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Where this explanation falters is in its wish not to be al-
together psychological, and for this it cannot be blamed, be-
cause it did not wish to be that but set itself another task, that
of developing the doctrines of St. Paul and of attaching itself
to the Bible. But in this respect the Bible has often had a
harmful effect. In beginning a deliberation, a person has cer-
tain classical passages fixed in his mind, and now his explana-
tion and knowledge consist in an arrangement of these pas-
sages, as if the whole matter were something foreign. The
more natural the better, even if he is willing with all deference
to refer the explanation to the verdict of the Bible, and, if it is
not in accord with the Bible, to try over again. Thus a person
does not bring himself into the awkward position of having
to understand the explanation before he has understood what
it should explain,3® nor into the subtle position of using Scrip-
ture passages as the Persian king*® in the war against the
Egyptians used their sacred animals, that is, in order to shield
himself.

If the prohibition is regarded as conditioning the fall, it is
also regarded as conditioning concupiscentia [inordinate de-
sire]. At this point psychology has already gone beyond its
competence. Concupiscentia is a determinant of guilt and sin
antecedent to guilt and sin, and yet still is not guilt and sin,
that is, introduced by it. The qualitative leap is enervated; the
fall becomes something successive. Nor can it be discerned
how the prohibition awakens concupiscentia, even though it is
certain from pagan as well as from Christian experience that
man’s desire is for the forbidden. But a person cannot appeal
to experience as a matter of course, for it could be asked more
particularly in which period of life this is experienced. This
intermediate term, concupiscentia, is not ambiguous either,

nocence to guilt merely through the concept of temptation easily brings God
into an almost imaginatively constructed |experimenterende] relation to man
and ignores the intermediate psychological observation, because the inter-
mediate term still is concupiscentia [inordinate desire]. Finally, Baader’s ac-
count is a rather dialectical deliberation of the concept of temptation instead
of a psychological explanation of the more specific.
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from which it can be seen immediately that it is no psycholog-
ical explanation. The strongest, indeed, the most positive ex-
pression the Protestant Church uses for the presence of hered-
itary sin in man is precisely that he is born with concupiscentia
(Omnes homines secundum naturam propagati nascuntur cum pec-
cato h.e. sine metu dei, sine fiducia erga deum et cum concupiscentia
[all men begotten in a natural way are born with sin, i.e.,
without the fear of God, without trust in God, and with con-
cupiscence]).#! Nevertheless, the Protestant doctrine makes
an essential distinction between the innocence of the subse-
quent person (if such a one can be spoken of ) and that of
Adam.4?

The psychological explanation must not talk around the
point but remain in its elastic ambiguity, from which guilt
breaks forth in the qualitative leap.

§5.
THE CONCEPT OF ANXIETY

Innocence is ignorance. In innocence, man is not qualified as
spirit but is psychically qualified in immediate unity with his
natural condition. The spirit in man is dreaming. This view is
in full accord with that of the Bible,** which by denying that
man in his innocence has knowledge of the difterence between
good and evil denounces all the phantasmagoria of Catholic
meritoriousness.

In this state there is peace and repose,** but there is simul-
tancously something else that is not contention and strife, for
there is indeed nothing against which to strive. What, then, is
it? Nothing. But what effect does nothing have? It begets anx-
iety. This is the profound secret of innocence, that it is at the
same time anxiety. Dreamily the spirit projects its own ac-
tuality, but this actuality is nothing, and innocence always
sees this nothing outside itself.

Anxiety is a qualification of dreaming spirit, and as such it
has its place in psychology. Awake, the difference between
myself and my other is posited; sleeping, it is suspended;
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dreaming, it is an intimated nothing.* The actuality of the
spirit constantly shows itself as a form that tempts its possibil-
ity but disappears as soon as it seeks to grasp for it, and itisa
nothing that can only bring anxiety. More it cannot do as
long as it merely shows itself. The concept of anxiety is al-
most never treated in psychology. Therefore, T must point
out that it is altogether different from fear and similar con-
cepts that refer to something definite, whereas anxiety is free-
dom’s actuality as the possibility of possibility.*¢ For this rea-
son, anxiety is not found in the beast, precisely because by
nature the beast is not qualified as spirit.

When we consider the dialectical determinations of anxiety,
it appears that exactly these have psychological ambiguity.
Anxiety is a sympathetic antipathy and an antipathetic sym-
pathy .47 One easily sees, 1 think, that this is a psychological
determination in a sense entirely different from the concupis-
centia [inordinate desire] of which we spoke. Linguistic usage
confirms this perfectly. One speaks of a pleasing anxiety, a
pleasing anxiousness [Beengstelse], and of a strange anxiety, a
bashful anxiety, etc.

The anxiety that is posited in innocence is in the first place
no guilt, and in the second place it is no troublesome burden,
no suffering that cannot be brought into harmony with the
blessedness of innocence. In observing children, one will dis-
cover this anxiety intimated more particularly as a seeking for
the adventurous, the monstrous, and the enigmatic. That
there are children in whom this anxiety is not found proves
nothing at all, for neither is it found in the beast, and the less
spirit, the less anxiety. This anxiety belongs so essentially to
the child that he cannot do without it. Though it causes him
anxiety, it captivates him by its pleasing anxiousness
[Bengstelse]. In all cultures where the childlike is preserved as
the dreaming of the spirit, this anxiety is found. The more
profound the anxiety, the more profound the culture. Only a
prosaic stupidity maintains that this is a disorganization. Anx-
iety has here the same meaning as melancholy at a much later
point, when freedom, having passed through the imperfect
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forms of its history, in the profoundest sense will come to it-
self.*

Just as the relation of anxiety to its object, to something
that is nothing (linguistic usage also says pregnantly: to be
anxious about nothing), is altogether ambiguous, so also the
transition that is to be made from innocence to guilt will be so
dialectical that it can be seen that the explanation is what it
must be, psychological. The qualitative leap stands outside of
all ambiguity. But he who becomes guilty through anxiety is
indeed innocent, for it was not he himself but anxiety, a
foreign power, that laid hold of him, a power that he did not
love but about which he was anxious. And yet he is guilty,
for he sank in anxiety, which he nevertheless loved even as he
feared it. There is nothing in the world more ambiguous;
therefore this is the only psychological explanation. But, to
repeat once more, it could never occur to the explanation that
it should explain the qualitative leap. Every notion that
suggests that the prohibition tempted him, or that the seducer
deceived him, has sufficient ambiguity only for a superficial
observation, but it perverts ethics, introduces a quantitative
determination, and will by the help of psychology pay man a
compliment at the sacrifice of the ethical, a compliment that
everyone who is ethically developed must reject as a new and
more profound seduction.

That anxiety makes its appearance is the pivot upon which
everything turns. Man is a synthesis of the psychical and the
physical; however, a synthesis is unthinkable if the two are
not united in a third. This third is spirit.*® In innocence, man
is not merely animal, for if he were at any moment of his life
merely animal, he would never become man. So spirit is pres-
ent, but as immediate, as dreaming. Inasmuch as it is now
present, it is in a sense a hostile power, for it constantly dis-
turbs the relation between soul and body, a relation that in-

* Concemning this, one should consult Either/Or (Copenhagen: 1843), espe-
cially if one is aware that the first part expresses the melancholy in its an-
guished [angestfulde] sympathy and egotism, which is explained in the second
part.
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44 The Concept of Anxiety

deed has persistence and yet does not have endurance, inas-
much as it first receives the latter by the spirit. On the ot}}er
hand, spirit is a friendly power, since it is precisely t_hat whlch
constitutes the relation. What, then, is man’s relation to this
ambiguous power? How does spirit relate itself to itself a'nd to
its conditionality? It relates itself as anxiety. Do away with it-
self, the spirit cannot; lay hold of itself, it cannot, as long as it
has itself outside of itself. Nor can man sink down into the
vegetative, for he is qualified as spirit; flee away from anxiety,
he cannot, for he loves it; really love it, he cannot, for he ﬂegs
from it. Innocence has now reached its uttermost point. It is
ignorance; however, it is not an animal brutality b}lt an igno-
rance qualified by spirit, and as such inno-.:encc is prccrscl};
anxiety, because its ignorance is about nothing. Here there. is
no knowledge of good and evil etc., but the whole actuality
of knowledge projects itself in anxiety as the enormous noth-
ing of ignorance. . .

Innocence still is, but only a word is required and then ig-
norance is concentrated. Innocence naturally cannot under-
stand this word, but at that moment anxiety has, as it were,
caught its first prey. Instead of nothing, it now has an énig—
matic word. When it is stated in Genesis that God said to
Adam, “Only from the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil you must not eat,” it follows as a matter of course that
Adam really has not understood this word, for how could h.e
understand the difference between good and evil when this
distinction would follow as a consequence of the enjoyment
of the fruit?

When it is assumed that the prohibition awakens the desire,
one acquires knowledge instead of ignorance, and in that case
Adam must have had a knowledge of freedom, because the
desire was to use it. The explanation is therefore subsequent.
The prohibition induces in him anxiety, for the prohibition
awakens in him freedom’s possibility. What passed by inno-
cence as the nothing of anxiety has now entered into Adam,
and here again it is a nothing—the anxious possibility of being
able. He has no conception of what he is able to do; other-
wise—and this is what usually happens—that which comes
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later, the difference between good and evil, would have to be
presupposed. Only the possibility of being able is present as a
higher form of ignorance, as a higher expression of anxiety,
because in a higher sense it both is and is not, because in a
higher sense he both loves it and flees from it.

After the word of prohibition follows the word of judg-
ment: ‘“You shall certainly die.”4° Naturally, Adam does not
know what it means to die. On the other hand, there is
nothing to prevent him from having acquired a notion of the
terrifying, for even animals can understand the mimic expres-
sion and movement in the voice of a speaker without under-
standing the word. If the prohibition is regarded as awaken-
ing the desire, the punishment must also be regarded as
awakening the notion of the deterrent. This, however, will
only confuse things. In this case, the terror is simply anxiety.
Because Adam has not understood what was spoken, there is
nothing but the ambiguity of anxiety. The infinite possibility
of being able that was awakened by the prohibition now
draws closer, because this possibility points to a possibility as
its sequence.

In this way, innocence is brought to its uttermost. In anxi-
ety it is related to the forbidden and to the punishment. Inno-
cence is not guilty, yet there is anxiety as though it were lost.

Further than this, psychology cannot go, but so far it can
go, and above all, in its observation of human life, it can point
to this again and again.

Here, in the conclusion, I have adhered to the Biblical nar-
rative. I have assumed the prohibition and the voice of
punishment as coming from without. Of course, this is some-
thing that has troubled many thinkers. But the difficulty is
merely one to smile at. Innocence can indeed speak, inasmuch
as in language it possesses the expression for everything
spiritual. Accordingly, one need merely assume that Adam
talked to himself. The imperfection in the story, namely, that
another spoke to Adam about what he did not understand, is
thus eliminated. From the fact that Adam was able to talk, it
does not follow in a deeper sense that he was able to under-
stand what was said. This applies above all to the difference
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between good and evil, which indeed can be expressed ir.1 lan-
guage but nevertheless is only for freedom, be:cagse for inno-
cence it can have only the meaning we have 1nd1cat§d in the
preceding account. Innocence can indeed express this d}ﬁér—
ence, but the difference is not for innocence, and for inno-
cence it can only have the meaning that was indicated in the
preceding account.

§6.
ANXIETY AS THE PRESUPPOSITION OF HEREDITARY SIN
AND AS EXPLAINING HEREDITARY SIN
RETROGRESSIVELY IN TERMS OF ITS ORIGIN

Let us now examine the narrative in Genesis more carefully as
we attempt to dismiss the fixed idea that it is a myth, and as
we remind ourselves that no age has been more skillful than
our own in producing myths of the understanding, an age
that produces myths and at the same time wants to eradicate
all myths.

Adam was created; he had given names to the animals {(here
there is language, though in an imperfect way similar to that
of children who learn by identifying animals on an ABC
board)5? but had not found company for himself. Eve was
created, formed from his rib. She stood in as intimate a rela-
tion to him as possible, yet it was still an external relation.
Adam and Eve are merely a numerical repetition. In this re-
spect, a thousand Adams signify no more than one. So much
with regard to the descent of the race from one pair. Nature
does not favor a meaningless superfluity. Therefore, if we as-
sume that the race descended from several pairs, there would
be a moment when nature had a meaningless superfluity. As
soon as the relationship of generation is posited, no man is
superfluous, because every individual is himself and the
race.5?

Now follows the prohibition and the judgment. But the
serpent was more cunning’? than all the animals of the field.
He seduced the woman. Even though one may call this a
myth, it neither disturbs thought nor confuses the concept, as

e
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does a myth of the understanding. The myth allows some-
thing that is inward to take place outwardly.

First we must note that the woman was the first to be
seduced, and that therefore she in turn seduced the man. In
what sense woman is the weaker sex, as it is commonly said
of her, and also that anxiety belongs to her more than to
man,* I shall try to develop in another chapter.

In the foregoing, it has been said several times that the view
presented in this work does not deny the propagation of sin-
fulness through generation, or, in other words, that sinfulness
has its history through generation. Yet it is said only that sin-
fulness moves in quantitative categories, whereas sin con-
stantly enters by the qualitative leap of the individual. Here
already one can see one significant aspect of the quantitation
that takes place in generation. Eve is a derived creature. To be
sure, she is created like Adam, but she is created out of a pre-
vious creature. To be sure, she is innocent like Adam, but
there is, as it were, a presentiment of a disposition that indeed
is not sinfulness but may seem like a hint of the sinfulness that
is posited by propagation. It is the fact of being derived that
predisposes the particular individual, yet without making him
guilty.

Here we must remember what was said about the prohibi-
tion and the word of judgment in §5. The imperfection in the
narrative—how it could have occurred to anyone to say to
Adam what he essentially could not understand—is elimi-
nated if we bear in mind that the speaker is language, and also
that it is Adam himself who speaks.**

* Nothing is hereby determined about woman’s imperfection in relation to
man. Although anxiety belongs to her more than to man, anxiety is by no
means a sign of imperfection. If one is to speak of imperfection, this must be
found in something else, namely, that in anxiety she moves beyond herself to
another human being, to man.

** If one were to say further that it then becomes a question of how the first
man learned to speak, I would answer that this is very true, but also that the
question lies beyond the scope of the present investigation. However, this
must not be understood in the manner of modern philosophy as though my
reply were evasive, suggesting that I could answer the question in another
place. But this much is certain, that it will not do to represent man himself as
the inventor of language .53
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There remains the serpent. I am no friend of cleverness and
shall, volente deo [God willing], resist the temptations of the
serpent, who, as at the dawn of time when he tcmptcd Adam
and Eve, has in the course of time tempted writers to be
clever. Instead, | freely admit my inability to connect any
definite thought with the serpent. Furthcfmorc, the diffi-
culty with the serpent is something quite different, ngmely,
that of regarding the temptation as coming from without.
This is simply contrary to the teaching of the Bible, contrary
to the well-known classical passage in James, % which says
that God tempts no man and is not temp_tcd by anyone, but
cach person is tempted by himself. If one indeed believes that
he has rescued God by regarding man as tempted by the ser-
pent and believes that in this way one is in accotd with James,
“that God tempts no one,” he is confronted with the second
statement, that God is not tempted by anyone. For tht:- ser-
pent’s assault upon man is also an indirect temptation of God,
since it interferes in the relation between God and man, an.d
one is confronted by the third statement, that every man 1s
tempted by himself. .

Now follows the fall. This is something that psychology is
unable to explain, because the fall is the qualitative lcap.
However, let us for a moment consider the consequence as it
is presented in the narrative in order to fix our attention once
more on anxiety as the presupposition for hereditary sin.

The consequence is a double one, that sin came into the
world and that sexuality was posited; the one is to be insepa-
rable from the other. This is of utmost importance in order to
show man’s original state. If he were not a synthesis that re-
posed in a third, one thing could not have two consequences.
If he were not a synthesis of psyche and body that is sustained
by spirit, the sexual could never have come into the world
with sinfulness.

We shall leave project makers® out of consideration and
simply assume the presence of the sexual difference beforc.the
fall, except that as yet it was not, because in ignorance 1t 1s
not. In this respect we have support in the Scriptures.?

In innocence, Adam as spirit was a dreaming spirit. Thus
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the synthesis is not actual, for the combining factor is pre-
cisely the spirit, and as yet this is not posited as spirit. In ani-
mals the sexual difference can be developed instinctively, but
this cannot be the case with a human being precisely because
he is a synthesis. In the moment the spirit posits itself, it
posits the synthesis, but in order to posit the synthesis it must
first pervade it differentiatingly, and the ultimate point of the
sensuous is precisely the sexual. Man can attain this ultimate
point only in the moment the spirit becomes actual. Before
that time he is not animal, but neither is he really man. The
moment he becomes man, he becomes so by being animal as
well.

So sinfulness is by no means sensuousness, but without sin
there is no sexuality, and without sexuality, no history. A
perfect spirit has neither the one nor the other, and therefore
the sexual difference is canceled in the resurrection, and there-
fore an angel has no history. Even if Michael had made a re-
cord of all the errands he had been sent on and performed, this
is nevertheless not his history. First in sexuality is the synthe-
sis posited as a contradiction, but like every contradiction it is
also a task, the history of which begins at that same moment.
This is the actuality that is preceded by freedom’s possibility.
However, freedom’s possibility is not the ability to choose
the good or the evil. Such thoughtlessness is no more in the
interest of Scriptures than in the interest of thought. The pos-
sibility is to be able. In a logical system, it is convenient to say
that possibility passes over into actuality. However, in ac-
tuality it is not so convenient, and an intermediate term is
required. The intermediate term is anxiety, but it no more
explains the qualitative leap than it can justify it ethically.
Anxiety is neither a category of necessity nor a category of
freedom; it is entangled freedom, where freedom is not free in
itself but entangled, not by necessity, but in itself. If sin has
come into the world by necessity (which is a contradiction),
there can be no anxiety. Nor can there be any anxiety if sin
came into the world by an act of an abstract liberum arbitrium>®
(which no more existed in the world in the beginning than in
a late period, because it is a nuisance for thought). To want to
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give a logical explanation of the coming of sin into the world
is a stupidity that can occur only to people who are comically
worried about finding an explanation.®?

Were I allowed to make a wish, then I would wish that no
reader would be so profound as to ask: What if Adam had not
sinned? In the moment actuality is posited, possibility walks
by its side as a nothing that entices every thoughtless man. If
only science could make up its mind to keep men under
discipline and to bridle itself! When someone asks a stupid
question, care should be taken not to answer him, lest he who
answers becomes just as stupid as the questioner. The
foolishness of the above question consists not so much in the
question itself as in the fact that it is directed to sc'icnce. If one
stays at home with it, and, like Clever Elsie®® with her proj-
ects, calls together like-minded friends, then he has tolerably
understood his own stupidity. Science, on the contrary, can-
not explain such things. Every science lies either in a logical
immanence or in an immanence within a transcendence that it
is unable to explain. Now sin is precisely that transcendence,
that discrimen rerum |crisis] in which sin enters into the single
fndividual as the single individual. Sin never enters into the
world differently and has never entered differently. So when
the single individual is stupid enough to inquire about sin as if
it were something foreign to him, he only asks as a fool, for
cither he does not know at all what the question is about, and
thus cannot come to know it, or he knows it and understands
it, and also knows that no science can explain it to him. How-
ever, science at times has been adequately accommodating in
responding to wishes with weighty hypotheses that it at last
admits are inadequate as explanations. This, of course, is en-
tirely true, yet the confusion is that science did not ener-
getically dismiss foolish questions but instead confirmed
superstitious men in their notion that one day there would
come a project maker who is smart enough to come up with
the right answer. That sin came into the world six thousand
years ago is said in the same way that one would say about
Nebuchadnezzar that it was four thousand years ago that he
became an 0x.6 When the case is understood in this way, it is
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no wonder that the explanation accords with it. What in one
respect is the simplest thing in the world has been made the
most difficult. What the most ordinary man understands in
his own way, and quite correctly so—because he understands
that it is not just six thousand years since sin came into the
world—science with the art of speculators has announced as a
prize subject that as yet has not been answered satisfactorily.
How sin came into the world, each man understands solely by
himself. If he would learn it from another, he would eo ipso
misunderstand it. The only science that can help a little is psy-
chology, yet it admits that it explains nothing, and also that it
cannot and will not explain more. If any science could explain
it, everything would be confused. That the man of science
ought to forget himself is entirely true; nevertheless, it is
therefore also very fortunate that sin is no scientific problem,
and thus no man of science has an obligation (and the project
maker just as little) to forget how sin came into the world. If
this is what he wants to do, if he magnanimously wants to
forget himself in the zeal to explain all of humanity, he will
become as comical as that privy councilor who was so consci-
entious about leaving his calling card with every Tom, Dick,
and Harry that in so doing he at last forgot his own name. Or
his philosophical enthusiasm will make him so absent-minded
that he needs a good-natured, level-headed wife whom he can
ask, as Soldin asked Rebecca when in enthusiastic absent-
mindedness he also lost himself in the objectivity of the chat-
ter: “‘Rebecca, is it I who is speaking?’’62
That the admired men of science in my most honored con-
temporary age, men whose concern in their search after the
system is known to the whole congregation and who are con-
cerned also to find a place for sin within it, may find the above
position highly unscientific is entirely in order. But let the
congregation join in the search, or at least include these pro-
found seckers in their pious intercessions; they will find the
place as surely as he who hunts for the burning tow finds it
when he is unaware that it is burning in his own hand.
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