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The writ against religious drama:

Frater Taciturnus v. Søren Kierkegaard
Historical-critical introduction

In the middle of his "Letter to the Reader," which follows hard upon the extended imaginary construction "Guilty/Not Guilty"--a construction so extended, followed by a letter so long that Frater Taciturnus wonders, in his concluding word, if any reader at all is left reading--the good brother (who, despite his name, protests that he himself is not religious, though he knows what it is to be so) attaches an appendix on Hamlet to a paragraph about the psychological boundary between the esthetic and the religious.
  It is a little thing.  However, as it is an illustrative appendix to a permanent boundary dispute, it is worth examining.

Taciturnus' appendix begins with a correction of a comment by Ludwig Börne, undoubtably an important scholar in his time, but now passed over by the movements of spirit in the world of scholarship.  Sic transit spiritus mundi.  Börne had said "Hamlet is a Christian tragedy" (p. 737 n525); Frater Taciturnus misquotes him as having said "It is a Christian drama" (p. 453), and follows that with a remark and a further change.  To wit:  "To my mind this is a most excellent comment.  I substitute only the word a "religious" drama, and then declare its fault to be not that it is but that it did not become that or, rather, that it ought not to be drama at all" (p. 453).  Frater Taciturnus has, at least half-wittingly, generalized Börne's statement about the category appropriate to Hamlet from the particularity of "Christian tragedy" to "religious drama," thence rejected the more general claim, from which I suppose it follows that he rejects what was in fact Börne's more particular comment, that Hamlet is a Christian tragedy.

These changes may seem minor points, for in Kierkegaard's writings the distinction between the specifically Christian and the generically religious is frequently glossed over,
 and tragedy just is one half of drama--the specific half from which we devolve Aristotle's dramatic views
  But tragedy is, arguably, one half of all poetry; and one ought to ask why it might be in the interest of any nym in Kierkegaard's corpus to gloss over such distinctions--or to make much of them.  Further, Taciturnus is, in these two pages, claiming to deduce the only possibilities of Hamlet interpretation.  Such an act of hubris against the (particularly German romantic) tomes of scholarship on the play guarantees the good brother will not be taken seriously by the serious, and its pithiness is, in itself, a comment upon the activity of scholars (before and since).  Perhaps it is even a comment on his own (Taciturnus') work while saying precisely nothing about it.  If brevity be the soul of wit, one could not be wittier; nor could one get more taciturn.  Finally, while in commenting on other plays the distinction between the religious and the specifically Christian may be abrogated, when one is commenting on a what has a long history of interpretation as a revenge tragedy it surely makes an important difference whether one is using vaguely religious categories or connecting the problem of the play to the specific stupidity of a religion that preaches the forgiveness of sins and resurrection of the dead.  Kierkegaard is not likely to misunderstand this point even if Frater Taciturnus might (which I also doubt).  As Isak Winkel Holm pointed out in a perceptive commentary on an oral version of this paper, there is also the rhetorical structure of Taciturnus' remark, which is that of a correctio: a correction of oneself.
  This rhetorical structure is (1) a hint to investigate whether or not the correction is a correction (it turns out that we find he has not even begun correctly when we compare his remark to what Börne actually said), and (2) might make us wonder whether or not Taciturnus has really made up his mind about the relation of the religious and the dramatic.  When Taciturnus closes his little appendix with the remark that "on a specific point one may have a doubt, another opinion" (p. 454), the rhetorical, historical and philosophical hints about the quiet brother's ideas become all but an open recommendation to think otherwise.

Before we begin to think otherwise however, it is important to note that this remark of Frater Taciturnus' is not primarily aimed at Shakespeare as a dramatist, as other remarks, for example this one from Sickness Unto Death is:  "Shakespeare seems to have recoiled from essentially religious collisions."
  Frater Taciturnus aims at Shakespeare if and only if the bard is attempting what Börne says he achieves--Christian tragedy.  The context of his remark, however, makes plain that Taciturnus' primary concern is to show that religious drama is not possible, or at least "ought not be."  This general law applies to Hamlet as well, and if Shakespeare was attempting a religious drama he a) shouldn't have because such a thing is essentially undramatizable, and b) failed because he did not begin (which would be possible) by showing the hero's religious presuppositions.  Frater Taciturnus himself has given considerable thought to the extent and the manner in which the religious can be represented; in fact the letter to the reader is his proof of how perfectly his own narrative, "Guilty/Not Guilty," was constructed with precisely these problems in mind.  The play is not the thing that Taciturnus is really interested in, nor is he interested in the playwright's intentions, he considers that the play's the thing that catches out Börne's misunderstanding of the religious, and it is this field--in particular, that area where the religious life and literary art intersect, that is the brother's interest and forte.
  I will not remark upon the queerness of his claim not to be religious--much less Christian--while also claiming the particular interest and forte he does, for I presume that my readers are all philosophers and live similarly queer lives.  

As historical-literary critical scholars we should, then, take careful note of the distinctions between Kierkegaard, Taciturnus, and historical fact.  So I will continue with my little investigation of this problematic appendix.  Börne wrote "Hamlet is a Christian tragedy" (Hamlet ist ein christliches Trauerspiel)
.  In a sketch for this appendix the Papirer quotes this statement correctly (en christelig Tragedie, p. 635, Pap. V B 148:16).  In the final text, Frater Taciturnus begins incorrectly: "Börne says of Hamlet, 'It is a Christian drama' (Det er et christeligt Drama, p. 453, SV1 6,421).  He then adds, "I substitute only the word 'religious'...".  Frater Taciturnus (unknowingly?) begins more generally than Börne, and then generalizes further.  In Papirer's sketch, "Börne who en passant calls Hamlet a Christian tragedy" is followed by a positive existential premise: "The mistake in Shakespeare is precisely that Hamlet does not have religious doubts" (p. 635, Pap. V B 148).  Whether this thought is Kierkegaard's or Taciturnus' is not clear, but in any case this positive premise is replaced by the subjunctive in Frater Taciturnus' published text.

We can trace several things in this little scene.  1) Frater Taciturnus is further removed from reality than the writer of the Papirer--admitting one change he introduces two, and what was objective becomes subjunctive.  In fact (and in contrast to Papirer), Taciturnus' entire argument is subjunctive, with not a single objective premise about Shakespeare or Hamlet.  2) Frater Taciturnus is more general than either Börne or Papirer; he is not after the idea of Christian tragedy, nor yet that of Christian drama, but of religious drama, and of this largest category he claims "a drama can never come of this; a poet cannot use this subject" (p. 454) for reasons this paper will explore.  Ergo, Hamlet fails--necessarily and a priori.  Taciturnus is claiming the status of transcendental deduction for his argument; that is why he can be so brief and completely overlook the history of scholarship on the poem.  It is the most daring maneuver in the history of criticism.

One of two things is true about these differences between Börne, Papirer, and Taciturnus: either they are all accidental or Taciturnus and the author of the Papirer--let us call him Kierkegaard--think differently.
  I wonder if Kierkegaard may not have, at first, agreed with Frater Taciturnus' point of view, and his criticism of Hamlet.  Then he went back, after reading Börne, and re-read Hamlet.  He found it to be a religious, perhaps even a Christian drama, though not, perhaps a tragedy--so Börne was still wrong, but so was Frater Taciturnus.  There is a hint that this may be so in Frater Taciturnus' text, for after his entirely subjunctive argument he closes this way:


On a specific point, one may have a doubt, another opinion, and yet on the one opinion that has been the opinion of one and two and three centuries--that Shakespeare stands unrivaled, despite the progress the world will make, that one can always learn from him, and the more one reads him, the more one learns (p. 454).

I suggest that Kierkegaard inserted this final clue into Taciturnus' text in order to tell us we ought to read Shakespeare more closely: perhaps with Taciturnus' transcendental argument in mind.  Then did Kierkegaard himself discover that a Christian drama is possible?  Is Hamlet that drama?
  It is to these more philosophical questions we now turn.

I. Frater Taciturnus' Writ of Attainder against 

Börne, Shakespeare, and Søren Kierkegaard, the religious author

The religious plays the same role as the esthetic, but as the superior; it spaces out the limitless speed of the ethical, and development takes place.  But the scene is in the internal, in thought and in dispositions that cannot be seen, not even with a night telescope.  The principle of the spirit is that the external and the visible...exist to try faith, consequently not to deceive but in order that the spirit can be tested by placing it in the realm of the indifferent and taking itself back again.  The external makes no difference--and, first of all, the result lies in the internal, and second, is continually postponed (p. 442).

Therefore, Frater Taciturnus argues, religious drama is impossible.  Since the result is internal and is continually postponed, a drama (with beginning, middle and end) "can never come of this" (p. 454).  Since drama, as Aristotle takes some pains to show, is the center of verbal--if not all--art, for it uses all the means that other arts use separately, religious writing is also impossible.  And a religious authorship?  One could only make such a thing via a deception, and one could only believe in it via a self-deception.
  The deception on both sides is the direct union of the esthetic (external and finished) with the religious (internal and no result given).  Such a union is "a misalliance" (p. 442).  Let this brief suffice as a writ of attainder against the usual religious understanding of Kierkegaard's authorship, a writ which, like the religious reading of his work, comes directly out of Kierkegaard's corpus--or at least a corpus which has decayed together with his, whoever he was.  This writ Taciturnus applies directly against Börne's reading of Hamlet, so it also applies mutatis mutandis to Shakespeare, if he attempted to be a religious dramatist.  Taciturnus' writ holds, against the author of the Point of View, that either the author--presumably S. Kierkegaard
--is mistaken about the concepts, or he is deceiving himself, or he is a seducer, and deceiving us.  There is no fourth option.

Appendix to the Writ:

On the prayers of poets and metaphysicians

Taciturnus' little appendix, then, is the pith of a dispute between metaphysicians,
  and Frater Taciturnus, like Vigilius Haufniensis, is a metaphysical policeman, a watchman over the use of concepts.  Such a task is the suitable employment of any thinker, but is particularly noteworthy in an age in which the law of non-contradiction has become aufgehoben.  Frater Taciturnus argues that if we pay attention to the concepts esthetic, religious, and ethical, and do not run them all together in a mishmash which denies their difference, we will discover that the ethical and religious life cannot be properly dramatized, that there can be no mimesis of the knight of infinite reflection or the life of the ethical or religious hero.  A marriage between the esthetic and either of the other two lives is a misalliance.  From his argument it seems to follow that life is only finally tragic or comic if one is an esthete, or, equivalently, if the esthetic world is the only world, and in that world life itself is comic-tragic, though the ending for any character within it is, finally, either/or.  That Dante called his work a comedy proves the point, for he views his story as a completed whole (i.e., as an esthete would), which it never is for an existing spirit, a completed whole in which space is reserved among the happy endings for his own historia calamitatum.  This is, of course, the permanent prayer of the esthete who gazes longingly at the religious.  A truly religous poet, however, is impossible, for poetry takes place in the realm of the imagination, of possibility; religiously understood, this is avoiding the task.  I pass over the possibility of religious scholarship in silence.

II. Application of the Writ:

Two kinds of religious drama

In his study of six Greek plays and Hamlet, F.D.H. Kitto argues that 'religious drama' is "a form of drama in which the real focus is not the Tragic Hero but the divine background."  This conception may result, he says, in "religious drama in which the gods do not appear, and secular drama in which they do."
  This view of religious drama is more philosophically adroit--and more religious in a sense which the New Testament, Augustine, Aquinas, Luther, and even Calvin would recognize--than the positivism that argues that if "no supernatural agent intervenes from a gallery above to compel the action [and so the result] in a particular direction...[this,] I would claim, encourages us to a secular and sceptical reading of the play," as does Michael Hattaway.
  But if Hattaway's poetic determinism is at least positively unChristian, Kitto's understanding of religion is still metaphysically positivistic.  It makes of the gods (the divine background) a substantial thing, which can be found and tested for like other substances, and in whose world the result can be seen.  When Christians turn to metaphysics, however, they find that God is beyond substance, since it is by his act that all the substances that are are substances.
  

These two versions of religious drama, let us call them the literally and the figuratively religious, fairly well divide the field.
  We might compare Hattaway to photographic realism and Kitto to cubism in painting.  Among the literally religious, then, would be plays like Euripides' Bacchae, in which the god begins the play by announcing what he will do and why, and then proceeds to do it; Goethe's Faust, in which the god sits on high and pulls strings; or various medieval Christmas plays, in which the god appears as a character (the revealed infant in the Second Shepherd's Play) who has been moving, or does in fact move, the action of the play--and all the world--according to his revealed script.
  Such plays Hattaway would have to consider religious, though I wonder if Euripides' play, as Goethe's, is not stridently anti-religious, if not precisely skeptical.  In this case almost nothing in Shakespeare is religious, for even when the gods appear--in As You Like It, or the Tempest--they are merely spectacular in Aristotle's sense: the least important element of tragedy, an excuse for special effects, but no prime mover of the play.
  Their appearance is sudden, unexpected, and bends the trajectory of the plot not the fragment of a degree: they are stars without any mass.

That there are people who think of God as such an impossibility goes without saying.  St. Augustine comes to mind, who spent thirty painful years of his life trying to overcome his carnal imagination's thought of God as some "great shining body"
 more ethereal than air and brighter: a special effect of the imagination, an empty figment.  Perhaps, if Shakespeare is a religious writer, his use of the visible gods in As You Like It and Tempest is to show us just this fact: a god visible in a body would be mere spectacle--that version of show and tell than which no greater can be conceived.

Kitto's figurative understanding of religious drama depends upon the literal; its positivism is hidden by the veil of allegory or symbol or trope, but through or in this veil those with eyes can see "the real focus" on another world.  One form of this would be Sr. Miriam Joseph's view of Christian tragedy, which is like Aristotle's in all things except that the incidents which bring about the catharsis must "have Christian significance," and the hero must bring about the disastrous peripety "through a flaw in his character as a Christian."
  A wide variety of drama would fit this category.  The allegories, symbols and tropes may not be in a one to one correspondence with gods or events in the other world--the artist may be practicing a kind of cubism avant la lettre--but the figurative religious critic will be able to show each line's real focus, its angle of incidence and refraction on the metaphysical nude descending the staircase.  Most religiously oriented criticism follows this allegorical procedure, tracing figures and symbols in the play--sometimes from a wide variety of perspectives--which all together reveal a face beneath or in the texture of the play.
  This is, quite naturally, one way of reading Kierkegaard also.  Among such readers the particularities of the objective correlative to the work of art become the debated question:  What emotion, theme, ritual pattern, religious or romantic sacrament is here objectified?  Is the face the face of the saved or the damned? the demonic or godly seducer?  But that the play (or Kierkegaard's authorship) is the objective correlative to some face and figure and that they are on some metaphysical, passional, thematic or ritual staircase is agreed upon.  

The simplest version of this figurative kind is what usually goes by the name of allegory--the repentant Magdalene before a mirror, hand on a skull, her perfume bottles empty, her candle burning down, or the hunt for a unicorn around a tapestry at the center of which is a marriage, or Everyman.  An allegory of this strict or simplest type is made of very thin cloth; the index of refraction is minimal; it is all but naked metaphysics, or metaphysics of morals.  It is Hattaway's photographic realism, with patina.  Most drama, certainly Shakespeare, is much more complex than that.  We may then refract our reading via a further multitude of critical methods (psychoanalytic, Marxist, feminist, etc.) which encourage a richer set of perspectives that can be turned against each other, or piled up in a reading of the play (or authorship) in question.  It is clear that given a sub-conscious whose index of refraction is almost infinite, and with free association raised to the level of a method, nearly anything can be interpreted as religious in this figurative manner, though of course the sane will have a tendency to be convinced of some of them more easily and completely than others.  Both Shakespeare's plays and Kierkegaard's texts have proven mansion enough for many varieties of such readers.

No less than the literal, these figurative ways of reading--for all their different darksome ways of love--still rest on and point to or adumbrate an external substance or set thereof--a positive world behind the veil: where the grass is green, the wine is red, and I have such beautiful long ears upon my head.  It is a world where dogma is substantial, demonstration is complete, and passion impossible.  Both ways of reading or understanding religious drama share the fact of being representative, and representation implies a gnoseology, even if such a system of correspondence to the world is not explicitly applied--as we generally do not apply one in the case of art.  The implied gnoseology reifies a 'represented' of the dramatic representation, and so where historical critics find Elizabethan fact, or "the residual, dominant and emergent elements which coexist at any cultural moment,"
 and Freudians uncover the primal scene of sexual neuroses, religious readers discover the foggy embankments and swiftly melting icebergs of dogmatic metaphysics.  Similar patterns of reading can be found among readers of Kierkegaard's texts: there is Theodore Adorno, there is Sylviane Agacinski, there is a clutch of dogmatists of various creeds, including the author of The Point of View for my Work as An Author.

III. The Sphere of the Writ:

The problem of literature as representation

I think, though here I cannot show, that representation and its implied gnoseology is at one with the view that knowledge is power.  This view holds particular attractions in a scientistic culture, for science seems to prove that it is true: we understand in order to eat or eat better.  The equation between knowledge (representations of the world which are true) and power (ability to move the world in accord with desire thanks to knowledge of the world's connections) leaves literature in an unhappy predicament.  For in such a circumstance literature can only be seen as a pre-social-scientific means of knowing other people.  It is related to the real knowledge granted by social science as anecdote is to evidence: lends color when used with discretion.  That many teachers of literature teach literature as if it were a set of facts about a world (the world of the play) reinforces this idea, and proves to the student that literature really is useless, for the world of the play is not the real world and though the world of the play may be like the real world (or may have been a reflection of a real world in the past) the difficult trick is to know how and in what ways it is like it now (in order to capitalize on them), and knowing that is not something you learn from the play.  Summa summarum:  Literature is an extremely arcane way of learning something that can be got a lot quicker and more exactly elsewhere.

But what if the knowledge = power equation is not entirely true?  What could this mean?  Early in the Republic, Socrates suggests to Thrasymachus that if he--Socrates--is mistaken about justice then he ought to suffer the appropriate punishment, namely "I should suffer to learn from you" (337d).  Now it is clear that Thrasymachus considers knowledge to be power, and that he is more than willing to make Socrates suffer to learn it.  But is there not another possibility, a possibility we might see at work in books 2-9 of Augustine's Confessions, for example?  We all, as Augustine, like to feel good about ourselves; but what if there is something better than ourselves to which we are, or can be--and so ought to be--related?  Then in relation to it how must we feel about ourselves?  And if we are to change in order to be more like, more closely related to that Good, what must we do?  Do not some parts of us (about which we feel good) have to die?  Is the knowledge of the Good, then, power?  Or is it not, rather, the opposite of power: suffering.  And the greater the coming into the Good, the greater the coming to know, the greater the suffering.  Except of course for those of us who are perfect.  "Beauty," says Rilke, 





is nothing 

save the beginning of a terror we can just barely endure,

and we are amazed by it too, for it calmly disdains 

to destroy us.

Then could it be that literature, the humanities in general--the arts of the muses--are concerned with that form of knowledge which subverts our scientific religion's major premise: that knowledge is power?  To learn a foreign language, for example, is to suffer the will and culture and history of another group of people to shape your mind; it is a way of coming to know other subjects as subjects, rather than as objects in the world.  That is entirely different from (and much more difficult than) the scientific--including the social scientific--way of knowing, which is always of objects.  To say that this process is good is not to say that the culture and language one is learning are good.  Some are not.  (Dansk er godt.)  What is good is the learning to see. Suffering to see.  Similarly, what literature accomplishes, if anything, is that in and through it we suffer something other than our own pleasure to draw nearer to us.  And in the best cases that other is the good.  Would that help to explain the effect of King Lear?  At Lear we practice feeling what goodness costs.  We do not learn (for we already know) what it costs; we practice feeling it.  And this is how virtue begins, for knowledge is not virtue.

What I mean by this is not just that we see Cordelia, for instance, paying for her goodness by being defeated on the battlefield and hanged.  Nor do I mean to imply that Lear suffers unjustly or excessively or because of his goodness--some of those things are questionable.  Cordelia suffers to be good, and by being good; we love the good in her and suffer with that good.  The good in us practices suffering with her.  Lear is stubborn, self-willed and confused about the difference between being father and being king (an error we hope God will never make); he suffers to learn to be otherwise.  And we suffer in his learning too, for there is much in us that is otherwise.  

If "tragedy is born in the west each time that the pendulum of civilisation is halfway between a sacred society and a society built around man,"
 perhaps it is because only in such a society that the idea of a good beyond oneself--or, other than one's own and our own power, as the children of Thrasymachus define it in Republic--is plausible and effective.  On the other hand, when the Good is considered to be entirely relative to custom, social practice, or ideology, tragedy reduces to either neurosis (the opinion of a large number of critics and actors, particularly Freudian ones, about Hamlet) or a paid political announcement for the party of opposition (a screed for the politically, economically, sexually and maybe even militarily oppressed--or at least those who perceive that they are).  Similar patterns of reading can be found among Kierkegaard's critics.  

I will be so bold as to dispose of such materialism in this paragraph.  It seems to me in reading historical materialist critics, like Dollimore and Adorno, that the entire project is a very complex response to a false dilemma.  The dilemma is either there is an individual with a pre-social essence/nature/identity and therefore autonomy (the bourgeois lackey running dog essentialist humanist positions--boo) or there is a flux of material powers--sex, capital, class, race--the axes of which flow through bodies constituting their particularity (on which radical, avant garde, deconstructivist praxis exerts its own power--yay).  The idea of a pre-social essence or identity seems to me to be a peculiar glitch in the history of philosophy; like many other glitches it seems to have become popular in France and the Low Countries in the 1600's.  It later migrated to Sweden, where it became immortal.  The counter idea, shared by Socrates in Republic and Aristotle in Politics--that man is the social animal--is precisely the denial of the first horn without embracing the second as gospel.  The classical position--counter to both modern and post-modern--can be put this way: selves come to exist in the world of language, and language never being private means there is no pre-existent essence.
  The historical materialists are right that selves come to be in historically diverse cultures with materially and historically distinct languages; the essentialists are right that the individual which comes to be has autonomy and can judge, creatively shape and reject, and form laws for his own action in that language.  I have long been enamoured of the idea that Derrida himself knows this, since the end of "Plato's Pharmacy" has that vision of Plato staring into the glass of his retort and seeing himself there.  That image shows that the question whether the subject uses language which he makes, or whether language makes the subject who speaks is an unanswerable one; that it is unanswerable shows the question is a false dilemma.

In literature it is not our knowledge, in the popular--equals power--sense, that is enriched, but our suffering begins, and is given shape, and works deeper.  As this is different from what we consider when we consider drama as representation, let us call this the mimetic effect of literature.  The purpose of literature, then, is to purify our suffering, to effect our affects, to shape our passions through the form and pressure of the Good.  Now the question becomes which passions can literature shape?  Pity and fear--certainly; desire, disgust, sympathy--no doubt.  Faith?

IV. Released from the Writ:

A third kind of religious drama?

The Kierkegaardian understanding of faith as a passion is a means of avoiding such carnal imaginings as troubled Augustine for so long.  As was suggested above, to think of faith in God as akin to knowledge we have of created substances makes us consider the what of faith as something substantial about which we may not have knowledge but can have correct or incorrect belief.  We then go about trying to discover what the what is in order to have true belief, or at least a justifiable one.  In a word, representation considers religion as dogma, faith an analogy for knowledge.  Kierkegaard seems to consider this philosophical approach to the sacred completely wrongheaded and in order to overthrow the issue at one blow regularly uses the rubric of faith as a passion, and religion a work (Kjerlighedsgjerninger).
  A passion is a qualification of substance, an adjective applicable to the noun--or not.  Kierkegaard's religious project--if it is a religious project--is to gain this qualification for himself, and to structure his writings in such a way that the reader performs a mimesis of coming up to this qualification.  He calls his authorship an indirect communication.  He cannot make the reader have the qualification, still less can the qualification be taught as one may teach about substances, for the qualification is not affirming the conclusion of an argument, but the various authors--some having it, others avoiding it, still others circling it--can mimetically bring the reader to face the problem  or begin the practices of qualifying her substance religiously--or not.  That is how, if at all, Kierkegaard is an 'existentialist' or 'religious'--his problem is how (quomodo, in what way) do I exist, not whether, or what kinds of, and what (ontological) conditions are necessary for the (ontic) things that exist, and his problem opposes him to that manner of philosophy which is positive and scientific whether it is openly metaphysical or not; that is to say, he is opposed to most of the philosophical tradition since, say, Ockham, including people he is sometimes lumped together with like Sartre or Heidegger.  It is more true to say Kierkegaard's is not a philosophical authorship than to say it is a certain kind of philosophical authorship, for his aim is not even to give a science of the hows, but to make something happen.  It is a dramatic authorship; one which makes the reader a player.

To respond to all this with "yes, but there is a God in reference to whom this passion makes sense, isn't there?" is precisely to fall back into the positive philosophical explorations that avoid the task of becoming a substance qualified religiously in favor of discovering the truth value of some representation.  But this is precisely to have another passion--a different one from faith, if faith is a passion--and one that casts faith out.
  As in love, so too in faith: to question the existence of a substance and seek for proof is to prove oneself incapable of seeing what is asked about, for one is looking in the wrong way: See Lear; see him look at Cordelia the wrong way; hear him ask the wrong question; and in his world love is no longer visible: madness follows.  Watch Othello lose love as one might lose a handkerchief: madness.  As there is no such thing as immediate proof of love--except that kind of love which is associated with social diseases like Goneril and Regan--so there is no proof for the existence of God.  Nor could you get there from the proof, as you would not get to love through a social disease.  Edmund is mistaken when he thinks he has evidence he was beloved.
  Deceiving oneself about how love exists is the most effective way of deceiving oneself out of love.  The only thing that one may possibly prove in love is that one is oneself a lover; the only thing one may prove by a lifetime's work is that one self had faith.  But even to speak this way is to speak too much, as Cordelia might teach us; for who would one wish to prove it to?  And then, doesn't every lover know that her own work must be filled out by a love more perfect than her own?  And every believer knows a similar truth.  Faith without works is dead; but works do not prove, or bring one into, salvation.  I would prefer to say the works and the salvation are one.  Cordelia, in one sense, proves her love; but she does not seek to prove her love and she does not prove it as far as she is concerned; she loves.  We believe her because we see; Lear should have believed without seeing, then he would have been blessed.  That he can only believe by seeing is one indication that he believes the wrong thing--even at the end.

The kind of distinction I wish to draw between mimesis and representation is like Kierkegaard's distinction between indirect and direct communication.  The purpose of indirect communication is to communicate a capacity, while direct communication communicates knowledge.  So far as I remember, Kierkegaard does not say that every direct communication entails some indirect communication or vice versa, but I think that is true: every representational effort is a mimesis of something.
  For example, my telling you about all these things in a scholarly fashion looks like direct communication, but in saying so we are overlooking a capacity which this discussion calls forth, and the passion which it feeds--the capacity and desire for knowledge--such as it obtains in scholarship.  That is not the same thing as the knowledge.  Perhaps most scholarly writing is as boring as it is because most scholars figure that we are already as passionate as we need to get about knowledge.  This indicates a tawdry level of passion, for what lover ever has said he loves his beloved enough already?  When Kierkegaard mocks the professorial class, it is for just this reason: they are very like lovers, they lack only the song upon their lips and the passion in their hearts (kun havde ikke Qvalerne i Hjertet, ikke Musikken paa Læberne).

Kitto comes close to the conception explicated by Frater Taciturnus when he says that "the real power of these [religious] plays is revealed only when we see that he was making drama not about individuals but about humanity--humanity torn by contrary passions, or by the conflict between its passions and its reason."
  But Kitto was really treating the whole play as the being with the dialectical passion, rather than the individual human being.  That the individual is not a human being becomes even more clear when Kitto explicates certain characters like Clytemnestra and Antigone as pawns of Dikê.  Under such an understanding, as in Romeo and Juliet, the dialectic is still external, or as Taciturnus calls it, immediate: Clytemnestra vs. Agamemnon, Antigone vs. Creon.  Kitto's definition has the advantage over Hattaway's (and Taciturnus') of allowing that Medieval mystery plays in which God does not appear are religious drama, for there it is clearly the divine background that is made the focus--the greater powers and tasks hidden in life are 'constructed' into drama and the characters hardly exist in their own right.
  

Taciturnus would say, however, that Professor Kitto's idea of religious drama is too broad.  Kitto clearly thinks that in order to be religious the characters must be taken up by something larger than themselves.  But according to Taciturnus that is true of every tragic hero or heroine--religious or no.  Where the associate professor with his vested retirement plan is a figure only suitable for farce, along with the sausage peddler and the schoolgirl, both Romeo and Juliet are taken up by a power greater than themselves.  Taciturnus would clearly not call their tragedy a religious one; Kitto, presumably, would have to.  The romantics would agree, Romeo and Juliet being one of the gods of their idolatry.

If love and religion involve ontologically (not just ontically) distinct passions this argument should be enough to make us consider the road which Taciturnus lines out as impossible, for he seems to have something right about religion--its ontological distinctness.  We may, however, make a further argument against Kitto's view.  Let us call to mind that it is possible to be taken up by any number of passions--Romeo and Juliet are one version of romantic love, but so is Emmeline in Scribe's farce First Love.
  Like Juliet, Emmeline will not let the world stand in the way of her passion either.  We should not, however, wish to call the passion of a girl in a comic farce a religious passion.  Taciturnus' definition allows that there is a difference between the passions represented in such a play, and the passion of a religious person.  Kitto, on the other hand, must call Emmeline's difficulties with the world religious, for she struggles to live up to a philosophical conception (one she learned from her Aunt Judith's romance novels, to be sure, but an ideal nonetheless); it is a task every bit as difficult as Antigone's.  It will turn out that along Taciturnus' road we will find no Greek tragedies, for the heroes and heroines of Greek drama are not dialectical, but grasped by a passion.  That is an interesting conclusion, posing problems I shall have to put off, but it saves us from having to put Emmeline, or Juliet, on the same plane as Joan of Arc--the saint, not the tragic heroine of Shaw.  In any case, that no Greek tragedy was religious would not disturb the Kierkegaard who tried to introduce Christianity into a paganism which called itself Christendom, and I do not think it would disturb Taciturnus, for he uses the Greeks as examples of the aesthetic, not the religious (p. 457f).  He says of the Greeks what Kitto says, that they construct according to the idea, and "only when it relates to the idea is [suffering] a matter of concern" (p. 457).  But being taken up by something greater than oneself is not, ipso facto, religious.

V. The Problem of the Writ:

Can there be tragedy under representation's idea of religious drama?

Under the ordinary representative (literal and figurative) understandings of religious drama, I suppose the answer to this question depends upon the religion.  Clearly, Greek religion, in which the gods are eternal but the human beings are not, would allow for cases of tragedy such as one might think the Oresteia is: Agamemnon and Clytemnestra and Orestes have to suffer, but their suffering sets things right up on Olympus--all the gods get their share of blood and so none of them feel unduly shamed.  This is, in fact, what Athene's final argument in Orestes comes down to: the divine background of the family's history is made visible and the debts to all the gods are shown paid in full.  Perhaps this sets things right on earth as well, but in any case human flaws incite a divine and totalizing punishment: that is tragic.  In Christianity this is not possible.  Under the aforementioned literal and figurative way of reading, it seems either that there can be no such thing as tragedy, since Christianity teaches that death is not the end; or, that the only kind of tragedy there is is loss of one's soul.  In that case, Marlowe's Dr. Faustus would be a religious tragedy, and whether Hamlet is so or not depends on whether one sees the nude descending or ascending the staircase.  If Hamlet is saved it becomes hard to see the play as tragic, for from the religious view he wins.  I wonder, in fact, if we can call it a religious tragedy if he loses, as Sr. Miriam (among others) think; for if he loses, how can we, who wish to be saved, identify with him and lose?  Fear is occasioned by the misfortune of one like ourselves, and pity by undeserved misfortune (Rhetoric 1453a5-7); this latter neither Hamlet nor Dr. Faustus could earn.  A.C. Bradley and Sylvan Barnet argued similarly long ago: "The constant presence of Christian beliefs ... would confuse and even destroy the tragic impression."
  The Christian pattern is comic, since "the heart of Christianity is the resurrection, for if Christ is not risen, faith is a foolish hope, and death is not succeeded by life"
--there is no tragedy for those dying good.  On the other hand, "under the tutelage of Vergil, Dante learned that human pity for the damned is presumptuous and incompatible with Divine Justice."
  Presumably the fact that Vergil teaches this to Dante means that the natural light of reason can teach the misguided Sister who thinks Hamlet a tragic hero the error of her ways: There is nothing here to pity either way.
  We see the proper response in Albany, more audience than actor to the horrors of Lear:  "This judgment of the heavens that makes us tremble, touches us not with pity."

In order to get what we call the tragic effect does not the suffering have to exceed the desert; is this not the only way our pity is rightly raised?  In the Greek tragedies what happens to the Trojan women, for example, is entirely exorbitant; so, too, what happens to Oedipus, though, largely, he does it to himself.  To the Athenians at war a performance of the Trojan Women will perhaps lead them to moderate their self-pity, and keep them from the excessive fear that led the Greeks at Troy to slaughter all the male children and make all the women slaves.  In the experience of the play those Athenians mime pity for the enemy, and fear and disgust for Ulysses, devious and untouchable.  So pity drives out pity and fear drives out fear: catharsis.
  It is proper to have such pity and such fear as the play leaves us with; the original self-pity and fear is neither suitable nor good.  The excesses of the plays do not raise the question of justice except in so far as they raise it about our treatment of our enemies, and our feelings about ourselves.  The play succeeds at doing this precisely because there is no other world imagined in the texture of the play, or by the audience suffering it, than this one.

In the Christian case, however, if we pity Othello for his eternal and his earthly loss--the suicide and the murder (which was forgiven)--do we not complain against the justice of God?  Or, if Macbeth is led to his damnation--and knows it, what is tragic about it?  Is it not horrible, horrible, most horrible?  For in these plays, though the acts in the play are Macbeth's or Othello's, is not the metaphysical punishment we imagine visited upon them from a far less passionate, less tractable source than Iago's steely hate, or Ulysses' self-protective politicness?  There is no shifting of passion.  Pity is presumptuous.  Against this justice who can stand?  It seems perfectly correct, from the point of view of dogma, to agree with Barnet's conclusion that "the rigidly Christian interpretation forces a tragedy to fit ideas which Shakespeare doubtless held but did not dramatize."
  No doubt Shakespeare realized the problem that stands before even the attempt at such a dramatization, as Taciturnus hinted.  A marriage between Christianity and aesthetics is a misalliance.

But Barnet's argument--as those he argues against--arises from and draws its conclusions on the basis of Christianity as dogma.  The point of view of dogma is the point of view of representation; and drama, while it uses representation, is a mimesis.  (This may be what Kierkegaard saw that Taciturnus did not see: there is another point of view.
)  Further, if we were to take Barnet's conclusion for granted, we would again have to raise the question of the worth and significance of art.  For how, in fact, if Shakespeare--and his audience too--held such beliefs as Barnet thinks were doubtless theirs, could dramas of a world which made no representative reference to or mimetic emotional contact with the religion they supposedly held affect his audience at all?  If faith is the passion of a life, and like the passionate love of marriage pervades one's life, how could a work of art which does not fit, or purify, or touch that passion be of any importance at all?  A decorative knick-knack or a jig: such plays could never be anything other than titillation, attaching to no real passion.  In fact, must they not be seen as absolute evil--as purposed distraction?  Drama moved the real passions of the Greeks, not passions they tried on for size at the entrance to the theatre.  It does so still.  Or is it that Shakespeare's (and his audience's) religion is not a real passion; Shakespeare moves the real passions and leaves the imaginary ones alone?  A playwright makes no money moving imaginary passions.  Art moves the real passions of real human beings.  The possibilities seem to fall in three ways then:  Either religion has never been a real passion and so no art--neither Greek nor Christian, nor Haitian nor Jew--has moved that passion or attempted to do so.  Or, the religious passion is a passion that does no work.  (But faith without works is dead.)  Or faith is a passion, and like other passions it pervades one's life and cannot not be touched when a man who has the passion is moved, for the acts and passions of a religious person are, like a married man's, the very life of his love.
  But if the last is true, it seems impossible for Barnet's argument to be the correct story; and Taciturnus returns again offering his peculiar (and, he says, impossible) definition of a religious hero: one whose passion is infinitely reflective and so incapable of mimesis in a construction with beginning, middle and end.

It seems--to return to the order of our argument--that under such readings as those I have called the literal and the figurative, the Greeks may have their religious tragedy, but the specifically Christian dogmatic metaphysics denies the possibility of the tragic:  To die but win salvation is not tragic, since it is the greatest victory, while to lose one's soul does not arouse pity and fear but horror absolute.  Any other feeling about the matter raises aesthetic considerations above those of the religion, and while many people may do this, no religious believer can legitimately do so.  Hence Augustine's problem with tragedy (Confessions 3.2.2-4).  It makes religion a rhapsody of words, uses religious feeling as just another, somewhat deeper, color on the emotional palette.  What Taciturnus said of the ethical is absolutely true of Christianity--it must consider any alliance with the aesthetic a misalliance.  The question then remains whether or not Frater Taciturnus is correct, that under his more stringent definition religious drama is entirely impossible and whether, ipso facto, Christian tragedy is too.

VI.  Released from the Writ:

A third kind of religious drama?
On this less travelled road the question about the plausibility of a relation between religion and tragedy changes.  We have already seen that under Taciturnus' definition of religious passion no Greek play is religious, nor is Romeo and Juliet, nor is Scribe's First Love.  On the face of it, Taciturnus' argument makes sense about Christianity too.  For if the religious hero is entirely dialectical in his passion, then nothing he does or says can be evidence for his religiousity, since at the next moment he could say or do something which opposes his previous acts.  This is what Frater Taciturnus's own construction "Guilty?/Not Guilty?" shows.  For this reason he expects his reader to get bored and stop reading before the end.  It would seem, then, that the reason "Guilty?/Not Guilty?" is so short is because Frater Taciturnus got tired of tracing the dialectic.  The case is not decidable, for it is not finished; it has merely been cut off.  Taciturnus' name is, therefore, not ironic, but simply the literal truth: Taciturnus is the soul of wit.  

Consider the more famous case of Abraham.  Abraham and his wife are getting old, but Abraham has a promise from God that he will be father of many nations.  Sarah, long over sixty, suggests a slave girl; Abraham agrees; a while later some visitors come and promise that by the time they come back next year Sarah will have a child.  She laughs; Abraham believes; it happens as they said.  Abraham loves his son as perfectly as any father can love; then one morning he hears God tell him what the next move is.  Without hesitation, and with perfect love for his son, he goes to do it.  If this does not count as the dialectically opposite act of loving fatherhood we do not know what dialectical opposition is.  God stops him; they come home and according to all accounts Isaac thinks nothing the worse for the whole ordeal, but considers his father's love to be perfect.  

That is, of course dramatizable, but it is the three day journey we should consider.  What does the fully dialectical hero think about on that journey?  What does he do?  That journey is life; the finding out afterwards that it was a test, and the impossible resurrection of the son on the hill of sacrifice, is a result.  But a result is precisely what Frater Taciturnus does not allow in his story and what does not obtain along the journey (which is life); a result makes the issue one that is no longer dialectical, but positive, whereas the fully dialectical passion has no result to hang on.  Or, in other words, "here we live by faith"--a passion.  Freudians, feminists, historical materialists, Christians, Jews, and Moslems, as well as various other critics, all have slightly differing accounts of what Abraham is doing on that journey--or Kierkegaard on his.  Their answers are not resolvable into a higher synthesis; or I should say that that view is also probably taken by a seventh group.  The result is not yet in.  And that, according to Taciturnus, is the point: a positive result about the world of spirit is not available.

But all this is thinking along representational lines; let us now consider mimesis.  As an example let us consider Plato's dialogues like Euthyphro or Ion.  These dialogues are built upon a false dilemma.  Both points of view that Euthyphro and Ion jump between are demonstrated to be false by the arguments in the text; yet, mirabile dictu, they continue to jump.  Such a dialogue is a perpetual motion machine, as the scholarship on them indicates: many scholars are still jumping between the two points of view Euthyphro and Ion had.  Meno is similar; there four possible answers are introduced in the first line and Plato develops a fugue on three of them.  In thinking through such a dialogue, in which the truth about the issue is not represented, something else is engendered.  This is clearest in the more complex dialogue, Meno, because there the good reader is humming precisely the missing (non-represented) fugal part.  It is as if there were a score by a master composer, with one part missing, but everyone who plays the instrument whose part is missing plays together with the other three as well as if they had the missing score in front of them.
  That's a mimetic effect, an indirect communication.  It communicates a capacity, not by telling us we have the capacity, nor even by showing us as Wittgensteinians are fond of saying, but by charming it forth like a song from the lips of the dumb.

And Kierkegaard, we should remember, is dumb.  Or rather, all of the voices in his authorship speak the same way.  "A," for example, says of the sensuous immediacy which is "the musical" that he will track it through Don Giovonni, 

explore it by listening, and when I have brought the reader to the point of being so musically receptive that she seems to hear the music although she hears nothing, then I shall have finished my task, then I shall fall silent, then I shall say to the reader as I say to myself: Listen.

The seducer accomplishes the same thing in Cordelia Wahl at a later part of the same volume.  In fact, "A's" prayer might stand over the entire authorship or be spoken by any of its voices--esthete, seducer, religious writer:

  You friendly jinn who protect all innocent love, I commit my whole mind to you; guard my labouring thoughts so that they may be found worthy of the subject; form my soul into a euphonious instrument; let the gentle breeze of eloquence hasten over it; send the refreshment and blessing of fruitful moods!  You righteous spirits, you who guard the boundaries of the kingdom of beauty, guard me lest I, in confused enthusiasm and blind zeal to make __________ all in all, do it an injustice, disparage it, make it something other than what it really is, which is the highest!  You powerful spirits who know how to grasp men's hearts, stand by me so that I may capture the reader, not in the net of passion or the wiels of eloquence, but in the eternal truth of conviction.

Fill in the blank with Don Giovanni, the moral law, Christ.

And so to conclude: it does not seem utterly impossible to write a play in which the part engendered or called forth is a religious passion, even though the play does not itself clearly represent such a passion (since that passion is precisely not clearly representable as it is).  Taciturnus tried to represent it and failed, so did Johannes de Silentio.  The problem is, one would have to have the correct instrument in order for the music which is mimetically engendered to sound forth.  If you don't have the right instrument, or don't have it well tuned, the sympathetic vibrations will be like sweet bells jangled, or have no effect at all--there are people who cannot be moved by Shakespeare.  Now it may be that all human beings are not constructed the same way.  Perhaps we are differends
 to each other.  But in literature we suffer the other to draw nearer to us, so in reading literature we must attempt to become attuned.  Perhaps we have a duty to learn how to hear, and then to sing.  Of course "A" would say this too, and Johannes voices Cordelia in a most expert and exquisite fashion.  

In many cultures one of the primary religious requirements involves respect paid to ancestors.  That is a practice of attunement; it is not learning a representative what--a dogma or doctrine, but becoming a how.  Poets practice this, monks of various religions; lovers learn it or fail.  It strikes me that Hamlet is just such a play--one for which you must have the proper attunement--and Hamlet, the infinitely dialectical hero, who engenders thoughts beyond the reaches of our more positive souls, as he is likely to do until God comes back to give us the result--or not.  And Hamlet is the tutor to our discretion.  The play tunes us.  There is, then, such a thing as religious drama in Taciturnus' impossible sense, though it must be discovered, if at all, in the affects it effects, not in the representations it constructs.  The tragedy would be not to hear it, or learn how not to sing: to have eyes to see with but lack the tongue to praise.

After all, what would be the value of the passion for knowledge if it resulted only in a certain knowingness...?  There are times in one's life when the question of knowing if one can think differently than one thinks, and perceive differently than one sees, is absolutely necessary if one is to go on thinking and reflecting at all.
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�I refer to the section called "Appendix: A Side-glance at Shakespeare's Hamlet" in Hilarius Bookbinder Stages on Life's Way: Studies by Various Persons (Kierkegaard's Writings XI), Princeton 1988, p.452.


�Scholars too frequently gloss over these distinctions, as well as those of pseudonymity.  Together, such glosses lead to geometrically proportionate errors.  One ought to ask, for instance, why might this particular pseudonym wish to gloss over the distinction between Christianity and the generically religious?  As characters in Plato, the distinctions a nym makes or cannot make is revalatory of who (or what) they are.  For example, Villads Christensen Søren Kierkegaard i Lys af Shakespeare's Hamlet, København 1960, says this about the appendix: "Here Kierkegaard criticizes Børne because he has called Hamlet a Christian drama.  Kierkegaard can if necessary go along with calling it a religious drama" (p. 8, my italics and translation).  On the contrary, the argument of Taciturnus is that we may call it religious, but then the play must be a failure since it is a misalliance under every condition.  If Kierkegaard believes any connection between religion and poetry is a misalliance he is in trouble.


Similarly, Johannes Sløk Shakespeare og Kierkegaard, København 1972, says "although this critique is written by Frater Taciturnus, one does not much err to undertake that Kierkegaard shares the brother's opinion."  This has the rather troubling result (which Sløk does not see) of implying a religious authorship impossible as I will show shortly, if "according to Kierkegaard's opinion a religious drama is impossible" (p. 183, my translation).  


�The section after the appendix has the title "The hero--Suffering--Tragedy aims to purify the passions through fear and compassion ..." topoi right out of Aristotle's Poetics.


�I remind my readers that not only was Kierkegaard fluent in Latin, he also taught it for several years, and these classical rhetorical tropes were things that he had at his fingers ends; he did not have to hunt for them as we do; he did not have to consider how to use them, they were naturally ready to hand and had become natural structures of his thought.  At the conference at the University of Copenhagen, May 5-9, 1996, Isak Winkel Holm's paper in response to mine was entitled "The Time of Poetry is Over."  I would like to take this little space to thank him for his very fine reading and comments, which opened an excellent discussion.


�Anti-climacus, The Sickness Unto Death (Kierkegaard's Writings XIX) Princeton 1980, p. 127.


�And, by the by, Kierkegaard's--though perhaps the two of them do not agree.  Here I might also add that, unlike Isak Winkel Holm, I do not think Taciturnus is arguing about the more general problem of the "incompatability of time and art," for he seems to think that art is perfectly capable of representing romantic passion: Romeo and Juliet.  I read Taciturnus' further chorusing on the theme that "the time of poetry is over" (p. 409-412), as ironic mockery of a) the present age of shopkeeper's assistants, sausage-peddlers, and pawnbrokers (p. 407-8) and b) Hegelian aesthetics (see G.W.F. Hegel, Vorlesungen über Ästhetik, in Werke, Frankfurt /M, vol. 13, p. 25).  The structure of these pages is a figuartive enthememe: a) the present age and b) Hegelian aesthetics deserve to be married to each other.  Thanks to Isak Winkel Holm for bringing this question to light.  


�Ludwig Börne, Gesammelte Schriften, Vollständige Ausgabe in drei Bänden, Leipzig: Philipp Reclam (n.d.), vol. II, p. 145.


�And that they think differently is intrinsically related to the kind of existence that they each have and want to have.  That is, Taciturnus does not wish to make existential (i.e., objective) statements because in order to do so he must exist, and not be "in the metaphysical" (= the subjunctive, the possible) as he is.  Perhaps his taciturnity with regard to indicative premisses is due to a certain desire to avoid ethical categories, recognizing the demand that they would require, and that the demand would be (always already) unfulfilled and so he would have to make yet another  (leap), to that impossible recreation in the forgiveness of sins.  That is to say, perhaps Taciturnus' problem is a moral or religious failing, if imaginary authors can have moral or religious failings.  I do not know.  Be that as it may, Frater Taciturnus' subjunctive argument outlines precisely how a religious drama and religious hero should be drawn, if it is possible at all.


�That argument is a book.  And here we may note what will be made explicit later: the question is synecdochically applicable to Kierkegaard's own drama--the authorship.  For, if the explication of the difference between the religious and the esthetic Taciturnus gives is accurate, then it is impossible to claim to know or to demonstrate that Kierkegaard is a religious writer.  In fact scholarship is in the same place vis a vis Kierkegaard as Taciturnus is vis a vis Quidam, and for exactly the same reason; the only solution to the problem is to tire of the question, as Taciturnus did--but scholarship is quite a bit less taciturn.  Conversely, if it is possible to claim knowledge on or to provide a demonstration of this point, then religious passion is representable and imitable, i.e., something very much like the usual wordly passions which art takes up, in which there are possible the usual worldly misunderstandings, all perfectly dramatizable, and dramatized in, at least, that long and rather tedious instance of "the authorship." 


�Sløk would think I go too far here, for he says that "The religious plays itself out alone as an inner drama, it does not come to expression in  relationships or community, and can therefore only be made an object for psychological analysis or upbuilding discourse... and the inner drama in reality never manifests itself in any exterior relationship" (p. 183, my translation).  But clearly Taciturnus is not doing a psychological analysis, since he is constructing, and one must wonder--since he is not himself religious--how in the world he can construct such an self-analysis--or inner drama.  Similarly, given the impossiblity of the religious coming to expression in relationships or community (as in drama) one has to wonder how there can be such a thing as an upbuilding discourse, or even a sermon, that is not demonic--as is Taciturnus' (and Sløk's) view of language.  Further, the Point of View claims that the entire authorship is religious, not just the edifying part.  On Sløk's view such a statement is mere impossibility or stupidity about the concepts (which Kierkegaard ostensibly shares with Taciturnus).  On the contrary, the point of view of The Point of View is a real possibility (at least for God): it is possible that it is either true or false; it is not nonsense.


�On the question of the author of The Point of View see Louis Mackey Points of View: Readings of Kierkegaard, Tallahassee 1986, chapter 7, and also the first chapter of my book Works of Love? Reflections on Works of Love, Potomac Md. 1990, as well as Joakim Garff "             " in Kierkegaardiana 15, 1992, pp.     .


�It seems that a fourth option might be that faith becomes a new thing in Kierkegaard's writings, as Johannes Sløk seems to think: "Shakespeare has expressed all other passions and sufferings 'exactly as they are'; but faith's passion and suffering he has never expressed, not from overlooking it and certainly not because he reserves it to himself, but because he is perfectly incapable of it, for it did not exist within the horizons of his universe" (p. 182).  But this reduces to either the Kierkegaardian authors deceiving themselves about when the possibility of faith began, or they are deceiving us, for they say faith became possible much earlier than Shakespeare's time. 


�On p. 435 Frater Taciturnus writes of "the metaphysical (for that is where I am)."


�H.D.F. Kitto Form and Meaning in Drama, London 1956, p. 251.


�Michael Hattaway Hamlet, Atlantic Highlands, NJ 1987, p. 83, italics original.


�That God is not a substance, see, for example, Augustine De Doctrina Christiana Prologue VI.6; Aquinas Summa Contra Gentiles I.25.3.


�R. M. Frye "Theological and Non-theological Structures in Tragedy" in Shakespeare Studies IV 1968, p. 132-148 makes a similar division when he claims that "the basic issue is as to how fully the developments of plot and character represent dramatic adaptations of theological doctrine" (p. 146, my italics).  This phrasing hints at the kind of artistic continuum between naked metaphysics and thick allegory I will shortly develop, but Frye wishes it to be a more absolute distinction, rather than what it is--a dialectical relation in which the opposites are inseparable.  For instance, in his comparison of Macbeth and Dr. Faustus he says that while both are referred to as damned, "Marlowe's development is inherently, insistently and essentially theological in a way that Shakespeare's is not" (p. 134).  That there are so many adjectives indicates where the weight of the argument lies--on "way," for Frye's analysis goes a long way towards showing that Shakespeare is (at least) allegorically or figuratively religious, where Marlowe is more literally so.


�Northrop Frye Anatomy of Criticism, Princeton 1957, called the last of these plays by the name auto: they are themselves like presentations of eternity.  As he says, such drama presents "to the audience a myth already familiar" and it is "designed to remind the audience of their communal possession of the myth" (p. 282).  It is itself "neither comic nor tragic, being primarily spectacular" (p. 283).


�In fact, only in As You Like It does the goddess appear in person, so to speak.  In Tempest there are spirits masquerading as goddesses; in Cymbeline and Pericles the gods appear in dreams.  In Pericles the dream Diana makes the king bend his ship to her altar, not to vengeance, but then Pericles, with all its testing of virtue, Chorusing, and dumb-show approaches closest to the mystery play and auto.  


�St. Augustine Confessions IV.16.31, V.10.20.


�Sr. Miriam Joseph "Hamlet: A Christian Tragedy" in Studies in Philology vol. LXI, no.2, April 1962, p. 119.


�D.G. James The Dream of Learning, Oxford 1965, p. 84-89 uses allegory in the broadened sense I am using it here.


�Jonathan Dollimore Radical Tragedy: Religion, Ideology and Power in the Drama of Shakespeare and his Contemporaries, Chicago 1984, p. 7, italics original.


�Rainer Maria Rilke "Die Erste Elegie " in Duino Elegies, with an English translation by C.F. MacIntyre, Berkeley 1961.  I have changed the translation slightly.


�I have no doubt that part of my thought here is due to remembering Iris Murdoch's fine essay, "The Sovereignty of Good over Other Concepts" in The Sovereignty of Good, London 1970.  It should be noted apropos contemporary difficulties about sovereignty that Murdoch's use of the phrase is not followed with an ontological (or onto-theological) elaboration of that sovereign Good; such elaborations are considered by many (Levinas, Lacan, Derrida) to be both philosophically unjustifiable and profoundly unethical.  Murdoch's use of the phrase arises, rather, (as it does in Republic) in an epistemological setting: in particular, the setting in Murdoch is seeing the other for what she is, and in Plato it is seeing the real.  We should remember that in Plato the mind, while needing the Good, is perfused, as the eye, with its sovereign light: being finite, a human being could be absolutely sovereign only by virtue of an illusion; but a human being can be entirely sovereign--or not, by allowing herself to be perfused (or not).  For some more scholarly thoughts on this subject see Drucilla Cornell, "Rethinking the Beyond of the Real," in Cordozo Law Review Vol. 16, No. 3-4, pp. 729-792.


�Albert Camus Selected Essays and Notebooks, translated by Philip Thody, Harmondsworth 1970, p. 199.


�Even this 'none' is perhaps too strong, for how could sex be made to bear the semiotic burden it carries were sexual difference and desire not a central element of the common human condition?  Particular constructions build out of our common earth, and on it.  The word is breathed into mud of a particular shape, as an older story has it.  Even so, sex is not a private difference, for difference is a term of relation.  Even feminist historicist critics are coming around to this point; cf. Lyndal Roper, Oedipus and the Devil: Witchcraft, sexuality and religion in early modern Europe, London 1994.


�I think that Plato's Ion illustrates this point; Ion buys the false dilemma and repeatedly gores himself on either horn.  Conclusion: leave the horns alone, grab further down—on the nose.


�Hans Urs Von Balthasar Theo-drama, Vol. 2, San Francisco 1990, is making this Kierkegaardian point when he says that faith is "not a dry holding-as-true: it means that we allow God's praxis to take effect in us" p. 68.


�This is not a new idea about Kierkegaard.  It might have its origin in Constantin Constantius' Repetition, which concludes with a letter addressed to "Mr. X, Esq., The real reader of this book."  See also Louis Mackey Kierkegaard: a kind of poet, Philadelphia 1971, and Chapter 3 of my For What May I Hope?, New York 1990.


�Frater Taciturnus is a good example of this problem.  He says "I am not an offended person, far from it, but neither am I religious.  The religious interests me as a phenomenon and as the phenomenon that interests me most.  Therefore, it is not for the sake of humanity but for my own sake that it distresses me to see religiousness vanish, because I wish to have material for observation" (p. 463).  An adamant atheist is closer to becoming faithful than this.  Frater Taciturnus wishes to look the wrong way, therefore he can never approach.


�King Lear, Act 5, scene 3, line 240.


�For more detail on this topic see my article, "Intentionality and Mimesis: Canonic Variations on an Ancient Grudge, Scored for New Mutinies" in Sub/Stance 75, December 1994, pp. 46-74. 


�H.D.F. Kitto Form and Meaning, p. 214.


�It is interesting that both Kitto and Taciturnus use the same term--construction--to point up what the religious dramatist and the religious novelist do.  Even more surprising, what Kitto means by the constructive method is, I think, exactly what Taciturnus means.  He distinguishes it from 'representation', which seems to him to go along with naturalism (pp. 210-213) and holds that, against the Elizabethans, "the real basis of a classical Greek tragedy is not the story....  Nor is it the people who figure in the story....  The formative and controlling idea in a Greek play...is some religious or philosophical conception" (p. 209).  This is precisely true of Taciturnus's construction--he constructs his story in accord with the dialectical ideal, the philosopher's problem.


�See the review of this play, "The First Love," in Either/Or Vol. 1, Kierkegaards Writings III, Princeton 1987, pp. 231-279.


�Sylvan Barnet "Some Limitations of a Christian Approach to Shakespeare" in English Literary History, Vol. 22, p. 85; he is quoting A.C. Bradley Shakespearean Tragedy, London 1919.


�Sylvan Barnet "Some Limitations," p. 82.


�Sylvan Barnet "Some Limitations," p. 90; he is referring to Inferno XX, 27-30.


�In Plato's Laws the Athenian stranger says that "it is permissable to pity such [an unjust] man when his illness is curable; ...but against the purely evil, perverted man who cannot be corrected, one must let one's anger have free rein" (731d).  This remark takes its place under a discussion of proper awe, and the necessity for reverence if there is to be any moral life at all.  ("Thus far the things that have been said describing practices...concern mainly the divine things" 732e).  Here Aristotle and Plato agree: "No good man can be pained by the punishment of parricides or murderers.  These are things we are bound to rejoice at, as we must at the prosperity of the deserving; both these things are just" (Rhetoric 1386b 28-30, cf. 1386b13-15).  


�King Lear, Act 5, scene 3, lines 233f.


�It will be noted that I here opt for the homeopathic theory of catharsis; see Elizabeth S.Belfiore Tragic Pleasures: Aristotle on Plot and Emotion, Princeton 1992, chapters 8 and 9.  I am not certain that we must choose between allopathic and homeopathic versions of catharsis in a theory of tragedy, since tragedy is not a theory, but a set of individuals--rather like medicinal drugs--which may work rather differently in this regard while yet remaining true to what Aristotle calls the final cause--catharsis of pity and fear.  We see the allopathic and then the homeopathic forms of catharsis in the speeches of Brutus and Mark Antony respectively in Julius Caesar, Act 3, scene 2.


�Sylvan Barnet "Some Limitations," p. 92.


�See the literary-historical section of this essay.  It might help to remember here that Taciturnus is a metaphysician--a representative mind par excellence, but not a passionate one--a kind of ironist, a Cheshire cat, pure--if not absolute--knowing, a smile.


�There is a fourth logical possibility--art moves no passions at all, i.e., it is powerless.  Against this Taciturnus would invoke Aristotle (see section 5, pp. 454-474, of his letter).  I second the motion.


�These examples should make clear, as earlier ones might not have, that it is not necessary that the reader or audience passionately or affectively identify with any of the characters or interlocutors in order for the mimetic effect of the work to work. 


�Søren Kierkegaard Either/Or, Vol. 1, p.86.


�Søren Kierkegaard Either/Or, Vol. 1, p.86f.


�See Jean-François Lyotard The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, Minneapolis 1988, p. xi: "a differend would be a case of conflict between (at least) two parties that cannot be equitably resolved for lack of a rule of judgment applicable to both."


�Michel Foucault The Uses of Pleasure, New York 1985, p. 8.





