latter reflects upon himsglf
that is, upon imagination...the imagination is the lghaf reflection’s possibility; and the
intensity of this medium is the possibility of thelf's intensity (SUD, 60-61).

The error, for Anti-Climacus, is to emphasize the infinite element overgadsa the

finite and vice versa. That is, when the self's infinitude is emphasized over anstaga
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the self’s finitude the result is infinitude’s despair in that the self istoststate of
“vaporous sentimentality in sheer proliferation of objective knowledge or instanta
projects.”® For example, the despair of the infinitude of the self one might think of a
Walter Mitty figure imaging “fantastic projects” for the self whilever taking the

initiative to actualize any of these projects due to weakness of the wodht&raporary
example helps illustrate this point further. Consider Maria, a Latina, wbilking in the
service sector she empties trash bins, cleans bathrooms, and mops floors; yet,
imaginatively conceives of a different socio-economic situation thaeplher working

in upper management. That is, for a brief moment a different self emergesasMa
imagination. But for whatever reason (personal fear, lack of education ances),

Maria never wills and acts on these “august” projects. There is sense mreffecting
upon and “imagining” different social situations is absurd for Maria becaisseatv the
cause of her personal anguish. Maria’s reflecting via the imaginatiomaincauld have
been becomes the source of personal injury and despair, “the self then leadgia fantas
existence in abstract infinitization or in abstract isolation, constaniiniads self, from
which it simply gets further and further away” (SUD, 62). On the other hand, firstude’
despair results in the individual being locked into one’s own facticity and narrow
limitations?* One can think of an individual who is locked in their social constructs to the

point that one lacks the courage to imagine a substantially different life outsitesef

% Glenn, D. John Jr. "The Definition of the Self ahd Structure of Kierkegaard's Work." In
Internation Kierkegaard Commentary: Sickness Unéafh by Robert L. Perkins, 5-23. Macon, Georgia:
Mercer University Press, 1987.

** Glenn understands the finitude of the self to besnamuch its bodily and physical character,
but rather its involvement in actual situationsgl @amparticular the situations in which one is “atized to
restrictive social roles” (Glenn 1987).
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narrow constructs. Again, consider Maria who never imaginatively conceiaes of

different socio-economic situation for herself and thus is locked into hentsituation

with no hope of escape. This also can be a source of despair for Maria because she has
now confined herself into a prison of “narrowness...by being finitized, by instead of
being a self, having become a cipher, one more person, one more repetition of this
perpetuaEinerlei[one-and-the-same]” (SUD, 63). Anti-Climacus would say that

Maria’'s, self-imposed despair of finitude leads to the loss of one’s self whininetrd of

“others.”

But while one kind of despair steers blindly in th&nite and loses itself, another kind of despair
allows itself to be, so to speak, cheated of ilslse‘the others’. By seeing the multitude of
people around it, by being busied with all sortsvofldly affairs, by being wise to the ways of the
world, such a person forgets himself, in a divieese forgets his own name, dares not to believe
in himself, finds being himself too risky, findsntuch easier and safer to be like the others, to
become a copy, a number, along with the crowd (S&H64).

What is demanded is a right relation between these two poles whereby thxésteti®a
concretion of its own facticity and its own possibilities. For Anti-Climacus, ¢lieas a
synthesis of the infinitude and the finitude is the ability to transcend one’s finite
situations by imagining new situations whereby one chooses to actualizaédves
situations, or as Hannay remarks, “For despair to disappear, imagination mpgliée a
to something specific, or from the other side, everyday occupation must bémome t

workplace of the imagination” (Hannay 1989).

The temporal-eternal contrast makes up the longest part of the sectidhen, *
forms of this sicknesand is the most vague of the synthesis relationships. For Anti-
Climacus, there is something in the self that is eternal and “transcendshiperaé
order of our existence. What is this eternal item that resides in the saHCliimacus is

not clear on the matter, but some speculate that by the ‘eternal facti&ed@ard is
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merely getting at “a fundamental goal of human endeavor,” and in partithéar
“fundamental goal” to become a self (Hannay 1989). That is, because each person i
located in the web of cause and effect (time) one must lift themselvestbig sfstem

of cause and effect and use his or her freedom to actualize the possibilgersguieo
one’s self. However, all this requires that one be motivated to transcend atieis/fan

the first place. This motivation, for Hannay, is what Kierkegaard probablgsrimsathe
eternal factor. John Glenn suggests that this synthesis refers to thet adrtie self to
maintain unity through time while struggling with the tendency for thesselfistence to

be dispersed and scattered through different moments, in which case, the selkesderta
the duty of struggling to give itself a unified (eternal) meaning thastends

momentary (the temporal) dispersion of time (Glenn 1987). | would suggest that the
temporal-eternal synthesis is akin to Kant's problem of infusing our exésteltic

meaning. That is, on one hand we are rooted in the temporal order of the natural world
and the deterministic laws of science, yet on the other hand we can have fundamenta
meaning by governing ourselves by moral law as practical reasansTbar existence

is marked by a struggle to be not only citizens of the natural world of cause and effec
but citizens of the moral domain, a la Kant, and the ethico-religious domain, a la
Kierkegaard. For Kierkegaard, there is an aspect of human beings that cacaotubbed

by the deterministic laws of physics, and to think of ourselves as merelyaatmm

along with planes, trains, and automobiles is a categorical mistakestitm

remembered that Kierkegaard, as | shall discuss shortly, was no enemgaétiees,

even though he remained skeptical of the sciences’ task to capture human ekigstence

explicating human existence as merely natural phenomena.
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The possibility-necessity synthesis refers to the self’'s strugtfeher current
situation. Of course, Anti-Climacus would insist that our current situation be dieora
a religious perspective, and in particular, a Christian perspective via casegjosin,
redemption, and salvation. For Anti-Climacus, we find ourselves in despair and in order
to overcome our despair we are need of divine assistance. However, dsewitimite-
finite aspects of the self, | see no reason why one cannot discuss the pessibdssity
tension from a socio-political situation and not merely a spiritual situdtidhis respect,
the necessity aspect of the self doesn't refer to logical nor causalityedess
Kierkegaard, it refers to the self’s limitations. That is, the self igdohby the actual
situations, including but not limited to social and political limitations, in wiihe self

finds itself.

A contemporary example might be an individual who finds hirnesself in a
situation where they lack power due to their socio-economical status. brither fsense
of limitation, there is a certain degree of necessity that the self erpesi; one is limited
by their socio-economical status and thus is obligated to fulfill certaialsotés. On the
other hand, the possibility of the self refers to both active and passive possif#izan
1987). Active possibility designates what the individual can do given her actu#ibsifua
while passive possibility indicates what can be done to the individual in her situation.
Both forms of possibility are initiated by the imagination by which the individual
assesses her current situation and then considers what viable possibilities/one m
pursue. Again, the point is that one begins in her actual situation, and then moves to
change the actual by reflecting upon the various possibilities. Considadividual

who is disempowered by their socio-economic status but in and through active ppssibili
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decides to take certain actions in order to change their situation. Moreover, the
individual’s situation can also be changed by passive possibility in that certais ¢haimg
be done to the individual by outside forces thereby moving the individual to act upon
these situations. John Glenn notes that, Kierkegaard illuminates the possibilitycdspe
the self by speaking about attitudes of fear, hope, and anxiety in relation ti drelse
possibility. In sum, this first dimension of the self reveals an irresolifteaself that is
buffeted between the infinite and the finitude, the eternality and tempopealdythe

possibility and necessity of its own nature.

The Resolute Self

The second dimension of the self is the resolute self which is defirecekion
that relates itself to itselAgain, this dimension of the self, Anti-Climacus illuminates in
and through a certain component of despair, the relation itself is the syriisesissed
above, and usually appears in some form of imbalance. What's more is that this
dimension of the self is progressively conscious of its being an imbalance; thu, ithe se
its consciousness of itself. That is, the resolute self takes a certain postargs itself.
However, what is self-consciousness for Anti-Climacus? John Glenn understands Ant
Climacus’ notion of the self as self-relating as primarily theeo#ifle activities of the self
in its volitional aspect as opposed to just the cognitive and introspective asphets of t
self. That is, the self as self-relating refers primary to theoivithe individual, which
Anti-Climacus casts as various weaknesses of the will. Glenn turnsdmsat to the
second major section in SUD entitlé&kspair as Defined by Consciousnessgain an
understanding of the self defined as self-relating as an aspect of vdtitibrs section,

there are two forms of despair that hinder the individual from becoming a sdilf. Firs
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“despair in weakness” the self refuses to be a self because of someifeitterp@st,
present, or mere possibility) which it finds unacceptable. Second, “despalk i lva
one’s self in defiance” the self refuses to be a self because it fadkrtoveledge any
authority over itself. Glenn points out that both forms of despair, for Anti-Climats, i
expose the insufficiency of the unaided self-relation in the attempt to be atielfitw
divine assistance. Glenn interprets a similar scenario in Volume Two of the
pseudonymous worlgither/Orin which Judge William (the Kantian ethicist and author
of this second volume) reveals that ultimately the ethical stage ofrecesteincomplete
and therefore demands a “higher” stage of existénddthough the aesthetic stage
primarily consists in one attempting to satisfy and cultivate one’s desicksnpulses,
which eventually ends in despair; it is absorbed into the ethical stage oheiste
However, in the end, the ethical stage of existence also proves to be insuficient
authentic selfhood. The heart of the ethical stage of existence is thet@&tipiject of
becoming a self through resolution, which presupposes a view of the self that is
essentially self-sufficient. Such a view of the self ignores the dependehaynahity to
become an authentic self upon the one who established the self-relation in thadest pl
the one who established the self-relation, for Anti-Climacus, is God. This dimension of

the self will be discussed shortly.

Similarly, Alastair Hannay understands gwdf asself-relatingas consciousness
of the self's synthesis typically in a state of imbalance; thus, itsrédethe self being

conscious of its own imbalance. For Hannay, Kierkegaard’s notion of self-consasusne

> A concrete picture of the individual resolutely oking through self-choice and taking
responsibility for the development of the self mstkesis is visible in the second partither/ Or.
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doesn't refer merely to introspection as much as it refers to a morabgatébat is, the
self is conscious of itself in a state of despair because it (the sel§ileastd fulfill the
ideal. Again, the central theme here is a form of despair whereby the indivitieal e
chooses to live in the despairs of finitude or necessity or lives a double life in tvich t
ideal is preserved but at a level where there seems no question of its beattoetasl
life (Hannay 1989). The previous understandings of Kierkegaard’s notion of the self
defined as self-relating certainly picks out a feature of the self thiek Kierkegaard
intends, namely that it is aware of itself as a synthesis of contréastitogs. However,
these accounts of self-consciousness strictly define it (the self) agesmant away from

the self to a transcendent power.

To my mind, self-consciousness, for Kierkegaard, is not merely an “avgaresfe
the individual’s inability to hold these contrasting factors together (andither
prompting one to seek divine help), but is also the emergence of resolution in addition to
the body-soul synthesis. That is, the self is conscious of itself as a unity (@fstiogt
factors) but also conscious of itself under a moral obligation in a process tfjieeat.
That is, the self is conscious of the moral task to integrate itself; thusmygtiavbecome
resolute. The self as an imbalance of contrasting factors (which no dorgspcords to
the aesthetic form of life in Kierkegaard'’s literary corpus) is anppssible self in that it
vacillates between the factual and hyperbolic poles, but the self as agtfg¢vhich
corresponds to the ethical form of life) is the aspect of the self wihghe iself) becomes
an actual self in that there is an “awaking” of herself to choose the selilshe.What
is to say, for Kierkegaard, the aspect of the self as self-relatimgre than just an

introspective awareness of the deficiencies of the self; it is thedbttee self where one
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becomes aware of her moral obligation to become an authentic self. One takeb/serious
for the first time in her life, the moral task of the development of the d@l.aBpect of

the self is cashed out in Kierkegaard’s writings at the ethical sfageastence,; it is the
place where we capture a glimpse of the individual who becomes aware of redraettic
universal obligation to choose one’s self absolutely. This self-conscious ebpextelf

is certainly linked to introspection, but not as an end in and of itself, but rather is the
power and will of the individual to shape her life through choice. Furthermore, for
Kierkegaard, the self as self-relating is where the individual becomes afvhe
significance of one’s life in that she is the sum of her resolute decisi@esualizing the

various possibilities she presents to herself.
The Spiritual-Dependent Self

The third and final dimension of the self is the spiritual dependent self which is
defined asa self as an “Other”-relation This dimension of the self, for some, is
paramount to understanding Kierkegaard’s notion of thé%Aallook at the key passage
in SUD, readssuch a relation that relates itself to itself, a self, must have established
itself or have been established by anothvghat are we to make of such remarks? Is
Kierkegaard insisting that full authentic selfhood can only emerge inorekatiGod? In
what follows, | will argue that such a reading of Kierkegaard is too namadvisan
danger of missing essential elements in Kierkegaard’s notion of the selfticulaa, (it

misses) elements that can be applicable to Latino male self-traasfumin arguing the

C. Stephan Evans suggestsWho is the Other in Sickness Unto Deditlat an
understanding the self, which is self-relating in tuatdtes to another, the one who established
the relation is essential in order to understand Kierkegaard’s notion of the self.
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latter, it will become evident that Kierkegaard’s notion of the self is ndicadly
individualistic,” but instead is relational in that it incorporates an “other” imgo t
emergence of full-selfhood. Although this “other” has traditionally beerrdeday
many Kierkegaardian scholars as strictly God, | will show that this need tioe base.
However, even if the “other” is God, | will argue that there is utility iplesing the
ideas of dependency and vulnerability embedded in Kierkegaard’s “other’dlane
God for theists and non-theists alike. It is the latter notions of dependence and
vulnerability that will be picked up in chapter three regarding my discussioatoroL

male self-transformation.

First, notice that Kierkegaard incorporates a very Hegelian theme irdoduant
of the self, namely the relationship by which the self becomes itself iroretatthe
“other.” Against the idea that Kierkegaard’s notion of the self is radigadliyidualistic
and extremely self-centered, he does indeed bring an outside factor into thene fioa
those who chide Kierkegaard for extreme individualism, Evans suggests that the human
self defined in SUD as “a relation that relates itself to itself and atimglitself to itself
relates to another” rules out any account of the self as strictly autonontbaslfa
contained (C. S. Evans 1997). In this sense, the ontological structure of the self is
certainly not individualistic but instead relational: X is a self just i ¢there is some Y
external to X and X is in relation to ¥.is important to note that for Kierkegaard the
“other” has to be another individual. In other words, what Kierkegaard is doing with this
Hegelian move (with an anti-Hegelian twist) is basically this:setisciousness cannot

be separated from the other-consciousness, in which the “other” is defined an individual
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That is to say, my self-awareness presupposes my awarenesstokttas self-

awareness of another individual.

At this point one might object by noting that Kierkegaard’s Hegelian move
regarding the self and the “other” is a facade because Hegel’s “othsr'other”
community consciousness whereas Kierkegaard’s “other” is merely Galfj.aen if it
is the case that Kierkegaard’s “other” is strictly God, which | wdua momentarily,

need not be the case, why would God not count as a legitimate “other”?

Second, suppose that this “other” to which “the self that relates to itseifiesd
God, what does this exactly entail? Consider the selected proof texts froomg@aift

SUD below:

Such a relation, which relates to itself, a selfistreither have established itself or been
established by something else (SUD 43).

If the relation which relates to itself has beetaklshed by something else, then of course the
relation is the third term, but then this relatitme third term, is a relation which relates imttw
that which has established the whole relation (13D

For this latter formula is the expression of thatten’s (the self’s) total dependence, the
expression of the fact that the self cannot byfitaeive at or remain in equilibrium and rest, but
only, in relating to itself, by relating to that igh has established the whole relation (SUD 44).

This then is the formula which describes the stathe self when despair is completely
eradicated: in relating to itself and in wantingomitself, the self is grounded transparentlyhin t
power that established it (SUD 44).

As the texts above suggest, a third factor is essential for the full or completepeent
of the “healthy” self except that this third factor resides outside the-smlever, many
Kierkegaardian scholars regard this third factor as none other than GodaFgiex
Westphal regards the “other” as God in Kierkegaard’s polemical schemstadegel.
Westphal notes, Kierkegaard is not merely repeating Hegel’s notion of the seths

of “other” consciousness, but rather is giving Hegel's relational self a unigttegelian
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twist.?’ In order to see this Hegelian subversion, think of the Cartesian self that leaves us
with epistemic gap between the private and public domains. Against this &adekHj

the Hegelian self is essential produced by the public domain (the other). Hpthever
Hegelian self reduces subjectivity to social activity; consequentlyestidfy and

inwardness of faith disappear. Kierkegaard’s task then is to carve outafepte self

that avoids Cartesian solipsism and Hegel’s self that becomes indistirmjeisban the
universal and public community. The issue then becomes whether Kierkegaard can
provide a private space for the self that stands apart from both Cartesian pnidacy a
Hegel’s public domain. For Westphal, Kierkegaard does indeed achieve this plaee whe
the self can act in and through identifying the “other” whom the self relatesGogt®

For Kierkegaard, the health of the self then depends on relating properly to God who is

“’Merold Wesphal inKierkegaard's Psychology and Unconscious Despsieds light on
Kierkegaard'’s notion of the self by examining wKidrkegaard means by psychology. Kierkegaard’s
notion of the self, as it appears in SUD, is patiis, what we might call, clinical psychology. Kiegaard
believes that he is diagnosing an illness (i.epdipinflicting humanity and then providing a resyefor
the illness. That is, he sees humanity as patirmised of cure of a disease thwarting the pensan f
being an authentic self. However, as we shalltbeesemedy resides within the will of every person.
Westphal observes that, Kierkegaard’s psychologyaios both Aristotelian and Cartesian elements. It
Aristotelian in that health or the lack of heatmég something that is left to mere feeling, foguand fate,
but rather is something that we do; remedy invob@son, will, and responsibility. It is Cartesiaiith
respect to the inwardness of the self. In SUD, bsedhe self is defined as “a relation that relasedf to
itself,” Westphal points out that the self is redatl. As we have already encountered, this relasdhe
result of synthesizing two opposing factors. Yetgdfphal notes that this is not enough for selfhétad.
only when this relation relates itself to itselaththe self as spir{igenuine selfhood) comes to fruition.
What Kierkegaard obviously has in mind with selatin is self-consciousness and seems very sitalar
the inwardness of Descartesigita However, as Wesphal points out, it is not justt€dan inwardness, it
is the self's relation to itself which is its fremd.

Zwestphal understands Kierkegaard’s grounding tliérs&od as polemical move against Hegel
grounding the self in the social order. Kierkegaamderstands Hegel's social order of the self'sigh In
this scenario one’s fellow humans become the prai@ther to whom one relates, and a right relaton
this other that has established the self constitiite self's health. Consequently, Westphal ndtes t
individual seeks to be like others, to become gycapmumber, a mass man, and forgets himself.ddspé
the individual person being lumped together witragate and thereby losing their self, the indigickelf
can by preserved only by his/her self- awarenesxisting before God.
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the self's ground (Westphal 1987). By making the “other” God, as Westphal notes,
Kierkegaard is able to polemically challenge the idea that the absolyeanymous
with the prevailing ideas of society. In this way, Kierkegaard includeséiinm the
company of social critics such as Socrates who stood against the estabfisthsd &nd

the superficiality of their day.

However, one might inquire as to why the self has to be defined as a God-relation
in the first place. For Kierkegaard, does the “other” that stands in relationgeltiave
to be God? That is, although the “other” for Kierkegaard has typically beeredgéind
with good reason, as God, Evans cautions against hasty conclusions that narrowly
understand this third element as exclusively &d@od is not the only “other” by which
human selves can relate in order to become authentic selves. I'm persuatiest¢hat
good internal evidence to support the latter point. Part one of SUD supports the
interpretation that the “other” Kierkegaard has in mind is someone or something other
than God. Anti-Climacus, for example, suggests there are levels or gradations of
consciousness and self-awareness in relation to another. With Evans | confarr tha
Kierkegaard, although the highest level of self-awareness and thus auske&hbod is
one’s relation to God, this doesn’t exclude a level of authentic selfhood in relation to
other people. If this is correct then the relational structure of the ontolsgit#
actualized in and through relating not only to God, but other people too. Anti-Climacus

writes:

The progression in consciousness we have beenrc@utwith up to now occurs within the
category of the human self, or of the self thatmas as its standard of measurement. But this self

2 pojman in;The Logic of Subjectivity: Kierkegaard’s PhilosopifyReligion understands this
“other” Kierkegaard refers to as exclusively God1B-16.
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takes on a new quality and specification in behrgydelf that is directly before God. This selfds n
longer the merely human self but what, hoping adi¢ misinterpreted; | would call the
theological self, the self directly before God. Amblat an infinite reality this self acquires by
being conscious of being before God, by being admself that has God as its standard! A
herdsman who (if this is possible) is a self disebefore cattle a very low self; similarly a maste
who is a self directly before slaves, indeed relaflyis not a self-for in both cases there is no
standard of measurement. The child, who up to ti@snhad only its parents’ standard, becomes a
self through acquiring, as an adult, the Staté stsndard. But what an infinite accent is laid mpo
the self when it acquires God as its standard! (S1I0).

For Anti-Climacus, depending on the “other” that one relates to, determindsgtee of

self that one comes away with. If the “other” which one relates to is anlasnma
inanimate objects, then one’s sense of self or self-awareness is at @tew ofe

selfhood. Moreover, the self-identity that one comes away with in relatite t‘'other”-
(defined exclusively as another individual) is then worked out via the self's etms&abf
becoming. That is to say, the life projects that one assigns to his or herselfiger
Kierkegaard’s language, the self's task of becoming) become heatthgughentic or
unhealthy and unauthentic depending on the “other individual” that one stands in relation
to. A contemporary example shows what Anti-Climacus has in mind here. Consider the
Latino male who emulates (stands in relation to) other Latino males. Depending upon
how much of a “self” the other is, is how much of a “self” one comes away witle If th
“other” whom the Latino male emulates is an unhealthy self (a mininfgltheln we can
also expect the Latino male will also be an unhealthy self (minim3l $ék latter points
would be missed if Kierkegaard’s “other” is defined as exclusively God. \&& mat and
cannot identify Kierkegaard'’s “other” as exclusively God for danger s$img essential

dimensions in Kierkegaard notion of the self.

Finally, by cashing out this “other” as God, Kierkegaard reveals @spelsuman
vulnerability, dependency, and limitedness by exposing the inability of hymanit

restore herself to proper health by her own means. For Kierkegaard, Godrisradithe
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Creator who has established the self (ontologically the self is draata relation being),
but then allows the self to be co-creators, if you will, in the ethical task toetitoself

we will become. Intricately bound up with the idea of the “other” as God is the idea tha
humanity, in order to have healing from the disease of despair, must come to térms wi
the diagnoses and ultimately become vulnerable and dependent by receiantdbie

of faith. This is made explicit by Anti-Climacus as he discusses two cussiorms of
despair: 1) “Not to will to be oneself, to will to do away with oneself” and 2) “in despair

to will to be oneself” (SUD, 72-80).

Consider the first form of despair; despair due to weakness of the will. Subject
the latter form of despair are not willing to take upon themselves the projeetahing
a self because they don’t will to be their self. For example, there epéepgho have an
unhealthy view of themselves and refuse to be the person that they are. In easese
some may feel so overwhelmed with the task to be themselves, they may wamido ge
of themselves altogether, echoing sentiments such as, “if | were orilgrX| would
amount to something great.” Consider the Latino male who becomes disillusiohed wit
his life and life-projects only because he is not of a certain race, eghoicwell-
positioned in a certain socio-economic class. Kierkegaard would referlaitdreas a

case of despair due to weakness of the will.

The second form of conscious despair, for Anti-Climacus, is the despair to will t
be one’s self in defiance. Again, concrete forms of this particular despaioehard to
imagine. Consider the Latino male who constructs a fragmented self which i"yot o
dangerous to himself but to others around him. He rejects any notion of being dependent

and vulnerable upon an “other” except himself; he refuses in defiance to be hy‘healt
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and complete self’; he says, “You're not the boss of me!” Or, “I can’t trust agybod
except myself!” These anecdotes reveal forms of despair that resnltHe rejection of
dependency and vulnerability upon the “other.” Thus, the Latino male in this form of
despair fails to be an authentic self because in defiance he refuses to nsa{e him

dependent and vulnerable to “others” around himself.

In sum, by casting the “other” as God, Anti-Climacus is able to critiquelldege
notion of the self and bring out aspects of human vulnerability and humility in relation to

constructing healthy and complete selves.

Conclusion

My conclusion is that Kierkegaard’s self represents a hybrid notion bethveen t
metaphysical and relational achievement self. The ontological selfjddtegaard, is a
synthesis of opposing factors that must be tempered just right in order to avoid
imbalance. However, these opposing factors make up the parameters wherein the
individual is called to engage in the highest human project: to become a self. This projec
of authentic selfhood is dynamic and relational; it requires the individualatecad
construct themselves. Although it is a struggle, holding the contrasting faarjetker
requires self-awareness. However, self-awareness requires th@uasness of another
individual, but this “other” individual doesn’t necessarily have to be God. In agreement
with Evans, | interpret Kierkegaard as insisting on various gradations and levels o
selfhood, which for Kierkegaard the highest level of selfhood is a God-relation;

nevertheless, a God-relation isn’t required for a minimal level of selfhood.
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Furthermore, I'm convinced that Kierkegaard’s attempt to define theasdbioth
a metaphysical and achievement project is crucial today in a time wdenelual and
personal identity has been called into question in very significant mihAknough |
don’t deny the importance of the self being defined in and through achievement and
relation, | also maintain the importance of an ontological self as ground faaigienal

achievement self.

There are a number of insights in Kierkegaard’s hybrid notion of the selfatat c
inform contemporary Latino male self-transformation. First, construotags self can
be understood as a moral project in which the individual takes as his or her vocation to
become an authentic sélfln terms of contemporary Latino/a issues such as Latino male
self-transformation, self-transformation may be approached withral mbligation.
Second, this moral project and vocation to become a self is not (and cannot) be achieved
in isolation, but rather depends upon “standing” in relation to healthy “others.” In other
words, self-transformation requires the help of the others; it is a task fiodtelual
and the community. Third, the moral project to become a self is not devoid of any
metaphysics; instead it presupposes certain metaphysical assumptionsaaretqra.
That is, Kierkegaard’s hybrid metaphysical account of the self avoidess#ntialist
critigues because even though the task of the individual to “self-create”srestte

metaphysical perimeters, self-creation within these metaphyscaheters (the self as

#dentity has been come under attack in a numbeewfies such as philosophical attacks on the
notion of the self and identity, as well politiedtacks which denies that any notion of ethnic fidgis
useful and productive to a healthy democracy.

310f course for Kierkegaard constructing the self ldaertainly go beyond moral obligation and
would quickly become a religious duty.
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triadic being) doesn’t necessarily absolve the individual from the tasktorasate.
Fourth, Kierkegaard’s self (the vocation to become a self) is a task thias$ begne’s
current situation whether that is one’s socio-economic and political situatoresr

spiritual situation or both.

Finally, there is utility in Kierkegaard’s notion of the self in relation to @othat
it brings to light the crucial matter of a standard and criteria byhwdme uses to gain a
self. This will have vital consequences in discussing Latino males and $figalih
models by which to acquire healthy and complete selves. Moreover, Kiertsgaar
remarks on “religious self” is also helpful in “whole self” formation bygmg to the
discussion vulnerability, dependency, and humility by relating to a higher pewvear if

this power isn’t a Transcendent God.
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Chapter II- Kierkegaard’'s Subjectivity

Introduction to Subjectivity

Kierkegaard attends to subjectivity throughout his entire pseudonymous
authorship, but never more rigorously than under the pseudonym Johannes Climacus, in
Concluding Unscientific Postscript to the Philosophical Fragméfithe Concluding
Unscientific Postscriptwritten in 1846js the sequel to thiehilosophical Fragments
written two years earlier; howeveépncluding Unscientific Postscrighereafter CUP)s
five times longer than theragmentswhich Climacus calls a, “pamphlet”. These two
works are associated not only by their subject matter and authorship, but also by their
humorious titlesPhilosophiske Smuler: eller en Smule Philosdapmslated aslust a
crumb of philosophwr philosophical crumbsvhich is misleadingly translated in English
as,Philosophical FragmentéHannay 2001). To present any literary work, especially a
philosophical work, as merely a crumb or a morsel of philosophy would have been
humorous to some and to others would have been outright scandalous because in that day
philosophy was considered an all-encompassing tight knit scientific syStprally

comical was the reference “unscientific” in the title of Bastscript Hegel’'s philosophy,

%2 Right at the start subjectivity must be distingeis from subjectivism. That is, Kierkegaard’s
subjectivity does not denote personal relativishghat the individual maneuvers through life byspeal
whim, nor does it refer to a type of ethical subjeem whereby one creates her own ethics accoring
her own preferences. As | proceed it will beconeacwhy Kierkegaard’s subjectivity cannot amount to
personal/subjective relativism.
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dominating the philosophical landscape in Kierkegaard’s day, was describegsteng s
therefore, it elevated speculative philosophy to the prestigious platformspetifel
standing as that of science (C. S. Evans 1983). Clearly, as both titles indicaseuSlim
has set his target on the speculative right-wing Hegelian system thagtipped Demark

in Kierkegaard's day®

#Climacus had especially set out to combat Hansdrabtartensen (1808-1884) theologian,
professor at the University of Copenhagen, wha ladeame Bishop of Zealand. Martensen’s most
important contribution to speculative theology wahristian DogmaticsMoreover, Climacus sought to
attack Hegel’s philosophical system. It was Hegebtoriously opaque and difficult philosophical
assessment of religion in general and Christianifyarticular that didn't sit very well with Climas. For
Hegel, propositional truth can’t simply be presedritean either true or false manner. Truth is more
complex Hegel believed, because propositional srettpress both truth and falsehood. Suppose tleat on
utters a proposition; it is inevitable that thiposition is only partially true and expresses e-sided
truth. What is needed for the whole truth is thepsition’s opposite, and out of the clash of these
opposing views a more adequate statement of thewill emerge. Again, this dialectical process is
repeated; as a result, this “seemly” more adecgiatement of the truth inevitably finds itself pairand
one-sided. The opposite view is again summonedddyze a more adequate statement of the truth@and s
forth. The point here is that going through thialeictical process, a more adequate statementtbftinih
cancels and affirms the opposing statements. Fgeklabsolute truth emerges via the process of
philosophical thinking through his whole system.

The whole is only complete when two propositiors made together, and when the first is
asserted and maintained, it must be counteredifgiity to the other with invincible
stubbornness. Since both are equally right, theypath equally wrong, and the mistake consists
in taking such abstract forms as ‘the same’ andltim® same’, ‘identity’ and ‘non-identity’, to be
something true, fixed, and actual, and in restinghem. Neither the one nor the other has truth;
the truth is just their movement in which simplensaess is an abstraction and hence absolute
difference...(PS p.472-473).

Consequently, for Hegel, Christianity was but aiphtruth and needed to be superseded in the psaufe
the entire speculative system. According to thiresee, Christianity is one stage in the total pretkat
constitutes the truth; the speculative must sembki@ adequate expression of the truth. In the end,
Climacus interpreted Hegel as demoting faith aphkira given, and something that we needed to get
beyond. Merold Westphal comments on Hegel's treatrokChristian faith as something incomplete and
perhaps “child-like,” which necessitated movingtghe Christian faith altogether.

All the focus of chapter 7 of tHthenomenologig on getting from the “imperfect,” “incomplete,”
and “defective” formYorstellungeiy to the truly spiritual and perfected forBegriffe...faith is
treated as effortless and virtually inevitable; sieeious task is getting beyond it to knowledge
(Westphal 1996).
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As we shall see, what Kierkegaard does with subjectivity is widely eatteely
a project of radical individual subjectivity such that the highest call for the thdilis
to retreat and turn his back on society while contemplating his or her persoyaill qiet
with God. However, | will argue that this reading is wrong. | will arguésbbjectivity
for Kierkegaard is not an end in and of itself, but rather a radical attempteaiala s
critic, to call attention to a society that has deified itself at the egp#rthe individual.
In other words, subjectivity is a tool in the hands of the Danish gadfly trying tuldes|

and expose a religiously veiled social ideology.

Kierkegaard’'s Conception of Subjectivity
Climacus seeks to correct the spiritual and religious Danish culture legcitogr
a fundamental misunderstanding of what it means to exist as a human being. Such a task,
Climacus thinks, requires an analysis of subjectivity. Thus, the context ofsiisgus

subjectivity is tied to context of correcting one’s thinking about exist&ncethis way,

3% CUP, then, is written to sort out the issue of Wheeans to be a Christian in the face of
Danish Hegelian Christians in the 1840’s. Tha€Cianacus is asking, “How does one become a
Christian?” Whatever the answer to this questiongwut to be for Climacus, one thing is assured;
Christianity will not be examined in the traditidrdbjective manner. Climacus writes, “In order, lewer,
to avoid confusion, it should immediately be boimenind that the issue is not about the truth of
Christianity but about the individual’s relation @hristianity, consequently not about the indiffare
individual's systematic eagerness to arrange titegrof Christianity in paragraphs but rather attbat
concern of the infinitely interested individual tvitegard to his own relation to such a doctrine...the
objective issue, then would be about the truthlofistianity. The subjective issue is about thevidiial's
relationship to Christianity’Host VII 6-8). The problem that Climacus diagnoseth& the Denmark
Hegelians, and many orthodox guardians of Christiahave transformed Christianity into a scholahd
intellectual exercise. The error lies in thinkimgt becoming a Christian is a result of completifgarned
process because the achievement of such a prdmsbsas philosophical speculation and historical
inquiry) is never complete. Becoming a Christiavoiwes faith, and faith involves a decision; howeve
attempting to relate to Christianity in an objeetivanner negates making a decision since making an
objective decision requires postponing decisioiil the final result are in. Moreover, it is equallyong-
headed, Climacus is convinced, to think that oreutsmatically a Christian simply because one imbo
into a certain family, clan, social class, and/eographical location. The error in this particulinking is
that one is by default a Christian simply by bgththere is no urgency and no sense in contemgletirat
it means to be a Christian; it is time to “move ambrder to discuss weighty speculative philosoahi
notions.
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Climacus wants to change his contemporaries’ thinking about the way they think about
ethics and religion via a change in their thinking regarding existentfe Tise point of
departure for discussing existence, for Climacus, is a discussion of sutyjethe four

main aspects of subjectivity that | will explicate are: 1) objective subjective thinking,

II) subjectivity and indirect communication, Ill) subjectivity as inwardgnexistence,

and passion, and IV) subjectivity and truth. Upon discussing these aspects of\styhject

| will conclude by highlighting some important themes that will be taken up andrused i

my discussion on Latino male self-transformation in the next chapter.

) Objective and Subjective Thinking
The type of thinking that Climacus thinks is essential to authentic human

existence is subjective thinking in contrast to objective thinking. For Kierk&gaaman
thought can take different postures or standpoints on different matters. For exampl
can reflect differently by offering a variety of views on a plethora olkeiss
Kierkegaard’'s pseudonymous authorship does just this; it presents diverse views
concerning matters of existence, inwardness, guilt, sin, reason, faith, passibetics,
ethics, and the religious. Although there are many cognitive standpoints that one may
take, for Kierkegaard, there are two essential employments of human thouggrinaog
the many standpoints that we do take: objective thought and subjective thought. We can
reflect on many issues either in an objective or subjective manner. Kienteg#as in

Postscriptconcerning this distinction:

Whereas objective thinking is indifferent to thenlting subject and his existence, the subjective
thinker as existing is essentially interested sdwn thinking, is existing in it. Therefore, his
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thinking has another kind of reflection, speciathat of inwardness, of possession, whereby it
belongs to the subject and to no one dkes{.VII 55).

One could see this distinction Kierkegaard is making by considering the tymalong
utilized when the Latino male is “thinking” about logical and scientific @olsl versus
the type of thinking employed when he thinks about his own existence and more

specifically what it means to be a whole and authentic Latino male.

It is important to note that Kierkegaard is not just making a distinction between
abstract thought and concrete thought. It is not that theoretical or objeatikieghi
attempts to understand the world abstractly whereas subjective thinkingtattem
understand the world in concrete terms. Both theoretical or objective and subjective
thinking make abstractions. Theoretical thinking understands the worldcilydira
using objective terms, and subjective thought understands the world abstrasithyiamr
to his or her own existence (C. S. Evans 1982). The issue that Kierkegaard, via Climacus
in CUP, is illuminating is that the mind can take a certain posture towardssofjeat
is, we can take an objective standpoint towards objects that are legitintagsste
empirical sciences and logic. However, we are not only epistemologicetipelled but
morally obligated to approach ethics and religion via subjective reflectitward J.

Hughes makes these remarks regarding Kierkegaard’s objective/ subgistitvetion.

Obijectivity does not stand alone apart from subjiegtor refer to something existing in itself.
Objectivity in this scheme is primarily the choiga subject to orient oneself both toward the
world and toward oneself in a particular mannerje©fity is a freely chosen stance, an activity
that moves away from concern with the subject andas toward the object as its locus. The
subject in order to be faithful to an objectivensta must withdraw or abstract away from his or
her existence in order to reflect the object ottt (Hughes 1995).

For Kierkegaard, there are certain problems that can only be approached intvsubjec

manner, that is, in relation to one’s own existence. It is the latter apgitatanust not
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be surrendered to the empirical sciences because “when man is studiechbyhibes
objective reflection, he is treated in terms of the same laws, traits, anchiéatg
conditions that prevail in the rest of naturelt is not that Kierkegaard despises
objectivity and the sciences, but rather objectivity is limited because it rmoxagsfrom

the personal and ethical dimensions of human existence.

Instead of having the task of understanding thea abstractly, as abstract thinking has, the
subjective thinker has the opposite task of undadihg the abstract concretely. Abstract thinking
turns from concrete human beings to human-kinceimegal; the subjective thinker understands
the abstract concept to be the concrete human Jeitg this individual existing human being
(Post VII 305).

Kierkegaard believes that there are certain problems (existential ppg)dkecing each
individual that can only be solved when the person deliberately orients the mind in
relation to his or her own existence, and he worries that emersion in objectivity aan b
instrument used for the subject to escape the obligation of ethical and religiters mat

pertaining to his own existence.

No, praised be scholarship, praised be everyonechases the cattle away from its sanctuary.
The ethical is and remains the highest task asgdigmevery human being. It may also be required
of a devotee of scholarship that he understandathibefore he dedicates himself to his
intellectual discipline, that he continue to undmsl himself ethically in all his labor...(Post VII
125).

For Kierkegaard, although objective reflection can give us at best only

approximate knowledge, his primary concern is what the objective standpoint reduires

the individual®® Climacus describes the knowing subject in an objective mode of inquiry

% James CollinsThe Mind of Kierkegaar¢Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1983) p.46.

% Climacus argues that the greatest certainty thigctive knowledge (sense certainty, historical
knowledge, and speculative knowledge) can gives asiy an approximation; thus requiring at somenpoi
on the part of the individuallaap (PF 83-84; CUP 21-38; 44, 218, 314, 316). For noor&ierkegaard’s
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as disinterested and neutral, but in doing so the subject becomes indifferent to her own
existence and devoid of inwardness and pasSitiris precisely the latter state of affairs
that must be avoided when approaching the ethic-religious domain (21). In sum,
Kierkegaard writes that objectivity and the sciences have their proper domaimgreut

are limits to this domain, and issues of ethics and religion (existentitdre)dall outside

this domain, and are instead properly discussed in the domain of subjégtivity.

1)) Subjectivity and Indirect Communication
In CUP, Climacus deals with indirect communication in a chapter entitled,
Something about Lessifigin that chapter Climacus develops four theses related to
Lessing; however, | will only be exploring the first thesis because it oosisebjectivity

and indirect communication.

The first thesis attributed to Lessinghe subjective existing thinker is aware of

the dialectic of communicatipmtroduces the distinction between direct and indirect

Humean skepticism see Richard H. Popkin, “Humekdrdkegaard ' The Journal of Religiorivol.31, No.
4. (Oct., 1951): 274-281.

$'Although Climacus believes that objectivity regsidetachment and disinterestedness on the
part of the subject, he also believes that thisitradity” is rarely achieved (CUP 43).

3 For a discussion on Kierkegaard’s objective/ stije distinction see Sylvia Walsh,
Subijectivity versus Obijectivity: Kierkegaard’'s PBusipt and Feminist Epistemologiyternational
Kierkegaard Commentai@oncluding Unscientific Postscript to “Philosophldaragments(Macon,
Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1997, 11-22. Walgues that although Climacus accepts traditional
androcentric epistemological orientation, Climasahjectivity can still play an emancipatory role in
feminist studies.

% Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781) was a famirasnatist, critic, and central figure in the
German Enlightenment. Kierkegaard praises Lessii@pncluding Unscientific Postscrifiar what he
says about historical and eternal truth in hisy$3a the Proof of the Spirit and of Powén this essay,
Lessing makes the distinction between necessatystthat cannot be otherwise and contingent or
historical truths that can be otherwise. In CURsdileg is admired primarily for his emphasis on the
importance of striving infinitely after the unfitied task of finding truth.
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communication, which correlates to objective and subjective thinking (VA°5%)r
Climacus, direct communication goes hand-in-hand with objective thinking. As we have
seen, objective thought is different from subjective thought and the former is
communicated differently than the latter. Objective thinking is indiffererteadHhinking
subject and his or her own existence whereas the subjective thinker is, “dgsential
interested in his own thinking, is existing in it...his thinking has another kind of
reflection, specifically, that of inwardness, of possession, whereby it belmtigs

subject and no one else” (73). What Climacus has in mind here is that objective thought
is concerned with existence only in so far as it is concerned with human exiatepart

of its natural existence. That is, human beings are a part of nature and just as othe
creatures of the natural order we are endowed with actualities and possiliiiltjective
thought operates in this domain via thought directed toward objects and thus can be
communicated directly as a “result”. However, we can also, different frben oteatures

of the natural world, not only think about our actualities and possibilities, but we can step
back and reflect upon our possibilities and think about what possibilitiesigleto

actualize and appropriate to our lives. For Climacus, that latter type of thisking i
subjective thinking in that we are thinking about what possibilitieswgtto actualize,

and especially those possibilities that have a direct bearing on our own existenc

For Climacus, subjective thinking can only be communicated indirectly. Climacus

writes these words regarding indirect communication and double-reflection

“°Climacus makes it clear that the thesis he (Clirmpattributes to Lessing is not necessarily what
the historical Lessing actually intended, but iadtéis (Climacus’) appropriation of Lessing’s reksar'|
now intend to present something that | shall, whatdeuce, ascribe to Lessing, without being aettzt
he would acknowledge it” (72).
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Objective thinking is completely indifferent to gebtivity and thereby to inwardness and
appropriation; its communication is therefore dirétcis obvious that it does not therefore have to
be easy. But it is direct; it does not have thesilleness and the art of double-reflection....it can
be understood directly; it can be reeled off (RG$68).

What Climacus has in mind with double reflection is simply that subjective
communication is not so much concerned with “understanding” an item intellectually
outside one’s self, but rather is related to self understanding. Objective thinking is
communicated directly by passing information from one person to the next person. The
recipient of such knowledge only needs to grasp the information communicatedHer it (
communication act) to be successful; this is the first and only reflection andhéneisst

no need for a second reflection. The subjective thinker, however, not only grasps the
intellectual content (the first reflection), but must also consider how to apply a
appropriate the content to her own existence (the second reflection). Doublsoreflec
then, puts the individual in the awkward place of confronting the self and problems
related to the self, which may be a lonely and clandestine place. Merolghalestites

these insightful remarks regarding the challenge and loneliness oficgflec

In immediacy we live our lives thoughtlessly, aliag instinct or habit, inclination or drive, to
dictate our actions....in reflection, by contrast,egome thoughtful. We disengage from our
instincts, habits, inclinations, and drives soaastép back from life and take a look at it. It is
appropriate that the term “reflection” should maisethink of seeing ourselves in a mirror or in a
calm lake, for in reflection we do indeed managmtk at ourselves (Westphal 1996).

The second reflection, for Climacus, is a matter of personal inwardness wtiereby
subjective thinker is left alone with the content communicated and now musewvéhtl

how to personally apply the matter to her own life and her own existence. The second
reflection, in this sense becomes more than just introspection but rather is a type of
thinking that demands certain actions of the individual. Consider the Latino male svho ha

just finished attending a series of lectures on self-transformation and machistine
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conclusion of the series of lectures, one might say that his notebook is full infsnse t
notes were taken and concepts were employed by abstracting from thealritvéne
particular. On this surface level, Climacus would no doubt say that communication took
place (a notebook full of notes bears this out), and one might even be tempted to say that
communication was “publically” successful. However, Climacus would alsst ithsit
communication is unfinished and left incomplete until one has properly appropriated
(second reflection) the content of the lecture to his own existence. The lpgt@fty

reflection requires on the part of the listener the task of appropriating theeleontent

to his own personal existence; this task now takes on the form of an ethical duty which

could never be “taught” directly by a third-party.

Nevertheless, objectors may simply point out that Climacus’ notion of subjective
reflection is nothing more than introspective thinking that precedes action, st if t
criticism is right then how would this differ in any significant sense fobijective
thinking? One way to get Climacus off the hook is to interpret his distinction, as Evans
observes, as a distinction between a type of thinking “subjective thinking” oteetxé
thinking” that is primarily concerned with action and a type of thinking “object
thought” that is not. In this way, “thought and action are separate becaaseiscgever
equivalent to merely having thought something; they are linked because genioimésac

the realization of what has been thought” (C. S. Evans 1983).

Climacus is attempting to bring attention to a type of thinking, he calls etadte
thinking, that precedes action and even prompts passionate action toward existential
problems. However, this still leaves the problem of how subjectivity is to be

communicated unresolved. Communicating subjectivity from one person to the next takes
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place via maieutic art and the method of dialettitust as Socrates communicated to his
audience indirectly, as a “midwife,” through dialectic in order to get likriba veneer

of deception and illusion; his ultimate goal was to get the individual to arrive atithe t
for himself. The task, then, of communicating subjectivity in an “artful” wgyires that
the communicator distance himself from the recipient in order for theeatipi grasp

the truth by himself? The communicator can present the existential possibilities to the
recipient, but in the end it is the responsibility of the recipient to act in freedom and

appropriate the truth to their own lives.

Moreover, the communicator engages in a method of dialectic in order to
communicate indirectly. The notion of dialectic, for Kierkegaard, is not synonymaus wi
Hegel in that for the latter, dialectic is conceived as the ongoing and opposing
movements in the world-historical process, but rather, for Kierkegaard the tapposi
takes the form of taking a critical and questioning posture in order to see all @ossibl

angles in a situation from which the subject is then asked to choose.

The task of communicating subjectivity proves to be more difficult than one
might think because “the recipient is in the grip of various illusions,” and “a@mpenay

will, consciously or unconsciously, to remain in the illusion” (C. S. Evans 1983). Thus,

“Maieutic comes from the Greek word maieuesthaiithwife or act as a midwife; and the word
maieutikos meaning, of midwifery. To communicatéenéically means to communicate in such a way
that one acts as a “midwife” not giving birth, ather helping the individual to give birth. The
communicator doesn’t present doctrines, but inskedjols the hearer to recognize the possibilitiesjm
the hearer in a situation, usually a difficult amtomfortable situation, wherein the hearer muatvdr
appropriate conclusions for himself.

“*?For more on distancing the author and the readeMszold Westphal’s remarks on

Kierkegaard’s pseudonymous authorship and the hdefatthe author” motif in Roland Barthes, Hans-
Georg Gadamer, Michel Foucault, and Jacques Derridaapter two oBecoming a Self
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the tools employed for such a project of “indirect communication of subjettigign
audience steeped in illusion, as Climacus believed, fall to irony and Htiitnough
explicating the tools of irony and humor are beyond the scope of my current task, one
may certainly be justified in claiming that Kierkegaard’s entieugenymous authorship
can be seen as an attempt to indirectly communicate artfully and ironichi$y to
audience by presenting various views, positions, and most importantly egistenti
possibilities whereby the reader is left alone, so to speak, with the passilmlibrder to

assume responsibility for actualizing (or not) these possibiftties.

11)) Subjectivity as Inwardness, Existence, and Passion
Subjectivity does not denote a single unitary meaning, but rather refers to a
constellation of interrelated concepts that are not identical, but yet have Eppwvey

set of meaning® Subjectivity for Kierkegaard encompasses a certain set of concepts:

“rony, for Kierkegaard, had several meanings. @oey functioned as an existential transitional
standpoint between the aesthetic and the ethigahdo Second, irony was a tool used in his encaunte
with others. Humor also had several meaning fork&gaard. Like irony, humor was an existential
transitional standpoint the individual could assumbeer movement from the ethical to the religious
existence sphere. Humor was also a tool employedder to communicate with others.

**In some cases, Kierkegaard’s pseudonymous autpdsstioubly removed from the audience in
that not only is the act of writing under a pseudoran employment of indirect communication, but the
pseudonyms themselves engage in widening space®ettive author and the reader by employing other
forms of indirect communication. This is evidentiwihe writings of Johannes Climacus. Climacus
engages in a type of experimental psychology, “b&im neither a religious speaker nor a religiousqre
but just a humorous, imaginatively constructinggh®fogist” (VII, 419). The Swenson translation read
“a humoristic experimenting psychologist” (p. 438pr Kierkegaard, the psychological experimentsg i
not what modern psychology means by the term,dther is simply hypothetical thinking. That is, he
engages in what we tend to call, thought experiméi¢ imaginatively constructs various existential
possibilities, while he himself doesn’t commit toyaone possibility, but instead leaves that tortraer to
decide.

“5 | have borrowed the reference to Kierkegaardidojestivity as a constellation of meaning from
Edward J. Hughes in “How Subjectivity is Truth lretConcluding Unscientific Postscript.” Hughes
remarks that the terms: spirit, inwardness, subjiggtpassion, interest, and Christianity, “form a
constellation of meaning for which Kierkegaard rageboth the dynamic of the soul and the subjective
side of the essence of Christianity” p. 198. Furtiare, regarding the concept of subjectivity, oreyrsee
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inwardness, existence, and passion. In what follows, | will discuss each ottinespts,
but first it is necessary to be reminded of how Kierkegaard/Climacus usesctrecepts

interchangeably.

But primarily | sought through my own reflectiongick up a clue to the ultimate
misunderstanding. | need not report my many mistalet it finally became clear to me that the
deviation of speculative thought and, based themepips presumed right to reduce faith to factor
might not be something accidental, might be locéedeeper in the orientation of the whole age-
most likely in this, that because of much knowledgeple have entirely forgotten what it means
to existand whainwardnesds (Post 1. 241-2).

Yes, as said previously, | have nothing to do i contents of the book. My thesis was that
subjectivity, inwardness, is truth (Post 1.300).

The subjective thinker as existing is essentiadtgriested in his own thinking, is existing in it.
Therefore, his thinking has another kind of refleat specifically, that of inwardness, of
possession, whereby it belongs to the subject@nd bne else (Post 1.73).

Even in connection with relative pathos, the ditdet is like oil on the fire and extends the range
of inwardness and intensively inflames the passidre .pathos-filled in our philosophical
nineteenth century has fallen into discredit arddialectical has become passionless...because
passion is the very tension in the contradictiow when this is taken away the passion is a
pleasantry, a witty remark. An existence-issue, &, is pathos-filled and dialectical. The one
set forth here requires existence-inwardness iardalgrasp the pathos, passion of thought to
grasp the dialectical difficultly, and concentrafession because one is suppose to exist in it
(Post 1.385-6).

Then it certainly would be dubious to enter thettrof Christianity in this manner. Christianity is
spirit; spirit is inwardness; inwardness is subjéist, subjectivity is essentially passion, andtat
maximum an infinite, personally interested passarone’s eternal happiness (Post 1.32-33).

this particular concept in terms of Ludwig Wittgéegig’s notion of “family resemblances” as opposed t

nice tidy and underlying essences of concepts.géfigtein remarks,
Consider for example the proceedings that we #ll‘games”. | mean board-games, card-games,
ball-games, Olympic games, and so on. What is comtmdhem all?- Don't say: “Themustbe
something common, or they would not be called ‘gsithdut look and seevhether there is
anything common to all.- For if you look at themuywill not see something that is common to
all, but similarities, relationships, and a whole seoethem at that...and the result of this
examination is: we see a complicated network oflaiities overlapping and criss-crossing:
sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similasiof detail. | can think of no better expression
to characterize these similarities than “familyerablances”; for the various resemblances
between members of a family: build, features, cotifleyes, gait, temperament, etc., etc. overlap
and criss-cross in the same way (Pl 66-67).

| refer to this passage again later in the papehapter three with reference to Kierkegaard’sesagf

existence theory and Wittgenstein’s notion of “feraf life.”
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a) Inwardness
Inwardness and subjectivity are closely related but inwardness seemnis doitpac
narrower domain of subjectivity whereby the individual puts him or herself in a position
to be left alone, apart from social status, in order to contemplate concerndlatah e
and religious natur& This private contemplation is not for its own sake, but to move the
individual to take action concerning becoming a self and to face the problem of one’s
own existence. Again, this facet of inwardness can be made transparenubgidgthe

Latino male who has developed an “unhealthy” estimation of himself and othkes in t

*The meaning of inwardnesmderlighed) for Kierkegaard, at times seems to be synonymous
with subjectivity in that he uses the terms intamafeably. Stephen Evans takes “subjectivity” and
“inwardness” to be synonymous but quickly notes,ttitis of course a daunting task to say what
“inwardness” is for Kierkegaard'Kierkegaard's “Fragments” and “Postscript’” The Rejious Philosophy
of Johannes Climacuyétlantic Highlands, Humanities Press Internatlpha, 1983, pp.39-41).
Nevertheless, Evans suggests that inwardness teféthe central enduring concerns that give steapk
substance to the personality, concerns that hatheabdispositional character and an episodic chardc
Evans goes on to point out that these concernsammerely “naturally present” in the individualjtb
rather they are “formed” by the individual and ald® hindered by the individual. These concernoére
the nature of moral and religious character, ardeasential to the task of becoming a true salthik
sense, inwardness is defined in a broad manneindesith moral and religious concerns and theiedir
bearing on the subject in the task of becomingi@a $elf. However, Robert C. Roberts puts a lipace
between subjectivity and inwardness. For Robeutsjestivity (Subjekdtivitét“suggests a contrast with
interests, attitudes, and compulsions (that iscttegacter-formation) associated with the actigité
speculative philosophy and professional historscélolarship” Existence, emotion, and virtue: Classical
Themes in Kierkegaaydhe Cambridge Companion to Kierkegaa@hmbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998, pp. 177-206). That is, subjectigtysed by Kierkegaard, broadly speaking, to contnas
character formation of the individual committedtie enterprise of “objectivity” as opposed to clotea
formation and dispositions of the individual contenit to subjectivity. Inwardness, for Roberts, atif
from subjectivity in that it “implies a differenbatrast- with “externalities” such as social pasiti
reputation, the “results” of one’s actions, andljplyp observed natural phenomena.” Inwardness atingr
Roberts as a contrast to “externalities” gets afpersonal and private self apart from social guialic
trappings. Inwardness, in this sense, seems tousé marrower than subjectivity in that in a stdte o
inwardness one is left alone to contemplate, askiégaard would have it, the individual is strippddhe
comforts of the “externalities” and left to contelate their own existence. Julia Watkin spells out
subjectivity in terms of living in a “sphere of genal commitment to an ethical-religious way o lifo the
living of that life,” while inwardness is defined much narrower constrains of religiositiiigtorical
Dictionary of Kierkegaard’s Philosophyinwardness, for Watkin, refers to “spiritual eotiality of the
human soul experienced from the inside.” Watkingyore to suggest that inwardness for Kierkegaard was
“a hidden personal religiosity” in contrast to nfast religiosity of the monks and nuns in a comrtuni
Again, inwardness here is being cashed out in ashto, as Roberts puts it “externalities” but the
significance here is that Watkin understands inwasd in a religious context, namely the individual
manifests a “hidden religiosity” in actions (theyn@ne lives) not in wearing certain ecclesiastatathing
and religious garb.
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context of the social and public trappings with which associates. Howeventmst to
the former “externalities” the Latino male, in a moment of contemplativandness, re-

examines his values, projects, and most importantly his own lived experience.

b) Existence
Also closely related to subijectivity is existence. Kierkegaandnass different
modes of being, and is interested in a special type of existence that gaas theyo
individual described and defined merely as a biological, psychological, and social
animal®’ For Kierkegaard, the individual who truly “exists” is the individual who is
personally committed to becoming a self, in despair realizes his or bdoifne and

recognizes their responsibility for their actions. This type of existsnzashed out in the

existence-spheres (the aesthetic, ethical, and religious stagestefies)?

" Climacus speaks @xistenceandexistingin relation to the subjective thinker, we neet¢o
aware that the Danish words for existence andiagisteere ti| Tilveerelse andexisterehave no counter-
parts in English; thus, all are translated as sfmra of “exist” in English. The noumilveerelsg(existence)
refers generically to the sphere of human activitythis sense, it parallels the term actualitywidwer, the
Danish verbkexisteresignifies a qualitative life beyond the life of inegtiacy; it underscores an aspect of a
person’s ethical-religious striving and individutdvelopment (Watkin 2001). This sense of “to existtd
be contrasted with the Danish vesdere tilwhich refers to a person’s concrete physical emcsten the
world.

“8 | won't belabor the issue by rehashing these dosnaf existence since that has already been
covered. | will simple point that the spheres dtence set on display qualitatively different lisvef
existence. While the aesthetic stage of existeanebe described as a humdrum and dull form of exist
it is a still a form of existence. However, the ordjaw with the aesthetic domain is that it lackghentic
existence. The type of existence or level of eristein the aesthetic domain is characterized lagladf
responsibility to take one’s given nature (one’'scific hereditary and environment) and to shaperaafd
their own development by exercising free will. Tatter state of affair is no different than theldatm of
existence Kierkegaard describes as similar to theken pleasant passed-out in the back of a cadrdto
and fro wherever the horse pleases (VII 267). Adtic existence begins in the ethical sphere aftence
where the subject becomes self-conscious. Remaimitigs type of existence the subject is in thecpss
of becoming an authentic self because the sulgedbing the choosing.” That is, the subject is rsmif-
directing her own life by resolutely making choiéegassion. Passion will be discussed shortly.
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The type of existence that appears at the ethical domain is in refevezibecal
striving. That is, for Climacus, authentic existence, which begins in the edbitalin,

denotes a particular type of struggle or striving in the individual.

But what is existence? It is that child who is biégo by the infinite and the finite, the eternatlan
the temporal, and is therefore continually striviRgst 1. 92 VII 71).

That the existing subjective thinker is continuatyiving does not mean, however, that in a finite
sense he has a goal toward which he is strivingrevhe would be finished when he reached it.
No, he is striving infinitely, is continually in ¢hprocess of becoming (Post 1.91 VII 72).

Recall that for Kierkegaard, the self is a synthesis of contrastinggdotéinite and

finite, temporal and eternal, and freedom and nece&8iythentic existence

exemplified in an ethical struggle, then, is a struggle and a permanent tension to bring
together the temporal and the eternal. What does Climacus mean by th& éternal
Climacus, like Socrates, there is an infinite and eternal truth, and the subjeicties

has an essential relation to it; however this relationship is restrictedtby of finitude
cashed out in the temporality of human existence (Westphal 1996). The eternal, for
Climacus, denotes what is perfect, complete, and unchanging as opposed to something
that is imperfect, in process, and changth@he eternal in relation to the ethical, for
Climacus, is not merely contemplating universal possibilities for their own lsake

rather contemplating universal possibilities as possibilities for action.ig;ha the

practical life some of these universal possibilities are moral possibjlitihich can be

9 Against the idea that Kierkegaard was a Sartremmtentialist in that for humans, existence
precedes essence; thus, we choose who we areserike of having no nature prior to choosing,
Kierkegaard maintains that human nature is a sgigl# contrasting factors. Thus, for Kierkegaahne,
self has an ontological given that then becomesatie of every person to shape and mold into amesatit
self. The choosing and creating of one’s self bdéldone within the metaphysical parameters of
synthesizing these contrasting factors.

0 C. Stephen Evans iKjerkegaard’s Fragments and Postscriptscusses four significant uses of
“the eternal” for Climacus: abstract logical podgiks, moral obligations, God, and man’s futuife (59-
64).
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grasped not only as eternally binding on the individual, but also as universal and timeless
duties transcending personal whim and cultural norms. Thus, one side of the struggle that
emerges is that the eternal for the authentic existing being isekeni# struggle and

striving to realize moral ideals, duties, and norms (C. S. Evans 1983).

In a final note regarding the eternal, | must mention that for Climacushithgi
ethical domain that one encounters God. That is, for Climacus not only do all logical
possibilities, but also moral possibilities, have their ground in God. Thus, when the
authentic subject strives becomen the ethical domain, she is not only conscious of the
moral law, to use Kant’s term, but the she becomes conscious of God by realizing her
moral duties in action. Of course Climacus would not say that the subject has kreowledg
of God, but to be sure the subject encounters God or has existential awareness of God in

her ethical striving.

In contrast to the eternal and infinite stands the temporal and finitude, in which
Climacus simply refers to as the temporal character of humanreasie other words,
actualizing ethical duties (or any actions for that matter) must be domesinaind since
the subject fails to realize his or her ideals fully, completely, and pgrfelse must
realize these ideals in temporal striving. For example, it is one thing izerdadt the
subjectoughtto do X, but it is another thing for the subject to actually do X continually.
Moreover, it is still another matter to do X (actualize X) within the constrafrdse’s
own spatial-temporal existence not to mention one’s own hereditary, social, and
environmental limitations. To invoke deep reflection upon the subject’s daily

confrontation and struggle with the finite and temporal, Climacus asks, “Whatnsrteea
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die?® Again, Climacus is not just mulling over dark existential themes for their own
sake, but rather to awaken the authentic subject to the temporal and finiteifactors
human existence. That is, by being aware of our own impending death Climacus wants
the subject to genuinely grapple with our own imperfect, temporal, and fragmented
achievements. However, the question remains, “How does the existing subject
continually synthesize the eternal and temporal into her own existence?” IFFac@3i,

the answer is found in passion.

c) Passion

Climacus writes, “Only momentarily can a particular individual, existiregin a
unity of the infinite and the finite that transcends existing. This instant isaheent of
passion” (Post 1.197 VII 164). Before discussing how passion unifies the self as an
integrated self, we need to see what is meant by passion. The passionsydou€liare
not just an uncalculated burst of emotions where emotions quickly overtake the subject
and just as quickly disappear. Instead, for Climacus, passion must be “acquired” and
“developed” in which the subject takes responsibility for his or her passion. betigs,
Kierkegaardian passions are certainly emotions, yet a certain typ@tbes) more akin
to what we call values (C. S. Evans 1983). Watkin notes that pak&iengkab is
etymologically connected to the word for “suffer” (Lide) which is exprdsa two ways:
longing for something and that of suffering because of it. Thus, for Kierkegaandnpass
can be negative or positive. Passions in the negative sense picks out “selfediterest
desires” and “unbridled emotions” such that appear at aesthetic spherderfexishile

passions in the positive sense, refers to emotions/ values developed in the ethical-

Slvi137-147
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religious domain (Watkin 2001). Passions and/or values must be honed and developed in
order to give shape and direction to the subject. For example, consider the subject who
realizes their finite and temporal limitations (perhaps coming from a lawéals

economic class and/or having certain physical limitations), yet meagind presents to
himself the non-actual (the possible- perhaps possibilities of a diffeintil that has

gone on in the subject at this point is reflection and thought. What is now needed is for
the subject to bring to close the reflective process of the imaginatiorgesping to

himself various possibilities) and take a certain course of action; howevearathisly
happen when the subject decides to act. What moves the subject from reflective thought
to taking a certain action? For Climacus, it is passion that moves the salijeet t

action. Nevertheless, in the case above, “What is the particular passiod foeté and
‘cultivated’ that moves the subject to take action?” and “What is the object of this
particular passion?” Following the case above, one could say that the papazdem

called upon by the subject in order to move the subject to take a certain coursanof acti
is indignation and the object of this particular passion is social injustice. Again, both the
passion of, say, indignation and the object of passion, let’s say, social injusticdiave t
proper place in the ethical sphere of existence. That is, the universal ethiesl efl
righteous anger and justice, Climacus would call “the eternal” iedasit and has its
touchstone with the subject’s finite and temporal existence in and through the subject’
action. There is a sense in which the eternal and the temporal are momentaaly pull
together by the subject (in her action of decrying social injustice) whiels ginity to the
subject. In this way, passions provide unity and integration to the subject; furthermore,

passions and values enter human existence in and through the individual’'s inwardness
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and subjectivity. That is, subjectivity is the human aspect that appropdatky with
passions and value. However, in saying that passions and values are actualized in
subjectivity, it doesn’t follow that they are simply subjective in the serddhay’re
applicable to the particular subject only. Perhaps it is the case, as Evanssstigagest
“values in themselves eternally valid might make contact with human life thitbeg
emotions” (70). Now | will turn my attention to the final aspect of subjectivity

subjectivity and truth.

V)  Subjectivity and Truth
Subjectivity and truth is a notoriously controversial Kierkegaardian theme. It
seems almost insulting and highly offensive to suggest to rational thinking people,
especially philosophers, that truth and subjectivity are somehow linked. Climacus

remarks:

Objectivity the emphasis is amhat is said; subjectivity the emphasis istoow it is said (Post 1.
202, VII 169).

Objectivity, the question is only about categonéthought; subjectivity, about inwardness. At its
maximum this “how” is the passion of the infinie;d the passion of the infinite is the very truth.
But the passion of the infinite is precisely sulijgty, and thus subjectivity is truth (Post 1.203,
VIl 170).

Are we led to believe that Climacus is by some means presenting an episteaholog
relativism or skeptical relativism by saying that subjectivity ish®uwAlthough such
interpretations of Kierkegaard are popular, such a reading of Kierkegaard isamegrr
because there is good evidence showing that this is certainly not what Cl{jawadus

Kierkegaard) is doing heré As we have already discussed, Climacus distinguishes

*%Evans believes that such a misunderstanding irkEgaard is because Kierkegaard is mixing
the philosophy of truth and the theology of sabmatiThat is, Kierkegaard begins by asking tradaion
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between objective thought and subjective thought. In making this distinction, he already
presupposes that there are legitimate objects of objective knowledge such as,
mathematics, logic, and science, but former domain of knowledge is inadequate in
guiding us in ethical-religious concerns. Moreover, by making a furthenctista

regarding objective knowledge, that is, between divine knowledge and human
knowledge, Climacus is not denying the existence of “the system” or a “istlatical”
perspective. He is simply reminding us that this “divine objectivity” is notaai to

the human mind (86, 141, 158, 190). Similar to Kant, Climacus is denying that we can
transcend our human situation in existence and view the world from a “God’s eye view

point.” Climacus writes:

If, in the two definitions given, beind/erer is understood as empirical being, then truthfiise
transformed into desideratunjsomething wanted] and everything is place in trecess of
becoming Yorderj, because the empirical object is not finished] #e existing knowing subject
is itself in the process of becoming. Thus truthnsapproximating whose beginning cannot be
established absolutely, because there is no cdanltisat has retroactive power (Post 1.189; VII
157).
Absolute knowledge is reserved alone for God and no human person because not only is
the object of knowledge in process, but the subject of knowledge also is in process. In
this sense, we are two times removed from possessing divine knowledge. In epite of
“limited’ human situation, for Climacus, there is nevertheless, a clyogbortant
dimension of human activity that eludes objectivity and therefore must be tapped into via

another means. This means is subjectivity.

epistemological questions regarding the natureutiit but then ends his discussion by asking qoesti
about how a person can be “in the truth.” For Ey#ms latter questions are a kin to the Christiamcept
of salvation. | not convinced of this. Certainlyaitkegaard is asking traditional epistemologicalstjoas
regarding the nature of truth. However, he is msiwgering these questions in a strictly soteriolalgic

fashion, he is shifting the locus of truth from positions to being, from propositional truth toetroeing.
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Before discussing the details of Climacus’ theory of truth, it is negessget a

brief glimpse of the big picture. Climacus is asking, “What is the relatiprstiveen the

subject and truth?” Or put another way, “What is it like for the subject to be (exik

truth?” Usually, when discussing the nature of truth, contemporary philosophelsexam

the conditions that need to obtain in order for a proposition to be true or false. That is to

say, the truth is discussed in relation to propositions instead of in relation to ong’s bein

Climacus doesn’t present a systematic theory of truth per se, but nevertheless, is

committed to an underlying subjective theory of truth regarding ethicaienedig

matters®. That is to say, Climacus has an epistemology:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

There is divine objective truth (eternal truth).

There is human objective truth (formal and tautological).

Humans can’t have divine objective truth because we are in process of
becoming (we are finite and limited).

There are objects of knowledge that requires detachment (accidental objects:
mathematics and logic).

There are objects of knowledge that require passion and a high level of
interestedness (non-accidental objects: self-understanding, ethics, and
religion).

Humans can have objective truth of accidental objects (mathematics and

logic).

>3 Louis Pojman inKierkegaard’s Philosophy of Religipfinds three theories of truth in
Kierkegaard'’s writings: Reduplication Model of Sedijivity, Metaphysical Model of Subjectivity, and
Necessary-Condition Model of Subjectivity (127-143)
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7) Humans can’t have objective truth of non-accidental objects (self-

understanding, ethics, and religion).

8) Humans can have subjective truth of non-accidental objects (self-

understanding, ethics, and religion).

Now that some of the main features of Climacus’ theory of truth have been laid
out, one may object that such a theory is all good and well as far as it attempts to
safeguard a dimension of human activity from objectivity, but then, does this not open the
flood gates to lunacy and madness, especially pertaining to religious cRarstps it
does. But Climacus, seemly anticipating such a natural objection, speaks toythis ver
concern in a satire about madness. Climacus asks us to consider a lunatic who has
escaped from the sanitarium and in order to conceal his insanity from the viewireg publ
(for fear that he will be noticed and thus recommitted) he puts a little ball {aikloé¢ his
coat. When he walks the ball will strike his back side and in turn he will utter an
objective truth (the earth is round). Thus, the man walks around saying, “Boom, the earth
is round...Boom, the earth is round” in order to show the viewing public his sanity by the
objective truth of what he says (Post 1.194-5, VIl 162). For Climacus, the man’s madness
shows itself not in his failure to be acquainted with objective truths, but “in his
inappropriateness of his objective posture to his real-life situation” (W¢4i®83). The
point Climacus is drawing our attention to is that those who attempt to extend otyjectivi
beyond its proper bounds by enveloping the whole person for fear of the dangers of
subjectivity (the most extreme form of subjectivity, for Climacus, is a Dard@e type
of madness) are displaying another form of madness by cutting away thewdalness

of humanity and truncating the self. Is this not a type of madness too, Climaussusa
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to ask. That is, yes indeed, tlvbat is important from an objective perspective, but is it

not diminished if it is devoid of theow, the inwardness that makes the speaker human?

To be sure, Climacus is not saying that what one believes is not really that
important so long as one merely believes with sincerity and paddistead, Climacus
is calling attention to a problem (the absence of subjectivity and inwardnesdappli
ethical-religious issues), which is, in his estimation, a more serious profdas getting

what one believes right or wrong.

So what ought to be the highest concern for humanity, dispassionate and detached
objectivity or something else? Climacus answers this with another fammiaraous

Kierkegaardian passage:

An objective uncertainty, held fast through appraton with the most passionate inwardness, is
the truth, the highest truth there is for the éngsperson (Post 1.203, VII 170).

Again, Climacus never tires of reminding us that human objectivity is uncettera (i
matter of approximation and is never finished and complete); it is therafotedi It is
as if, Climacus thinks, we are repeatedly caught in a trap by thinkidga(ding) that we
can possess complete objective certainty (knowledge not available to us) nieavevhi
ignore the most important items that we can possess (self-knowledge, ethics, and
religion). Nevertheless, for Climacus, the highest good that ought to occupyibee

of our being (our total existence) is the ethical-religious domain.

The quintessential champion of subjective appropriation in the jaws of objective

uncertainty, for Climacus, is none other than Socrates (1.204-1.213). Climacus thinks

**This type of reasoning is exemplified in subjectarel cultural relativism. Ultimate truth is
devoid of human possession; thus, truth is simphagter of personal taste and subjective feeling.
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that subjective truth is analogous to Socrates’ wisdom in that 1) there is antabdéme
risk in faith, and 2) subjective truth is what ought to occupy our lives. That is to say,
Socrates stakes his entire life upon (he lives and ultimately dies for) theoquésti
there an immortality?(1.201)” Climacus understands this as a case abhadss
appropriation of objective uncertainty” in that what was objectively uncertainhaas
man is immortal; yet, this was the very truth that drove Socrates. The theh, “t
immortality of humanity” was for Climacus a truth about the eternal, gstegsential to
the meaning of the existing person within the constraints of temporality. Téxdopafor
Climacus, was that Socrates existed in the spatial-temporal world awds/attempting
at the same time with passion to apprehend eternity from a temporal standgaint. A
Climacus casts the life of Socrates as a life lived in the strenuous projéengbtang to

wrestle with what it means to exist in the truth as opposed to merely “knowmg'uth.

Conclusion

Although Kierkegaard’s conception of subjectivity is broad and diverse, as
demonstrated above, nevertheless there are aspects of his conception avisythett
are important to any individual (contemplating his or her own existence) anth as I
convinced, important in particular to the problems regarding Latino male self-
transformation. Thus, elements of Kierkegaard’'s subjectivity demand serious
consideration. | will conclude this chapter by briefly highlighting sameas of
Kierkegaard’'s conception of subjectivity that will be discussed in Chapteregairon to

the problem of Latino male self-transformation.
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1)

2)

3)

Regardingsubjective thinkingKierkegaard provides not only a useful
standpoint whereby one may posture or orient one’s thinking in order to face
certain existential problems, but Kierkegaard is able to bring to light how a)
certain problems can only be appropriately dealt with via a certain way of
thinking, namely subjective thinking, and how b) the objective mode of
thinking and reflecting upon certain existential problems doesn’t absolve the
individual from the existential-ethical task at hand.

Kierkegaard's insight osubjectivity and indirect communicatiompen up
certain categories of thinking about certain issues. In particular, isgen

the discussion regarding the individual examining different life-possasilit

and then struggling to decide what life-possibilities should be actualized.
Thus, Kierkegaard’s remarks on subjectivity inevitably bring into focus life-
possibilities and moral obligations.

From the perspective &ubjectivity as inwardness, existence, and passion
Kierkegaard is able to bring to the discussion many invaluable insights such
as: ajnwardnesahich speaks to the issue of the subject intentionally putting
his or herself in a vulnerable position “standing apart from one’s social status
and social trappings” in order to face the problem of one’s own existence, b)
existencevhich refers to a type of existence, as opposed to mere biological
existence, that requires a struggle with what@mghtto do within the
constraints of one’s own spatial-temporal existencpas¥iorwhich refers to
movement from possibility to actuality by which the eternal and the temporal

come together. The latter is cashed out in terms of bringing the subjext’s lif
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projects from the starting point in imagination to the point of actuality, and
most importantly for Kierkegaard such a task in turn provides the subject with
integration and unity.

4) Via Subjectivity and TrutKierkegaard is able to bring to the fore the notion
of existing in the truth as opposed to “knowing” the truth regarding
existential-ethical issues. This distinction is crucial for Kierkegaatdat one
can “know” the truth but yet fail to exist in the truth. Moreover, Kierkegaard
will again insist that 1) certain issues can only be faced in a subjective
manner, and 2) existing in the truth is more important in some cases than
knowing the truth.

Now that | have explicated Kierkegaard’'s conceptions of the self and subygdtwil

turn to the topic of Latino male self-transformation.
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Chapter Il — Kierkegaard and Latino Male Self-Transformation
Introduction

Now that aspects of Kierkegaard’s philosophy has been discussed, in particular
the notions of self and subjectivity, the difficult task lies ahead in recondilesgt
notions with the contemporary issue of Latino male self-transformation. Thdtas
does Kierkegaard’s version of religious identity have to do with ethnic identitynergle
and Latino/a identity in particular? I'm persuaded that there are indpedta®f
Kierkegaard’s thought that can be brought to bear on identity issues andlgspati®

male self-transformation.

In this chapter, | will discuss Latino male self-transformation asishpresented
by David T. Abalos inThe Latino Male: A Radical Redefinitidnl will examine the

relationship of this conception of self-transformation with Kierkegaard'®mati the

% For my discussion of Latino-male transformatiow;ll primarily focus on the work of David T.
Abalos, especially as it is put forwardTihe Latino Male: A Radical RedefinitigBoulder, Colorado:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002). However, | wikwrfrom other works by Abalos in order present his
theory. These other works includeatinos in the United States: the Sacred and thi&i€a (Notre Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007) bBacComunidad Latina in the United States: Personal
and Political Strategies for Transforming Cultuj@estport, Connecticut: Praeger Publishers, 1998).
Abalos notes that he is heavily indebted to Manfiet¢pern’s work and research on the subject of
transformation. See Manfred Halpefinansforming the Personal, Politcal, Historical aBécred in
Theory and PracticéLondon: University of Scranton Press, 2009). refier to Halpern work at times in
order to clarify the overall schematic of self-sfarmation, but my focus will be on Abalos’ workdageise
Abalos is speaking specifically to the Latino siioa.
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self and subjectivity. This chapter will be presented in three movements| iitst,
briefly explicate Abalos’ theory of transformation. This task will unfoldihpyaddressing
the core drama of life which itself gives way to three central movemenésiagion,
incoherence, and transformation, and 2) explicating four of the nine archetypal
relationships. Second, | will bring to view the agreement between Abalos’ thedry
Kierkegaard. Lastly, | discuss contributions that Kierkegaard can indeed ontdiee t
modern Latino male self-transformation problem. | will argue that Kiedegmremarks
on the self and subjectivity can provide impetus for the task of Latino male self

transformation.
Abalos’ Theory of Self-Transformation

In The Latino Male: A Radical RedefinitioDavid T. Abalos presents his theory
of Latino male self-transformatiofi Abalos’ explicates his theory of transformation in
terms of a “fundamental structure” of human existence which is “given to uscorthe
drama of life,” a drama with three central acts which engenders tlaneeoflife (Abalos
2002). In other words, the core drama of life unfolds in three central movements:
emanation, incoherence, and finally transformation, and each movement is clza@cteri
by its own way of life. The problem arises when Latino males “arrestsifigas in a

fragment of this journey” and thus circumvent genuine transformation (49). Acgdadi

% Social labels and ethnic names such as Latindépaic, and Chicano/a are extremely
important because such names and labels typigafigar in the context of political agendas. For exam
ethnic names play a crucial role in terms of badieichpowerment and empowerment. | discuss ethnic
names and labels in my discussion of Abalos’ th@btyansformation in the section entitléek way of life
of incoherence.
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Abalos, before reaching the third act (the act of transformation) Latin fisélmt their
manhood in a fragment of the core drama” and the result is a partial and fragménted sel
(51). Complicating the matter, for Abalos, there are certain forces (pblgimonomical,
cultural, ecclesiastical etc.) that prevent and hinder progressive moviatoethie third

way of life, the life of transformation. In what follows, | will discuss in endetail the

various “acts” and “ways of life” that compose Abalos’ theory.

TheLife of Emanation

The way of emanation is the first act in which the Latino male finds hintisisif
act is characterized by two scenes. Scene one is descritedaashetypal drama of
patriarchy, which simple means a drama of ‘systematic domination of women by men’
whereby this drama gets played out in the lives of many Latino males. Advalodes a
list of concrete examples ranging framomen seen primarily as producers of children
andwomen’s main task in life is to be housewiteasomen are never allowed to be
economically autonomouBor Abalos, these inherited “stories of patriarchy” are told and
retold and are continuously reinforced and defended by the various “lords of emanation,”
guardians of the inherited tradition (54). Again, the “lords of emanation” are those
various forces such as: political, economical, cultural, and ecclesiasticas that
defend the status quo and hinder authentic transformation. For example, many Latino
males because they don'’t question this inherited tradition become arrested in tife way
life of emanation; as a result, their self is wounded, fragmented, and aboveg &kthe
complete self. Consequently, there is no development of new consciousness only the

retelling of old stories that continually reinforce the status quo.
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For those Latino males that dare to imagine a different way of life entesdene
Il of Act I. According to Abalos, when new ideas and intuitions are entertasgaagding
an alternative way of life, the Latino male is ready to leave Acbgather. What
Abalos seems to have in mind here is that when the Latino male imaginatwelives
or puts forward alternative stories that are “fundamentally new and more |dkiang”
possibilities open up for the Latino male to move into the next way of l&ethis point
there is no direct action per se, only the mental activity of taking tinese doubts and
intuitions seriously” (54). What exactly “taking seriously” these new doutats a
intuitions means for Abalos is not spelled out, but one could juxtapose two cases of
reflection to see what Abalos has in mind here. Consider the Latino male whepidste
in the traditional stories of patriarchy and female domination; however, when he is
challenged by alternative stories of love and care, he merely disnfissesstories as
weak and feminine. On the other hand, consider the Latino male who is also captured in
the same traditional way of life rooted in patriarchy. When confronted wémative
stories and ways of life, instead of merely dismissing them as weak, dwtgefpon
these alternative ways of life. Furthermore, when these consciously\cethedternative
ways of life are met with opposition by the defenders of the status quo or as éddkdos
them, “lords of emanation,” he keeps reflecting upon these stories; he keeps putting
forward to himself these alternative stories of love and care. In thede¢teario, we can

say that he takes the new ideas and intuitions “seriously,” although at thispaiméct

>" Abalos quickly points out that new ideas and iiuais put forward by Latino males need to be
tested and retested in order to, “discern whetheobthey are fundamentally new and better dnéfytare
destructive,” (54).
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action has taken place whereas in the former case the new ideas and int@trwts ar

taken seriously at all.

[. ThelLife of Incoherence

Predicated upon taking these new ideas and intuitions seriously, Act Il scene one,
the way of life of incoheren@merges. It is in this scene where direct action materializes
in the forms of open rebellion. For Abalos, the rebellion is a break from “parents and
other authority figures” especially defenders of the traditional desteuetay of life
(45). However, rebellion at this point is difficult for many Latino males bsegust like
the lords of emanation in Act I, Act Il also has its forces that seek toadghgntic

Latino male self-transformation.

The lords of incoherence are particularly difficult to resist because thess f
are tied to power. For example, many of these “lords,” according to Abalosagee pl
out in the midst of the story of capitalism; thus, resisting the lords of incoheemaees
breaking away from deeply entrenched power structures that have servadteaimthe
status quo. Abalos remarks, “The lord of incoherence inspires them [Latino males] to
practice their masculinity in the pursuit of power and self-interest” (5% Wiy of life
of incoherence has the power to turn Latino males “against each other intaglerpe
competition that sours relationships into contests of mutual suspicion and fear” and
consequentially, a partial and lesser self emerges. In particular, tbé theatt is set on
display in this way of life is not only directed at others but is also directbe aetf
engendered by the belief that somehow Latino males are inferior to otherumidles

“they become manly, as defined by white, European-American men.”
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One of the most powerful tools for maintaining and extending power is through
the use of names and labels such as social names like Hispanic, Latino, and Ciicano.
of aware of complexity behind using social labels such as Latino, HispanichaahQ
The difficulties are numerous ranging from philosophical, social, and histtoitda
political domain. For example, these problems range from legitimate philoabphic
concerns such as the notion of identity to more general problems of names and naming
(i.e. what do these names and labels such as ‘Latino’ and ‘Hispanic’ referhe@odial
concerns are equally problematic especially regarding race and wthistorical
concerns regarding these labels also appear in terms of locating whevben these
names and labels first appeared, whereas the political domain opens up theiesfficult
regarding these names and labels used as tools to oppress and maintain centain powe
structures, and whether these names and labels are indeed self-imposedexnt fropos
the outside. In the latter case, a people group may be disempowered simply thenause
are being named by the “other.” That is, when the ruling elite apply ethnigsnanthose
that they rule over, then naming is a powerful tool to maintain power over people and
eventually dehumanized people. Equally true, when disempowered people name

themselves this can serve as a tool of empowerment and transformation.

For Abalos, tharchetypal drama of capitalisnmanifests itself in the various sub
stories:We wear masks, all of our relationships are in danger of being corrupted by the
competition for power, we belong to impersonal systems that turn us into fragamehts,
nobody knows the individual in his or her wholerjassto name a few. Latino men are

aware of the destruction that this way of life is causing to them and tinemnwoity, but
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rather than making a break from this way of life, often Latino men misdiracttigger

at each other and become arrested in the life of incoherence.

Abalos goes on to point out that a subtle temptation exists to think that the enemy
here is Anglos. However, this is wrong-headed because the problem isn’t withathe col
of people’s skin. Latino males can echo stories as anecdotal evidence of the fac
Latino male domination can and indeed does occur by Latino males as well. So, the
problem doesn’t necessarily reside with the color of people’s skin, but ratheokienpr
resides within the capitalist system itself. Abalos concurs on this pointnegéane
Anglo power holders as he notes, “They are not the enemy; they are also viaims of
story that destroys their humanity when people become obsessed with greed aid power
(56-57)°® What is needed, according to Abalos, is a radical break from the system that
dehumanizes and leaves Latino males fragmented in its wake; what is reeaded i

refocusing of the anger at the root of the problem.

Scene Il of Act Il places the Latino male at a crossroads of decigither they
empty themselves of the stories and partial ways of life that have pakHesseor they
turn to violence in order to hang on to the old stories, thereby hurting themselves and
others” (57). The former claim is interesting in that Abalos suggest4tinaihg to

violence” is a means of holding on to the old stories. What Abalos has in mind here is

%8 Paulo Freire sums this point up as he remark@édagogy of the Oppresséth order for this
struggle to have meaning, the oppressed mustmegeking to regain their humanity (which is a way
create it), become in turn oppressors of the ogpresbut rather restorers of the humanity of bbttis,
then, is the great humanistic and historical tdsk® oppressed: to liberate themselves and tipgirassors
as well. The oppressors, who oppress, exploitrape by virtue of their power, cannot find in thiswer
the strength to liberate either the oppressoremtelves” (15-16).
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that many Latino males have become so wounded and excluded from realms of power
that they eventually seek out other fragmented forms of power and act out r@presse
anger. In other words, many Latino males transition from becoming victimsdmbegr
victimizers. This is evident with Latino gang affiliations whereinim@imales join gangs
and the like in order to assert themselves within a system where theylyidaklany

true power. Abalos adds that many Latino males are caught between titwoliag

ways of life: in the life of emanation they are trying to uphold the legitimation of
masculine power, and in the world of capitalism they are failing to suc¢s®d The

result of these failed realities for Latino males is acting out violeramiestghemselves

and the greater Latino community. Sadly, the violence is often directediaag,

especially when Latinas challenge the deeply engrained stories osmachi

The other option available to Latino males is “empty themselves of the old stories
and partial ways of life” and embrace a new healthy consciousness. Agdios Aba
doesn’t exactly explain how one goes about “emptying themselves” of these old

destructive stories, but he does provide his personal account of how this process could

*9 Obviously | am not asserting that violence agaivsen is a Latino or Chicano problem.
Rather, the problem is a male problem, but fromsthedpoint of a Latino male it is a Latino male
problem. For more on violence against women asla prablem see, Jackson Kathe Macho Paradox:
Why some Men hurt Women and What all Men can el (2006, 2-34). David Abalos makes these
remarks regardinghachismaas a male problem: | want to stress that whatesay about the Latino Male
is not particular to him; except for concrete cratispecifics, the stories and the ways of lifedssed in
relation to Latino men apply to all men from alhet ethnic and racial backgrounds. Each culture has
particular concrete differences as to how stoesain the same for all cultures. All human beirtgsggle
with the same archetypal dramas. Patriarchy isgralty whether we find it in Mexico, Hong Kong,
England, Saudi Arabia, France, Spain, Peru, Nigeriin the Latino barrios of the United States.ahdver
patriarchy is found men systematically dominate war(Abalos 2002).
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begin. For Abalos, the “emptying” process begins in and through personal questioning,
critically evaluating the stories of patriarchy, and seeking help imsideutside the

Latino community.

[l. The Life of Transformation

The final stage or act of the Core Drama of Life is Actthig way of
transformation Immediately Abalos closes off the option that transformation and a
healthy self can emerge in and through religious institutions. There aret aivieas
reasons why Abalos thinks this is the case: 1) religious institutions ansdhves a part
of the overarching problem of patriarchy rooted in capitalism, and 2) religiditstiogs
perpetuate the story of patriarchy in especially destructive and effa@yse What is
needed is a transformation a part from patriarchy religious institygensiine
transformation is transformation “that touches personal, political, histonchkacred

faces of life” (61). Abalos remarks

To journey through the story of transformationtzes ¢core drama of life is the vocation to
which all humans are called. A decisive break-tfohas been accomplished when
Latino males realize that their greatest freedorad@(1) become conscious of the
archetypal ways of life, stories, and relationshipy are living, (2) prepare themselves
to choose some and reject others, and (3) pant&cipacreating more loving and just
archetypal stories and relationships in the servfdeansformation (Abalos 2002).

It is worth noting that for any transformation to take place direct action wd teabe
engaged in. In other words, transformation cannot just be a mental and imaginative
exercise. Abalos remarks above make this very explicit, “participateatirgganore

loving and just archetypal stories and relationships.” For Abalos, once old stories and
archetypes are uprooted and destroyed, the Latino male needs to take dinedh acti
order to replace these archetypes with new ones. Furthermore, creatiagchetypes

and stories is not exclusively a personal and private task, but rather is a task that
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dependent upon the other, that is, relationships in the greater community. Abalos
discusses nine archetypal relationships enacted in all ways of life. Testigslinow

turn.

In order to create new archetypal stories, new stories that will beiabgeaicial
and political, one must understand the basic relationship structures found in all social
ways of life. Abalos discusses nine basic relationship structures: emasatiection,
buffering, isolation, direct bargaining, autonomy, incoherence, deformation, and
transformation. Again, treatment of all nine relationship structures is beyosddpe of
the present work, and the archetypal relationships that | will brieflgnere will not be
exhaustive. However, | will offer an explanation of four of the nine relationship
structures because | believe that they are of central importance tonakseon
Kierkegaard and Abald¥.Before discussing four of the nine relationship structures, it is
necessary to point out that for Abalos, these relationship structures can be infaise
the ways of life formerly discussed: emanation, incoherence, and traatfornThat is,
the nine relationship structures or patterns can be dispersed throughoutdbe aeis
and scenes assumed by all people. Manfred Halpern’s remarks on the nine archetypal

relationships are insightful here,

There exist only nine archetypal relationships st@pur capacity (or power) and our
performance with any others we encounter in oer &ifiy others, not only other human

% An in depth account of all nine archetypal relasioip structure is available in the following
works: David T. Abalosl. atinos in the United States: The Sacred and tHei€ad 2™ ed. (Notre Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007)3p18; Manfred Halperrlransforming the Personal,
Political, Historical, and Sacred in Theory and Rtae (Chicago, IL: University of Scranton Press, 2009),
p. 235-267.
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beings...our analysis of the potentials and limiteath archetypal relationship can
explain a lot about life, but no such relationstém be experienced except within
archetypal stories and, most decisively, within svajlife (Halpern 2009).

Abalos takes Halpern’s insight and research on the nine archetypal relasoasti
specifically apply these nine relationship patterns to the lives of Latifesnia what
follows, | will discuss the archetypal relationships of emanation, subjettidtering,

and isolation in this order.
The Relationship of Emanation

The relationship of emanation is characterized by treating another psraon a
extension of oneself (65). In other words, relationships patterned after esnaarati
relationships in which “the self lives to the maximum extent possible as arsiext®f,
or at least in unquestioning conformity with, the ottférThat is, the self accepts the
denial of freedom and autonomy to explore and express his or her own capacity (his or
her own power) in order to rest secure in the mysterious and overwhelming power of the
source of this emanation. For example, sons and daughters emanate or duplicate the
Father, Mother, Uncle, Aunts, and other authority figures. Emanation relationships a
unavoidable and certainly necessary; however, they can also go wramglshgpupon in
which stage or way of life they are employed. For example, in the life of éorattee
Latina may emanate or pattern the mother who is subservient to an abusive husband and
never questions her loyalty to a patriarchal way of life and the “payoffd spdak, is a
type of security (which is really no security at all). Or consider #tend male who also
emanates or patterns an abusive father or an abusive authority figure in whaichpat

and machismo is an extension handed down generation after generation. Again, the

®1 Halpern,Transformating the Personal, Political, Historicalnd Sacred in Theory and Practice,
242,
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reward in the latter example is the security that the Latino male obtams bgving his
power and authority questioned with his limited context. Emanation relationships do not
necessarily need to be misdirected. For example, consider emanationskipt

extended in the life of transformation. Latino males and Latinas who are vehads s

may be ideal role models for young Latinos looking for authority figuresitatan Next,

Abalos turns his attention to the relationship pattern of subjection.
The Relationship of Subjection

Subjection is the next most effective relationship for providing unequal control.
Relationships of subjection are characterized by conscious conflict on both amadicro a
macro levef? That is, unlike the relationships of emanation where conflict between
Latino males and the other is unconscious repressed, in relationships of subjection this
conflict is conscious. For example, in subjection the Latino male is consciously aw
that he subjects Latinas and others to his patriarchal power, and the “othso”asvare
of their own subjection. This power is no longer “mysterious,” as we have seen in
emanation but rather is “naked,” adds Abalos (66). The relationship of subjection has
many variants such as Latino males exercising power over Latinas oritheffdenying
her freedom to control family finances, pursue her education, having soci@nshgs

outside the home etc. Furthermore, the subjection doesn’t merely move in the direction

%2 Halpern provides some examples of relationshipmibfection in the service of incoherence on
both a macro and micro level: the empire foundeshupnquest, the parent focusing on disciplinirey th
child so that it will always obey and copy the paiemodel until the child has internalized subi@ctin
the form of self-control, the employer treating émployees as if they were machines (and they yield
because they need the job and lack other resoutbesgjovernment enforcing civil rights legislati@mce
otherwise the naked power of citizens inspired &fpdnation might triumph (Halpern 2009).
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from the Latino male to the Latina, but also moves in the direction from the socis pow
holders toward Latino males. In this sense, Latino males are awareehabssess very

little social and political power and thus, “lost their right to step forward andtenit

change” (66). The message is clear. Latina women are aware that\ibesehalittle

power and accept this as they believe this to be the normal result of the syypoéma

male powerVis-a-visLatino males are aware that they too have very little social and
political power compared to Anglo power holders, and they also believe this to be normal
result of the supremacy of the White males. Abalos next discusses réligisonswhich

conflict is filtered through intermediaries.

The Relationship of Buffering

The relationship of buffering is the relationship pattern that exemplifieslicionf
and change” managed by intermediaries (67). These buffers can take variaisifonm
as mediators, arbitrators, political or economic power brokers, conceptsgsheor
standardized procedures, habits, conventions, routines, and rituals (Halpern 2009). In
other words, buffering relationships are cashed out in accordance to rulesnaaddsta
which in turn have consequences for each party involved in the relationship. The parties
of the relationship need not be directly aware of the rules and standards, and indeed the
rules and standards may be unconsciously adhered to and obeyed. Furthermore, these
rules and standards tend to favor those who maintain the power in the relationship such as
we see when “bureaucrats treat the less powerful impersonally acctodive rubric
under which their problem is ruled to fit- or not even fit at all under any present,tubric
according to Halpern (245). Abalos applies this relationship structure to Latitersnis
of Latinos consciously and unconsciously creating both conflict and change through the
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intervention of intermediaries. That is, Latinos by hayadrinos,comadresand others
engage as mediators not only circumvent the sphere where one takes respdosibifity
or her own action but worse, these buffering relationships dispersed in the wayobf li

incoherence further engenders a partial and wounded self.
The Relationship of Isolation

In the relationship of isolation parties agree (sometimes implicitly miogky) to
isolate themselves in order to avoid change. Again, the isolation can occur on a micro or
macro plane in terms of personal isolation such as individual persons isolatingltleemse
or being isolated by others or in macro terms of nation-states isolatingetkiemsr
being isolated by other nation-states. In the relationship of isolation, Halpearkss
“the poles [the various parties involved] agree to collaborate- but solely in avoiding al
conflict intended to lead to any change in the relationship between the self and the
other”® In other words, a key characteristic to the relationship of isolation is themut
agreement of both parties involved to put themselves in a position of isolation in the first
place. Isolation cashed out in these terms then, only works when both parties dugee to t
terms of isolation. For example, if we consider a case of isolation in theesefvic
emanation, we can think of a Latina who is caught within the destructive story of
patriarchy and who is isolated at various levels. She may be isolated frden “ma
conversation” at dinner time or isolated in the home in order to fulfill “womanly gtitne

duties” or perhaps isolated from economic autonomy. Such cases of isolation only work

8 Manfred HalpernTransforming the Personal, the Political, Historiemd Sacred in Theory
and Practice (2009), p.242.
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because both parties “tacitly” agree to them for the sake of maintainingthe guo or

having a semblance of peace and compatibility.

In sum, | have discussed the main contours of Abalos’ theory of transformation.
There are three ways of life each with their own unique acts/scenese thiedimanation,
incoherence, and transformation. Specifically, Latino males arrest thvemag certain
points prior to transformation and as a result are deeply wounded, fragmented, and are
void of a complete self. This journey to transformation (or the lack there of) is
exemplified in the real world through the nine relationship patterns/ structures:
emanation, subjection, buffering, isolation, direct bargaining, autonomy, incobgrenc

deformation, and transformation.

Now that | have spelled out David Abalos’ theory of transformation, | now want
to turn my attention to the relationship between Kierkegaard and Abalos. | amdeersua
that there exists an uncanny similarity between Kierkegaard and Alpadsréghermore
a certain “indebtedness” to Kierkegaard on behalf of Abalos. However, withsadlaid,
| certainly recognize the non-similarities and disagreements bptared Kierkegaard
and Abalos. In my remarks on the agreement between Kierkegaard and Abalas, | brin
attention to the main points of concurrence and similarity, and | have been cémutetus
each of the authors words stand on their own without me attempting to force agreement

where is none.

Agreement between Kierkegaard and Abalos

The points of contact and agreement between Kierkegaard and Abalos are

numerous, but for my purpose | focus on and discuss three such points of concurrence: 1)
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situating the self within the metaphysical framework of stages orepbéexistence, 2)
the self understood as a composite being, and 3) the ethical obligation to construct a

healthy and complete self.

Metaphysical framework of Stages or Spheres of Existence

Both Kierkegaard and Abalos assume a notion of stages or spheres of existence i
which to situate, analyze, and discuss the human condition. In other words, there is
agreement between their metaphysical schemes in which our lives unfold and play out
For Kierkegaard, the theory of stages or spheres of existence emerggh thisoentire
pseudonymous writings which not only force the individual to confront their life and
existence as a journey with many options to choose from, but also demands of the

individual to take upon the task of becoming one’s true self.

Kierkegaard in no way wanted to cast type the numerous “ways” that humans
exist: lifestyles, occupations, ceremonies, rituals, habits, customs etae, that think
that there were three basic categories in which all these ways aduifi lwe placed.

These categories are the aesthetic, the ethical, and the religious.

There are three existence-spheres: the esthetiethiical, the religious. The
metaphysical is abstraction, and there is no hupeémg who exists metaphysically. The
metaphysical, the ontological, ier], but it does not exisef ikke til, for when it exists it
does so in the esthetic, in the ethical, in thigi@ls, and when it is, it is the abstraction
from or aprius [something prior] to the esthetic, the ethical, tbkgious (SLW 476).

Abalos also situates humanity in the context of stages or spheres of exidwaicbas
as its highest goal transformation. Abalos makes these remarks regasdimephy of

transformation:

This theory is not an abstraction. It is an invitatto understand and participate in a
sacred story at the heart of human existence. Mioeation with readers of how we can
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rediscover the deeper reality of the Latino maleaised on the discovery that there is a
fundamental structure to life that is given to yghe core drama of life, a drama with
three acts. Many Latino men either arrest themsalva fragment of this journey, the
partial ways of life of emanation, incoherence, datbrmation, or they move toward its
fulfillment by journeying through all three actstbe drama until they reach
transformation (D. T. Abalos 2002).

There are a host of inevitable questions that come to the surface when disangsing
kind of stage theory. For example, are “spheres of existence” or “ways’di/pe
theories merely conceptual tools or are these theories making stromgsrstieh as
claims regarding the nature of the world and the nature of the human condition? Any
cursory reading of their theories will demonstrate that for both KierkegadrAlzalos,

the notions of stages of existence or ways of life are far more than simplyptaice
schemes (although they are at least this) that help outsiders such at scertiat make
sense of the data or phenomena. Kierkegaard regards stages of existences & mode
being-in-the-world, a perception that provides meaning and coherence to one& belief
practices, and customs (Westphal). The latter is evident when Kierkegadine vi
pseudonym Victor Eremita iither/Or, describes the condition of the aesthete or the
mode of being-in-the-world for the aesthete. The aesthete is envelopedanttitain
mode of existing that operates according to pre-ethical norms. That is, thetiadde-
sphere, according to “A’s” papers, is really a multiplicity of ways oftagseverything
from the dispirited soul too bored to motaethe aesthete lost in apatemaining
indifferent to any choice at all). Below is a brief sampling of such disposigrounded

in the aesthetic life-sphere.

| don't feel like doing anything. | don't feel kkriding- the motion is too powerful; |
don't feel like walking- it is too tiring; | donfeel like lying down, for either | would
have to stay down, and | don't feel like doing tlmatl would have to get up again, and |
don't feel like doing that, eitheBumma Summarurhdon't feel like doing anything.

(1.4)
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What is going to happen? What will the future bfinglo not know, | have no
presentiment. When a spider flings itself fromxadi point down into its consequences, it
continually sees before it an empty space in whichn find no foothold, however much
it stretches. So it is with me; before me is camily an empty space, and | am propelled
by a consequence that lies behind me. This lifarised around and dreadful, not to be
endured. (1.8)

My life achievement amounts to nothing at all, aoshoa single color. My achievement
resembles the painting by that artist who was ssipgdo paint the Israelites’ crossing of
the Red Sea and to that end painted the entireradtind explained that the Israelites
had walked across and that the Egyptians were draw(h12)

How empty and meaningless life is,- we bury a meaaccompany him to the grave,
throw three spadefuls of earth on him; we rideio@ carriage, ride home in a carriage;
we find consolation in the thought that we haverallife ahead of us. But how long is
seven times ten years? Why not settle it all aepnty not stay out there and go along
down into the grave and draw lots to see to wholhbefall the misfortune of being the
last of the living who throws the last three spatkedf earth on the last of the dead?
(1.14)

Notice that images of the aesthete are not merely a fanciful descriptionaafsthete,
but rather images of an individual at the aesthetic sphere of existence, thgais

meant to show that for Kierkegaard, the spheres of existence are more tagnamer
conceptual tool but rather a matrix of various ways of life that the individual must

contend with.

Similar to Kierkegaard, Abalos also remarks that his stage theory i®farthan
just another conceptual tool that provides us with predictive power allowing us to
increase our knowledge of Latino males. In fact, Abalos sees such appraaches a

problematic for dealing with the real lived experiences of Latino males

Modern social science had reduced its pursuit@iitiderstanding of the Latino male to
statistics, variables, and the use of questionsalWany social scientists want to quantify
the facts about Latino men in an attempt to craateathematical certainty they hope will
capture the meaning of Latino culture and peopt:eNof their methodologies or
instruments have proven capable of revealing whegally happening on the deeper
levels in the lives of Latino men. (D. T. Abalos02).

Abalos further adds that his theory doesn’t merely describe the outward naiufesf

Latino men but instead it helps Latino men free themselves from “powerfidsssuch
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as patriarchal machismo” and demonstrates how they can “participate in¢eegof

transformation” (D. T. Abalos 2002).

Before moving on, | can't resist turning to Ludwig Wittgenstein’s remarkiis
notion of “forms of life” in order to clarify both Kierkegaard’'s and Abalos’ stag
theories. InThe Philosophical InvestigationgVittgenstein seeks to clear up a
misunderstanding regarding language and in particular the assumption that #mere
underlying essence of our language. Wittgenstein introduces his contangudge-
gamesdn order to drive this point home. For Wittgenstein, the concept ‘langyage-
is meant to bring to the fore the fact that $peakingof language is part of an activity, or
of a form of life" I 23). That is, what enables language to function and therefore must
be accepted as a "given" is precisely forms of fi@f course spelling out what exactly
Wittgenstein had in mind with the notion of “form of life” is no easy task. However, if |
take Wittgenstein to mean by “form of life” a shared common matrix of humanitghwhi
grounds and makes sense of our sociological, historical, linguistic, physioj@gidal
behavioral determinants, then we see something similar with both Kierkegaard and
Abalos’ “ways of life” theories. In my estimation, Abalos and Kierkega#ade theories
are akin to Wittgenstein’s notion form of life (even though Kierkegaard wrote prior t

Wittgenstein) in that they attempt to not only locate a ground for the plethora of our

% Wittgenstein used the concept, ‘form of life’ Spaty; he used it five times in the
Investigations This intriguing and rich concept has producechyriaterpretative uncertainties and most
notable contradictory readings. For example, “foohkfe” can be understood as changing and coetihg
dependent on culture, context, politics, and hystdhe former reading has had great appeal to tivbee
take “forms of life” as a relativistic notion for Mgenstein. On the other hand, the reading tifadr
understands the concept “form of life” in more afraversalistic coloring as common to humankintig"t
common behavior of mankind" which is "the systemedérence by means of which we interpret an
unknown language'R| 206).
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human activities but also seek to locate our human activities within a contesatner éf

reference.

Another similarity for both Kierkegaard and Abalos is that their theoreea@m-
necessary on several different levels. One, for both Kierkegaard and Abalosntinei
metaphysical framework (stages of existence and ways of lifepaeenecessary cosmic
and progressive outgrowth from immaturity to maturity or from local consciousness t
absolute consciousness, like we find in Hegel. Rather, both metaphysical schemes ar
simply assumed from the outset as the starting point or the ground for the human
condition. In other words, both Kierkegaard and Abalos begin theilGemesisaccount
as, “In the beginning...there were stages of existence or ways of life!étywvithin
these metaphysical frameworks, the individual has the choice to actettiam ways of

life as opposed to other ways of life.

Secondly, both theories are teleological in the sense that both theories are goal or
“end” oriented in which the ultimate end goal for both theories is authentic selfhood. Of
course obtaining this goal is not a “given” or an automatic certainty. Rathlerthieories
confront the individual with various ways of life and then demand of the individual to
choose or actualize (through choice) these life possibilities. Again, becareses the
metaphysical necessity on either scheme, the individual cannot expect to moteefrom
aesthetic to the religious sphere of existemtzKierkegaard nor the way of life of
emanation to the way of life of transformat@ie Abalos simply by be-ing. Instead,
both theories place high importance on the individual’'s choice to actualize or not the

various life-possibilities that confront the individual.
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Il. The Self understood as a Composite Being

In the previous chapters, | have already demonstrating that for Kierkeégaard
self is an amalgam of three components: a synthesis of opposing factorspa tieti
relates itself to itself, a relation grounded by the “otfi@My main focus here is to
briefly call attention to Abalos’ conception of the self and draw out the sinaka(it
indeed there are any) to Kierkegaard’'s conception of the self. As will bendénated
shortly, both Kierkegaard and Abalos’ conception of the self will not be completely
isomorphic in fact some features will be in direct opposition to one another. However, my
central point is that both Kierkegaard and Abalos see the individual as a cenfyeosg

even though both disagree on what exactly these the components are.

Abalos’ conception of the self is found in his remarkshenfour faces of
humanity These four faces are what Abalos refers to as the personal, the political, the

historical, and the sacred.

Each Latino man and Latina woman has a persomallitical, a historical, and a sacred face. But
only in the service of transformation can theyy@kperience and express the four faces of their
being. The process of transformation takes plasedf all in the individual’s depths, in her oshi
personal face...At every moment of our lives we ameawhere in the core drama of life, in one
of its acts and scenes, in one of the storiesnénad the nine relationships, in one of the fouysva
of life, practicingthe four faces of our beir{galicize mine] (D. T. Abalos 2002).

In addition to our biological existence, for Abalos, there are four aspects ofiogr be
The personal face of our being refers to the aspect of our being “that is responddeng to t

inspiration to free itself to participate creatively with the deepest sofia# being”

® Kierkegaard’s conception of the self is discussed in chapter ones @fdhk under the
headingKierkegaard's conception of the self
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(Halpern 2009). It is evident that for Abalos, this aspect of the self is not a sisbst@ift

or ego nor is it mere subjectivity but rather it is the aspect of our humanigotinat to

know itself. In other words, similar to Socrates’ vocational imperative to, “khgsetf,”

the personal face of our being refers to our human vocation and responsibility to seek the
truth in our current situation. This involves questioning and testing (at a personal level)
the various ways of life that we have inherited (consciously or not) and theveirect

free ourselves from the ways of life that have proved to be destructive tovearartl

others. Thus, the aspect of the self called “the personal face of our being” is nothso muc
a metaphysical postulate of a substantial ego at it is the aspect of tthatsedtognizes

the need for liberation and vocation of self-transformatiddefore moving on, |

mention in passing that one of the components of Kierkegaard self, as discuseed earli
that dovetails appropriately with Abalos’ conception of the personal face of the thel

role that the imagination plays for Kierkegaard in bringing the individual teeatit
selfhood. For Kierkegaard, the embryo stage of authentic selfhood starts with the
individual “imaginatively” conceiving of different possibilities and lifek&res and then

deciding which possibility to actualize.

The second aspect of Abalos’ conception of the self is the political face of our
being. This aspect of the self refers to “what we can and need to do toge#ibetog

within ourselves, together with others, together in history, and together with the

% In similar manner, Kierkegaard understands thi isebarticular his aspect of the self as “that
which relates itself to itself,” in terms of a selinscious awareness of a Socratic vocation to khygelf.
For Kierkegaard this aspect of the self takes orafrand religious coloring. Again, for more on thee
Kierkegaard’s conception of the self in chapter.one
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sacred.®” What is it that weanandneedto do at the diverse levels of “togetherness”?
For Abalos, theanandneedin the way of life of transformation is cashed out in these
terms: there remains timeedfor the Latino male to free himself from the dangerous
archetypal stories of patriarchy so that the Latino roatdbecome a whole and complete
self. In practical terms, thizeedat the level of transformation is simply the need for
“understanding our shared life and the need to experience justice, friendship, love, joy,
and beauty® Very quickly, for Abalos, the personal face of our being (reflecting on our
own personal situation) gives rise to the political face of our being (seekingphaf he
others in the task of transformation). In other words, it is one thing to recognizecitie

for self-transformation, but it is another matter altogether to stratabiaut how this can

be done within one’s current historical situation.

The process of transformation takes place firstlliah our individual depths, our personal face.
Only a person can choose to be political. Our peakface is necessary as we choose to be
political to bring about a new turning point in ttreation of a new history...to resist the racism
that erases the humanity of our personal face regjuis to struggle against structural deformation
in the society that continues to cripple us aneéhWe need to enact the political face of our
being by asking always what we can and need toglether with our neighbors in order to
liberate ourselves from the dramas practiced bycaliure and the wider society that wound us
(Abalos T 2007).

The Latino male recognizes that this vocation is certainly more thanla solgary
effect of the individual, but rather an essentially political move by whichdtieo male

comes to understand that he is going to need the help of others working together.

The third aspect of the self for Abalos is the historical face or aspect béimygy.

For Abalos, the historical face of our being refers to “our experience owerriiohonly

®” Manfred HalpernTransforming the Personal, the Political, Historigad Sacred in Theory
and Practice (2009), p.81.

% David T. AbalosThe Latino Male: A Radical Redefinitiof2002), p. 64.
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our past, but also our present and fut(feThe historical face of the Latino male is
cashed out in terms of understanding what stories possessed us in the past or continue to
possess us, what stories are we continuing to preserve (in spite of being wounded by
them), and certainly what new stories do we still need to create in the fututeedn ot
words, for Abalos, the Latino male critically reflects upon his historicst, pait also

makes “history by enacting the historical face of his being- creatmgvaurning point

by struggling with both the immediate concrete tyranny and its underlyimgrigr

source.”® Putting it all together, we can see what Abalos has in mind here. The Latino
male must first put forward to himself his current situation (the persarel &ad the

need for transformation. Next, he makes his personal anguish political by geachin
outside of himself to seek help from the community working together. Furthermae, the
archetypal stories are critically evaluated among the community agahileed which
stories are dangerous and counter-productive. The latter activitydadaksbecause the

journey of transformation begins in the Latino male’s current historicedtgn of

bondage and from there inroads to liberation and transformation can begin to take shape.

At this point, it may be tempting to rebuke Kierkegaard for his individualism by
pointing out that Kierkegaard virtually ignored the historical and political facaiof
being, to use Abalos’ language, in order to exclusively promote the personal éage of
being. Although | am aware of such a popular reading of Kierkegaard does exist,

however I'm persuaded that this isn’t quite right. As | have discussion in chapter one

®David T. AbalosLatinos in the United States: the Sacred and tHéi€al (Notre Dame,
Indiana: The University of Notre Dame Press, 20048.

1bid., 49.
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Kierkegaard’'s emphasis on the self and subjectivity over and against the coynmrasmit
not his personal agenda writ large but rather a means to an end- calling adiviceal
from within the dead right-wing Hegelian orthodoxy. Furthermore, | maintain t
Kierkegaard’'s emphasis on the self and subjectivity is political and hadtorithe sense
that the individual is asked to imaginatively conceive of alternative lifersphe
possibilities. This act can be, and often is very political in that the individual rydari
put forward counter-cultural thoughts, ideas, and life-spheres that strike dgainst
established tradition and the status quo. Moreover, Kierkegaard never sought to remove
the task to become a self from of the historical arena. That is, Kierkegaarcdesed
the individual to turn his back on the now and historical and retreat into his personal,
private religious salvation. In fact, Kierkegaard not only begins his own philosdphic
guandaries from within his current political, historical, and theological tuatit

denies that we can begin from anywhere else. In CUP, Kierkegaard nevareget$
reminding his audience that a god’s-eye view point was not available to humanity but

rather we begin with our own existence.

The fourth aspect of the self for Abalos is the sacred face of aspect ofrayr be
This aspect of the self is the most vague of the faces of our being, in AbatogjsviAt
times Abalos uses the terms “the sacred” and “the sacred face of our being
interchangeably as if they were the same thing. Thus, sometimes wsltdiffidiscern
exactly what he means. However, it seems fair to say that what Abgletsing at is 1)
there exists an underlying spiritual force, and 2) we have all have a connection a

relationship to this sacred force whether we acknowledge it or not. For Abalos, the
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“sacred” refers to a pantheistic spirituality that is the underlyancefwhich grounds

everything.

The sacred permeates our lives and as one of tindgfoes of our being is always an aspect of our
response to the world around us. We enact all@stbries of our lives, our relationships, and the
four faces of our being...but because we are not damsof the sacred in our lives it can posses
us, especially through the stories that we practi¢gbalos T 2007).

Of course Abalos is certainly not conceiving of the sacred in terms of a Western
theological personal God, but rather a spiritual compassionate force. On thieamithe
when Abalos refers to the “sacred face of our being” he is not only referring to cenl sha
human capacity for spirituality, but also to unique interconnectedness that waéave t
sacred. Abalos writes these words in reference to a Muslim mystid#ildinahat names
every person as another face of the deepest sacred, “This is an ontologinastaan
affirmation of our own sacredness since we participate in a relationship otyiauthi

the deepest sacred source in order to finish creation” (Abalos T 2007). I turn now to

discuss the final connection between Kierkegaard and Abalos.

II. The Ethical Obligation to Construct a Healthy Self

The ethical obligation feature in both Kierkegaard’'s and Abalos’ theories have
already been alluded to but | want to examine this connection in greatéretai
ethical obligation feature is a central component shared by both Kierkegaard dosl Aba
What | mean by ethical obligation is simply that both Kierkegaard andAli@lpress
upon their readers a sense of whiaghtto be done. In other words, both Kierkegaard
and Abalos cast their “stage theories” in terms of an ethical obligation fordivedual-
it is one’sdutyto become a complete and authentic self. Kierkegaard comments on this

ethical obligation in numerous passages.
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Every human being must be assumed to possessialigenthat belongs essentially to being a
human being. The subjective thinker’s task is am$form himself into an instrument that clearly
and definitely expresses in existence the esshntiaman (CUP VII; 309).

Ethics focuses upon the individual, and the ethiaatderstood it is every individual's task to
become a whole human being, just as it is the ppassition of ethics that everyone is born in
that state of being able to become that...and if sganany cowardly and mediocre and
bedazzled individuals join forces and abandon tledras in order to become somethangmasse
with the help of the generation (CUP VII; 300).

Likewise, for Abalos, a sense of ethical obligation and duty permeates his theory of
transformation. Abalos is not simply presenting a social scientific géseraccount of
certain behavioral patterns found within the Latino community. Rather, if dl cotd my
metaphors here, Abalos (similar to Anti-Climacus in SUD) is diagnosirgaaes

problem in the Latino community and he is prescribing a remedy to the problem.

To journey through the story of transformationtazs ¢ore drama of life is the vocation to which

all humans are called. A decisive break throughtdeesn accomplished when Latino males realize
that their greatest freedoms are to (1) becomecomuns of the archetypal way of life, stories, and
relationships they are living, (2) prepare themselw choose some and reject others, and (3)
participate in creating more loving and just argpat stories and relationships in the service of
transformation (D. T. Abalos 2002).

Moreover Abalos goes on to say, “the way of life of transformation providestiie
context within which Latino males can express the wholeness of the personaalpoliti
historical, and sacred faces of our being” (61). In other words, the remedy to the

problems that Latino males face is found exclusively in the way of transformati

Kierkegaard’'s Contribution to Latino Male Self-transformation

In this final section of the thesis, | want to bring out some of the features in both
Kierkegaard’'s conceptions of the self and subjectivity that | believe cardprimdight
and make a genuine contribution to Latino male self-transformation. In order toitielp w

the flow of this chapter and avoid confusion, | will discuss Kierkegaard’s contributions
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under two broad headings: Kierkegaard’s self and Latino male self-transtorraad

Kierkegaard’s subjectivity and Latino male self-transformation.
Kierkegaard's Self and Latino male self-transformation

Before | demonstrate how Kierkegaard’'s remarks on the self can be appled t
problem of Latino male self-transformation, | will briefly recap somkisfemarks on
the self. Kierkeggard’s self is a three-part being, | have labeled&selute, the
resolute, and the spiritual-dependent self. The irresolute self is the aspectelft
whereby one is indecisively torn between one’s facticity and one’s pos$sible. This
aspect of Kierkegaard’s self sets on display the individual’s facticitytenohdividual’s
self presentation of, via the imagination, different possible states ofaffaie resolute
self is the aspect of the self whereby the individual chooses resolutelyhie $elftthat
the individual wants to be. This aspect of Kierkegaard’s self not only demonskHtes
reflectivity and self-introspection, but also an estimation of the self in aodgihmoral
categories. Lastly, Kierkegaard’s third aspect of the self, theugtidependent self,
reveals a relational aspect necessary for the development of a wholeaking $edf.

This relational aspect of the self dependent on the “other” is vital for the task of
constructing a self that is an authentic and whole self as opposed to a fragmdnted a
partial self. The latter task, for Kierkegaard, involves vulnerability andndigmee upon

someone outside and beyond the solitary individtial.

Kierkegaard’'s remarks on the self are invaluable to Latino male self-

transformation in these four ways (1) the Latino male must begin with hisiturre

" Kierkegaard’s conception of the self is discusse@hapter 1 of the thesis, p. 13-39.
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situation, that is, with his facticity, (2) the Latino male must imaginatigehceive of a
different and better state of affairs, (3) the Latino male, for thetifingt, becomes aware

of his own estimation of himself in and through moral categories, and (4) the project to
become a whole self is not a solitary project, but requires the Latino mabktbedp

from the “other.”

Latino male self-transformation must begin in our current historical situdti
other words, Latinos must begin with our facticity- the arena in which we are loone. S
Latinos have certain abilities and talents where as other Latinos do not, abnus lare
well-to-do while most are not, some Latinos have resources (economic, soci@alpoli
etc.) available to them whereas most Latinos do not. The Latino maletstjadti
confess, is not pretty and anything to be admired in many cases. Latinascstiint for
the most high school drop-outs compared to Anglos and African-Amefica@hs.
numbers get worst with higher education and in particular with Latino repriésenita
academic philosophy (both student and faculty representéfigvith all this said, it may
be tempting for some Latinos to make excuses for why they do not and will not
participate in self-transformation, but Kierkegaard’s advice is, “No mareses!” This
may seem harsh but self-transformation begins with an honest face-t@fdicntation

of our own facticity (as unpleasant as it might be); it begins with plakiagards we

7% In 2008, regarding high school drop-out rates inefica, Whites scored the lowest drop-out
rate with the indicator score of 4.8, Blacks scde€d] whereas Latinos scored 18.3.
http://nces.ed.qov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=16

73 For more on these stats see, Jorge J. E. Gtatiaps in America: Philosophy and Social
Identity, Malden, MA; Blackwell Publishing, 2008 p. 76.
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have been dealt, so to speak. For example, confronting one’s facticity fortitne La
involves looking at one’s current historical situation. The latter task is mangust
looking at a list of objective stats pertaining to Latinos in education or Latirtbs i
business sector, but rather it is internalizing these stats. In other wordderitif/ing
with these “facts” about Latino males and saying, “these facts araatsy.f.these facts

are my people’s historical situation...no excuses!”

After confronting our facticity, Latinos must now imagine a fundamentally
different and better state of affairs. That is, Latinos must conceive fiéeedt set of
possibilities. For some Latinos it may be imagining a life absent of géhatiah, for
others it may be imagining a life in higher education, while for others ittmay
conceiving of a life without emotional and physical abuse. The point here is thatinste
of becoming embittered within his or her own facticity, Latinos can and musticerate
a healthy and better way of life. To echo Abalos, Latinos must empty oursébhes
destructive ways of life and create new ways of life. The latter tagkddratino male
involves seeking out ideal Latino male role models within the Latino community and
outside the Latino community. These role models may be family membetetea
reformers, friends, clergy-personnel so as long as those who the Latinonitales is

no longer bound by the destructive stories of patriarchy.

However, just conceiving of a different state of affairs is not enough. TthreLa
male must also become aware of his own estimation of himself. Recalnfomant
Kierkegaard’'s remarks on the aspect of the sdliaswhich relates itself to itself
argued that this is not merely introspective and reflective activitynfthd thinking of its
own thinkingper s but for Kierkegaard it is introspective activity directed at the self as
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a synthesis of contrasting factors. In addition to this, it is one’s consciousressf
inability to integrate the self (because of weakness of will) and it is @o&'sciousness
of itself under a moral obligation to become a self. In other words, the intregpect
activity is performed from the particular moral category. The moraboay is the duty
to become an authentic self- one takes serious for the first time in oadtelimoral
task to become a self. Well this may have been fine and well for Kierkegaavehddut

could this all possibly mean for Latino male self-transformation?

| think the former Kierkegaardian remarks are still fresh and netdgalLatino
male self-transformation. Once the Latino male conceives of a difi@nenbetter state
of affairs, | submit that the Latino male needs to make an introspective appfdis
own thinking about Latino male self-transformation. Furthermore, the latp@riormed

from a certain moral standpoint, that of the duty to become an authentic self.

Latino males need to introspectively appraise and evaluate their thinkiag ab
Latino male self-transformation itself. I'm not simply saying thatriaamales need only
to think critically about problems related to Latino males, but rather we aepithik
critically about our own thinking about problems related to Latino males. Suppose the
Latino male conceives of different life-possibilities (better waylg@f. At what point
does all mental activity become an actual project of becoming a whole aptetoself
for the Latino male? In other words, when does the Latino male resolutéale deat the
task to become a complete self is indeed a taskugktundertake? | submit that when
the Latino male reflects upon his condition (his facticity and his possib)ldaied thinks
about his thinking regarding his condition (thinks of his own thinking of his facticity and

his possibilities), the Latino male can now make it his task to transform hirfRself
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example, Pedro has become convinced that the patriarchal ways of life he hedinhe
are not only destructive to himself but ultimately destructive to Latinashanehtire
Latino community. Pedro now conceives or puts forward to himself different waijes of |
and alternative life possibilities. Eventually, Pedro takes an estimatios widmtal
activity (he introspectively thinks of his thinking about his actual life staatin the
activity of introspection, Pedro questions why he is thinking about such matters and why
such matters are important for himself and others around him in the first pldoe. Pe
rightly concludes that the inherited stories of patriarchy are morallygnaod need to
stop. As a result of such introspective thinking, Pedro considers it now his duty to
transform himself into a complete self. At this point, Pedro is now introspectoggtna
moral lens, a la Kierkegaard, a category in which it is now Pedro is highest tas

become a self.

Lastly, Kierkegaard’s remarks on thgiritual-dependent se#fre also invaluable
to Latino male self-transformation in terms of becoming vulnerable by seekmirdra
the other. | have already shown that for Kierkegaard by cashing out thaspect of the
self as dependent on the “other” (I have argued that the “other” need not be God) this
brings out the relational aspect of becoming a self. Furthermore, Kierlagasnle to
bring out the aspect of failing to become a self because one refuses to be dependent

the other. How does this all relate to Latino male self-transformation?

After the Latino male make it his highest priority to become a healthy haléw
self, it is imperative that he seek help from others inside and outside the Lati
community. Again, consider Pedro in his journey to become a complete self. Pedro’s

success of self-transformation will largely turn on exactly who Pedro stanelstion to.
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That is, Pedro’s self is in some way dependent upon who he keeps company with and
who he surrounds himself with. Again, if Pedro surrounds himself with positive Latino
role models then this will help his task of self-transformation. It is imper#tat Latino
males seek out other Latino males that have rejected the archetypalddtpaggarchy

and have moved on to create better ways of life. Part of the reason that Latinéarhales
to become a complete self is because many Latino males refuse to seetrhealthér
males. To seek out help requires both vulnerability and humility in that one has to open
up and seek the help of the “other” and this may require admitting that one needs help or
that one has made a mistake. Again, for Latino males, the latter is conumaelstood

to be a sign of weakness and thus many Latino males fail to actualize thelaskine

a whole and complete self. Now | want to turn to Kierkegaard’s remarks on suityect

and bring to light his contribution to this contemporary problem.

. Kierkegaard’'s Subjectivity and Latino Male Self-Transformation

Kierkegaard’'s remarks on subjectivity are also invaluable in the servicdiob
male self-transformation in these three ways (1) the Latino male @ bis mind to
think subjectively about problems related to his own existence, (2) the Latincanale
utilize “double-reflection” in attempting to apply “knowledge” to his existen®@eatd
the Latino male is able to put into practice the insights of Kierkegaardiandiness,

existence, and passion.

If we take Kierkegaard's distinction on objective thinking and subjective thinking
and apply to our discussion of Latino male self-transformation, some importane$eatur

emerge. First, thinking about the problem of Latino male self-transformatierms of
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thinking about it subjectively as opposed to thinking about it objectively To be sure, - (w
can easily imagine what thinking objectively about this problem would look like- through
a social scientific detached set of lens, and | don’'t necessary disapprocé ahs

inquiry, 1 simply want to keep in mind Kierkegaard’s distinction between subjeatide
objective thinking) and bring out certain existential features to bear ocutient

problem. In other words, just as Abalos has maintained, the problem Latino rfrale sel
transformation is more than simply a problem of quantifiable stats and ethnic
demographics, but rather it is, a la Kierkegaard, an existential problenitoa. |

problem that requires Latino males to think critically about their own exesté&gain,

lest we forgot what is at stake here, I'm not suggesting, nor would Kieniceghat

Latino males are to run off to seek refuge in private seclusion in orderdgesimgy

existential thought. What's being communicated here is that Latino m&le sel
transformation is to some degree an existential problem because the Lal&ns being
asked to think about his life in terms of what it means to really exist. Although I do not
deny the value in thinking about this current problem objectively -it does have its place
but along with Kierkegaard | maintain that we cannot lose sight that tmsesistential
problem as well. It is a problem that Latino males must at some point bring torbear

their own existence.

Once Latino males approach the problem of self-transformation through a
subjective and existential set of lens, then it remains the task of the Latinesttewvith
how to apply the antidote to their lives. In other words, it is one thing to have a wealth of
knowledge on Latino males, but it is another thing to take this knowledge and determine

how to appropriate this knowledge to one’s current situation.
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Kierkegaard’s notion of “double reflection” is of importance here. Recall that for
Kierkegaard, the first reflection refers to the passing of knowledgenfommating) from
one speaker to the hearer. Again, we can imagine what this would look like in an
academic setting. Suppose Pedro has attended a series of lectures on dibaliatjnwi
male self-transformation. Suppose further that Pedro was an attengwediand jotted
down notes of what he considered to be of importance. At this point, Kierkegaard would
suggest that the type of reflection that has occurred is first reflectiopasisage of
information from the speaker to the listener. However, Kierkegaard would point out that
the task is unfinished because given the subject matter (Latino male isslibtnaation is
an existential problem) it requires double reflection. Double reflection igyleeot
reflection in which the hearer takes the information communicated (firsttieth) and
then struggles to appropriate and integrate into one’s life. In other words, in order for
existential communication to take place, Pedro must take what is comredratdhe

lecture series and determine how this “information” can be graphed intoistsnee.

Finally, Kierkegaard’s characterization of subjectivity in terms of nowass,
existence, and passion are also useful in our dialogue. For Kierkegaard, the notion of
inwardness referred to activity whereby the individual would put him or hémszlf
position to be left alone, especially from social roles and social status, in@rder t
contemplate concerns of an existential nature. Now such private contemplaikbbrias
its own sake, but rather to the individual to take action concerning becoming a self. For
many Latinos a good dose of inwardness would not entirely be a bad thing. ktamy L
males have in fact inherited and assumed very dangerous social roles suchismmac

patriarchy andel hombre fuerteKierkegaardian inwardness would require the Latino
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male to strip away those carefully constructed social roles whichshalnerited and

evaluate his values and projects in vulnerable isolation.

Furthermore, Kierkegaard would then require of the Latino male to begin to exist
Of course Kierkegaard was not talking about mere biological existence, feriiggeto
a unique type of existence in which the individual engages in a struggle to brirgetoget
the temporal and the eternal. What could all this mean for Latino male self-

transformation? Again, | think that Kierkegaard'’s insight here is useful.

For Kierkegaard, the individual must struggle with taking ethical ideals and dutie
(the eternal) and attempt to apply them to one’s existence (the temporaik, Tladino
males, once confronted with the problem of self-transformation, must now attempt to
bring these ideals and moral duties into their existence and their faftheitiemporal).
This is not easy to do. Consider the case of Pedro again. After Pedro has receiving
invaluable information regarding self-transformation (first reflection) hen attempts
to integrate this information into his life (double reflection), he now has to take thes
ethical ideals and moral duties (the eternal) and apply them to his currdiiereal
situation; his facticity (the temporal). That is, the difficult task rieshéor Pedro to take
the antidote of self-transformation back into the patriarchal workplace or tinr ¢zl
barrio. How can such a difficult task be performed? Kierkegaard’s remarkssinmpa

seem to help answer this question.

For Kierkegaard, the passions were not merely uncalculated bursts of emotion,
but rather were a kin to what we mean by values. Values, for Kierkegaard could be honed

and developed by the individual in order to give shape and meaning to the individual. For
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example, Pedro realizes his finite and temporal limitations (perhaps camna flower
social-economic class and having a certain physical abnormality), yeabees and
presents to himself the non-actual (the possible- perhaps possibilitiegfefentlife).

All that has gone on in Pedro at this point is reflection and thought. What is now needed
is for Pedro to bring to close the reflective process of imagination (concetgdhe

various possibilities) and take a certain course of action; however, this can poénha
when Pedro decides to act. Pedro is moved to action by employing Kierkegaardian

passion.

In sum, | have brought to the surface some of Kierkegaard’s claims regdneling t
self in terms of one’s facticity, imaginatively conceiving of different arttebavays of
life, moral introspection, and seeking help from others. | have also pointed to
Kierkegaard’'s remarks on subjectivity as helpful sign posts in the journegtiobLmale
self-transformation. The sign posts discussed were subjective thinking, ddldaome,
and Kierkegaardian subjectivity in terms of inwardness, existence, and passion. |
persuaded that Kierkegaard’s ideas on the self and subjectivity can and do in fale provi

insight and impetus for Latino male self-transformation.
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Conclusion

The goal of this thesis has been to explore Kierkegaard’s conceptions of the self
and subjectivity and then to apply Kierkegaard’s insight on these mattées to t
contemporary problem of Latino male self-transformation. Kierkegaaahisnonly
viewed as the standard of introverted and selfish thinking; however, | have denednstrat
that this view is not quite right. Kierkegaard’s preoccupation with the self and
subjectivity does not necessarily negate and short circuit attempaingpiations to real
life social problems. On the contrary, | have demonstrated that Kierkiégaesight on
the self and subjectivity can provide Latino males with real life tools fomgpaith real
life problems concerning self-transformation. These tools are invaluatiteefbatino
male to not only dislodge himself from the dangerous social archetypesiafqbgtr but

to seek out healthy role models in his journey of self-transformation.
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Appendix
The Metaphysics of Identity

Throughout the entirety of the thesis, specifically in chapter three, | pakers
of Latino male self-transformation. Obviously the term, ‘Latino/a’ istanie and social
label that picks out a certain ethnic and social identity. However, all such talk
presupposes a notion of identity which in turn presupposes a certain understanding of the
concept ‘identity’ itself. An exhaustive conceptual analysis of the term itgleand the
philosophical problem of identity is beyond the scope of this work, nevertheless a few

remarks are necessdfy.

As | mentioned earlier, the name ‘Latino/a’ is a socially constructedcddtel,
but what are we to make of the term, ‘identity’? Whether or not ethnic labetgsrend

ethnic identities are desirable and useful is another matter altogethernogyrcaght

™ In what follows, my discussion on identity willnaito get clear on personal identity as opposed
to the general metaphysical issue of identity. Gdreral metaphysical issue of identity seeks te giv
account of the relation that each thing bearstjugtelf. For example, at is apt to consider Lélslaw at
this point. Leibniz’s law of the indiscernibilityf ddenticals: (x)(y) [(x=y}=>(P)(Px~Py)] states that for any
x and any vy, if they are indeed identical to eattien then for any property P, P will be true of and only
if P is true of y. This principal sheds light oretbtatement, “Mark Twain is quantitatively identita
Samuel Clemens.” Mark Twain and Samuel Clemensjaaatitatively identical just in case they shate al
properties in common with itself. That is to sdyye can find one thing that is true of x (Mark Tm)athat
is not the same of y (Samuel Clemens), then ibvedl that x and y are not identical, indeed theyldide
different. However, my discussion on identity vi# limited to personal identity not the general
metaphysical problem of identity.
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now is the term ‘identity’ because however ethnic identity or racial idastdgshed out;

they all presuppose a generic notion of identity.

Unpacking the notion of identity requires us to venture into metaphysics. That is,
when referring to identity, social or otherwise, there are alwaygmgtical
assumptions and commitments presupposed from the outset. Thus, any discussion about
Latino male self-transformation necessitates disambiguating the'igemtity’ and

getting clear on what the nature of identity amounts to.

When philosophers discuss the nature of identity, they usually have in mind the
problem of identity. In order get at what the problem of identity amounts to, coriséder t

four different questions below:

1) Whatis it for X to be identical to/ be the same entity as X irrespective of

time?

2) Whatis it for X to be identical to/ be the same entity as X at a certain

moment in time?
3) Whatis it for X to be identical to/ be the same entity as X through time?

4)  What kind of criteria is available in order for us to know that a given X
and Y are identical

The first three questions are metaphysical questions, whereas questiorafour is

epistemological questioRi. Question one is the generic metaphysical question regarding

7> Questions 1 through 3 take a metaphysical criteai®a criterion of personal identity such that
x provides an explanation of what y consists in pravides an explanation of y’s nature. Questidakés
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identity without reference to time. In other words, the first question seeksate be
necessary and sufficient conditions of what makes entity X identical to Xdtegmof

time. For example, what makes Juan Doe to be Juan Doe regardless of time i®a questi
of achronic identity. This is the philosophical problem of identity proper which seeks to
establish what makes a thing be the thing it is. Answers to this question imcefeye

the identity (achronic identity) of Juan Doe have varied from Descartes rsiiddgalf or

ego to Hume'’s bundle of perceptiofisSuppose we dilate on this point further. We can
see that those that maintain eul theoryof personal identity maintain that the achronic
personal identity of the person resides in some kernel that is the soul, the ego, lbr the se
which is not only the ground of all personal experiences but is present throughout the

person’s life. On the other hand, proponents oBhiedle theoryf personal identity

an epistemological criterion as a criterion of pee identity such that x provides an explanatibhaw
we can know what y’s nature consists in.

8 René Descartes notion of achronic identity emeiméss discussion on the self Meditation |
andll. In his quest to find the one indubitable trudbgito ergo sumDescartes is lead to the conclusion
that his he is a ‘thinking thing’ in addition toshphysical body. For Descartes, the true “achrit@ntity”
of himself is the simple and indivisible, “I” pregehroughout his life; John Cottinghaiirhe
Philosophical Writings of Descartesl. 1, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 20018-19. On
the other hand, David Hume blasted such a noticubsétantial self. Via Hume’s epistemology, Hume
demonstrates that he has no sense impressiorsubktantial self or “I”, but rather all he is awaifds one
sense impression after another. For Hume, the groositing “the self” is a result of a confusiomwhich
the connectedness of consciousness is mistakeéng@xistence of a soul. That is, the unity and the
continuity of one’s perceptions (they are occuriim@ single-sense perceiving individual) leads us
mistakenly to posit the existence of an underlyiegl” container or substratum of our perceptions.
However, Hume argues that no such substratum céoube, only one perception after another:

For my part, when | enter most intimately into wheall myself | always stumble on
some particular perception or other, of heat odclight or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure
| never can catchyselfat any time without a perception, and never carisiesany thing but the
perception...l may venture to affirm of the rest ofnkiad, that they are nothing but a bundle or
collection of different perceptions, which succeadh other with an inconceivable rapidity, and
are in a perceptual flux and movement., 252-253).
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denies that there is any such soul or substantial self, instead all theredsgegahronic

personal identity is a collection or a bundle of perceptions one following the other.

Before moving on to discuss questions two and three, | will tie the former remarks
to the contemporary problem of Latino male self-transformation. Suppose thatrgome
claimed that there is a growing need in the Latino community for Latino noales t
undergo self-transformation because of the damage being inflicted to the Lats®fhi
and others in the community as a whole. The metaphysical assumptions in the former
claim are numerous but for my discussion notice the claim assumes some generic
metaphysical notion of identity. What is the Latino that being referred to? Istin® a
substantial self, ego, soul, or a collection and parade of mental events? Again, a host of
metaphysical assumptions underlie the former claim regarding Latincseifle

transformation.

Now questions two and three are particular types of metaphysical questions of
identity with respect to time. Question two seeks to understand what it is for X tatbe X
one particular moment in time. This is referred to as synchronic identity betaesks
to understand the necessary and sufficient conditions of X to be the thing it is @lgrartic
moment in time. For example, what makes Juan Doe to be Juan Doe at time T is a
guestion regarding synchronic identity of Juan Doe. Question three, on the other hand,
seeks to understand the identity of some entity through the passage of time. W4sat ma
Juan Doe to be Juan Doe at two or more different times is a question of diachronic
identity because it seeks to understand the necessary and sufficient conditiongef X t
the thing is it at time T2, T2, and so forth (Gracia 2000). Before moving on to question
four, a few more technical distinctions regarding metaphysical idemétin order.
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First, in respect to diachronic identity, a further distinction can be made Ibetwee
guantitative and qualitative diachronic identity. For example, Juan Doe at time T i
diachronically identical to Juan Doe at time T2 if and only if Juan Doe is the sarna pers
at time T2 as he was at time T. The latter conditional refers to numeripahiotitative
identity because the same entity is present at both times. However, weocsieals of
Juan Doe being diachronically identical (or not) to Juan Doe at different tirmues dnly
if his character or personality is qualitatively the same. Again, thisesef identity refers
to qualitative identity as opposed to numerical identity. We can speak in general
categories of diachronic identity of Juan Doe in terms of Juan Doe at time T* bamg J
Doe at time T2 just in case he is numerically or quantitatively the same persdnabut
Doe at time T not being Juan Doe at time T2 just in case his personality hgedbaar
time. Thus, we can meaningfully speak of identity in two different senses. M\apeak

of some X being numerically identical to X, but X not being qualitatively iddrtcA.

Of course this now raises the problem regarding what makes somebody the same
person (in a quantitative or numeric sense) at different times. Regardingntiee for
problem, here is brief display of some of the most popular general criteria that bave be
proposed to answer the following: X at time T* is the same person as Y at timad?if a

only if:

1) Y has the same soul as X (t8eul theory

2) Y has the same body as X (tBedy theory

3) Y has the same brain as X (tBeain theory

4) Y remembers the thoughts and experiences of X\g@ory theory
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At this time | cannot provide an exhaustive treatment of the various theories above, but a
few comments are in order. Proponents ofSbal theorycan refer to the substantial soul

or ego that persists and is present throughout time. Again, the drawback on this account is
how could we ever know and verify that there is a substantial soul that persists

throughout time and is present at all tim&klowever,Bundle theoristsvould have to

demonstrate wh@&undleis crucial for one’s continued numeric identity.

On the other handBody theoristgan point to the body as criterion of what
accounts for X’s persistent identity through time. That is, just in case X@aame
body at any given time as Y can both X and Y be said to be the same. John Locke in
Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1688)his famous thought experimeite

Prince and theCobbler, opposed booulandBody theorie<® Locke asks us to

"I need to make some crucial and subtle distinsttere in the discussion in order to avoid
equivocating. The objection that soul or the satfrot be what accounts for the persistent of Xftgrdnt
times because we could never know if indeed a@osélf in fact exists, is really an issue regagcim
epistemological sense of criterion. That is, thgction to the account of diachronic quantitatideritity
located in a soul or a self is an objection thatsking how we could ever know that there is a soal self
on empirical grounds. However, there are two différsenses of criterion that are independent of one
another: a metaphysical sense of criterion andpbateemological sense of criterion. For example nefe
we could never know or verify empirically that teaés indeed a soul or a substantial self that remai
throughout time, it could be still be true thatafieonic quantitative personal identity consistthia
sameness of a soul or substantial self. But issteiB the metaphysical sense of criterion. Inrotverds,
we want to know what the nature of identity corssistregardless of whether or not we could evemkno
(epistemological sense of criterion) if that natabtains in any particular case.

" John Locke seems to be the first philosopher tivess the problem of personal identity is its
current and modern form. Locke argues in favohefrnemory theory via his famous thought experiment,
The Prince and the Cobbler
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consider the soul of a prince, carrying with it his stream of consciousness. Sugpose w
were to switch the prince’s stream of consciousness with that of a cobbler. Stwe per

with the prince’s body would now seem to remember the thoughts and experiences of the
cobbler, and the person with the cobbler’s body would now also seem to remember the
thoughts and experiences of the prince (2.27.15). Would the person in the prince’s body
now be the cobbler? We intuitively think that the person who wakes up with same stream
of consciousness is the same person who had the same stream of consciousness even

though their physical bodies are now differéht.

9 Other key essays, in my opinion, that should bresalied when wrestling with issues of
providing an account of personal identity are: JBlrry’s “A Dialogue on Personal Identity and
Immortality;” in which all four criteria are represented. le thssay, the dying philosophy professor
(Gretchen Weirob) wants to know whether or notptssible to survive the death of her body. The
clergyman (Sam Miller) and former graduate studBatve Cohen) both try to defend the criteria that
allows for immortality. In the end professor Weir@sbpresenting the Body theory) seems to win thmte
albeit she does pass away. In Derek Parfits e$hg, Unimportance of Identithe argues that when it
comes to caring about my future it matters far thas it's my future (that the future person widl me) as
opposed to that the future person will be relateghé in the right way psychologically. In other dsy
personal identity just isn’t important to the thintdpat really do matter in our lives.
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