
K
ISSN : 2609-2484
Éditeur : Université de Lille

15 | 2025  
Verità e Politica. Il desiderio di Kierkegaard

Truth and Politics. Kierkegaard’s desire

https://www.peren-revues.fr/revue-k/1613

Référence électronique
« Truth and Politics. Kierkegaard’s desire », K [En ligne], 15 | 2025, mis en ligne le
17 janvier 2026, consulté le 26 février 2026. URL : https://www.peren-
revues.fr/revue-k/1613

Droits d'auteur
CC-BY

https://www.peren-revues.fr/revue-k/1613


1

Truth and Politics. Kierkegaard’s desire

TEXTE

The hypo thesis guiding the compos i tion of this issue is that
Kierkegaard’s philo sophy intro duces an almost inhuman trait into the
history of thought, adopting figures and situ ations that are expli citly
incom pre hens ible and located beyond language. For this reason,
dealing with Kierkegaard means first and fore most a radical strip ping
away of any logical persua sion, dialect ical safe guards and cultural
precau tions. Kierkegaard, rather, pushes thought to think what
cannot be thought; to come to terms with the unthink able, to
conceive of the human as an excep tion to the rule, an almost
unheard- of event with many, mani fold names. To put it another way,
in Kierkegaard’s philo sophy, contra dic tion remains contra dic tion;
divi sions and separ a tions are without solution.

1

Truth in Kierkegaard is beyond our reach if we remain human; only if
we become some thing other than what we are, if we become inscrut‐ 
able, if we are ready for anything, then even the impossible can
happen, namely, that what we love is not what makes us no longer
desire to love.
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Of course, Kierkegaard knows this well: every human community is
founded on an ethical bond, where we attempt to distin guish
between right and wrong, good and evil. But for this alli ance to be
toler able, without stifling the prerog at ives of singu larity surrendered
to the hege mony of the universal, it must have the impossible behind
it, be willing to suspend its own validity so that the universal is not
the repres ent a tion of a granite- like totality where differ ence no
longer makes any differ ence, and desire is nothing more than a form
of compul sion to repeat, committed to satis fying, and there fore anni‐ 
hil ating, desire itself.

3

At this point, our hypo thesis is that in Kierkegaard’s philo sophy,
partic u larly thanks to the figure of Abraham  (Fear and  Trembling,
1843), there lies a tension capable of expressing the polit ical value of
the incon ceiv able; that is, when, while appar ently remaining
ourselves, we actu ally become unre cog nis able, first and fore most to
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those who know us very well. In Kierkegaard, then, there would be an
ultra- political charge linked to the complete suspen sion of any Law,
even ethical ones. We would simply call this gesture the event of the
impossible; if this happens (but can it effect ively happen?), it causes
the deflag ra tion of everything that we are, even of our own name, or
perhaps espe cially of our own name; everything, even the most loved
and desired things, lose their weight and value. Philo sophy, customs,
desires, prior ities, reli gious norms, good manners, ethical aspir a tions
are thrown away when we are called to take a leap that pushes us
towards a form of radical clandes tinity: we become unre cog nis able
to everyone. 

Abraham, writes Kierkegaard, is “an emig rant”: one who takes leave of
prin ciples, of the law, of the universal. Even more radic ally, if possible,
Abraham expat ri ates from himself, exper i en cing another human
exper i ence: “He speaks no human language”. Kierkegaard’s Abraham
does not speak, he is silent, no one can under stand him. He goes
where, free from all moral bonds, from all hendiadyses, including that
of good and evil, no rule has (any) value (anymore). His language  is
other language, that of someone who is no longer human, who
suspends humanity for a greater duty. 
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The Kierkegaar dian reli gious dimen sion appears almost inef fable; it is
an incom mu nic able exper i ence: there is nothing to say. Abraham has
nothing to teach; he is silent: he reaches the limit of an exper i ence
that is, indeed, inex plic able. More precisely, he adopts a para dox ical,
absurd gesture, released from everything. Ulti mately, this is the
reason that drives Kierkegaard to conceive of philo sophy as an exper‐ 
i ence that has no name; or rather, that has many names. Having many
names is the condi tion for philo sophy to reveal its greatest, most
classic impos ture: that of claiming to tell the truth. 

6

Who is speaking? And in whose name, on whose behalf? Who can tell
the truth? Can the truth be told? The philo soph ical problem of who
tells the truth in Kierkegaard takes on extraordinary urgency,
because it concerns the most essen tial core of human being. Because
who dare to know and to say what the truth is is not coming to terms
with life, evading its most myster ious and concrete feature, which,
for Kierkegaard, coin cides with an unspeak able remnant, even diffi‐ 
cult to think about. For this reason, Kierkegaard’s writing appears
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tormented, almost haunted by a ghost that under mines its consist‐ 
ency: non- writing. Non- writing is Kierkegaard’s greatest desire, a
desire that goes beyond any object, consump tion, beyond any
(aesthetic) voca tion of the subject: that of demol ishing everything it
touches/desires. Non- writing is a radical depar ture from the thing.

But Kierkegaard writes. Why? Prob ably to bear witness to non- 
writing: Kierkegaard decides to inhabit the anti nomy of writing,
taking on the decep tion that all writing brings with it. Here, after all,
lies the angst linked to every form of desire: the angst of repe ti tion;
the condi tion capable of unleashing the greatest desol a tion and, at
the same time, the only condi tion capable of guar an teeing the emer‐ 
gence of what has never happened (the repe ti tion in repe ti tion coin‐ 
cides with the event; with what has never happened). 
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In Kierkegaard, there is a system atic  – system atic so- to-speak  –
attack on the work, the author, and the persist ence of any form of
sover eignty. At this point, it is perhaps a misun der standing to argue,
as it is often written, that in Kierkegaard there is an overlap between
work and life; rather, it is life itself that works only when it discards
all works. In this gesture  – a gesture that, in oper ating, dispenses
with all works, taking leave of the inter fer ence of every object (and
there fore of the hege mony of the subject), even the desired one  –,
perhaps Kierkegaard’s greatest secret and desire is hidden: the real‐ 
isa tion of a philo soph ical life.
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