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Abstract: In elaborating his phenomenological project, Michel Henry refers to 
Søren Kierkegaard. After a brief survey of Henry’s phenomenology of the self, 
we will check whether this appropriation is accurate. It will be argued that Ki-
erkegaard’s dialectics of existence can operate as a therapy or corrective in order 
to save Henry’s project of a radical immanent and passive self. If not, it suffers 
from incoherence both from a phenomenological as well as from a theological 
perspective. Each self-consciousness, even in its most extreme affective states, 
cannot dispose itself of reflective remnants. On the contrary, it is precisely Ki-
erkegaard’s proposition that reflection intensifies pathos. What appears as most 
near and dear to us, be it God, self or life, always touches from a distance.
Keywords: Michel Henry, Søren Kierkegaard, subjectivity, self-consciousness, 
immediacy.

Nobody has tried to refute the idea of a “deeper self” on phenomenological 
grounds so systematically as the young Jean-Paul Sartre. As from La transcen-
dance de l’ego (1937) he obsessively finishes the conceptual remainders of what 
once was, without scruples, called “soul”: a natural or spiritual identity of man. 
According to the existentialist the factum of human existence radically precedes 
each essence or identity, interiority or selfhood. There is indeed an ego, but it is 
destined to remain a persona or mask, banned from consciousness in order to 
limit and mark out its boundless spontaneity. Sartre comes to this conclusion 
by radicalising intentionality. Even the ego is subject to this phenomenological 
principle and is projected out of consciousness as a thing in the world.

After Sigmund Freud’s discovery that the ego is not master in its own 
house, but in fact the servant of unconscious desires, Sartre is one of the first 
in a considerable row of thinkers who engaged in deconstructing the subject, 
a mostly academic enterprise, which accumulated via structuralism in the chi-
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mera of postmodernism. Schematically we could say that most postmodernist 
philosophers tried to unmask all traces of transcendental structures as repres-
sive. On the basis of this often exclusive ethical perspective their aim was to 
undermine any foundation for a solid conception of subjectivity.

Even though the death of the subject was proclaimed from behind many 
French lecterns, Michel Henry reanimated the self, especially in a spiritual 
sense. His radical phenomenology reopens the immanence (of consciousness)  
for a selfhood, and this selfhood is embedded in an unworldly, divine dy-
namics of life. In elaborating this project he implicitly and explicitly refers 
to Kierkegaard who is even called the “inventor of radical phenomenology”.1 
After a short survey of Henry’s phenomenology of the subject, we must check 
whether this appropriation is accurate, and if not, we must ask if Kierkegaard’s 
dialectics of existence could function as a necessary therapy or corrective in or-
der to save Henry’s phenomenological ontology as an existential religious proj-
ect. In doing so, we hope to indicate that Kierkegaard’s dialectical approach is 
able to by-pass the unitary, rationalistic conception of the self (in modernity) 
as well as the fragmentary and imaginary self (in postmodernity).

The self in Henry

As early as The Essence of Manifestation (1963) Henry’s quest is to reveal 
the “being of the self ”. The core of subjectivity (i.e. self-awareness as such) 
must in some way be accessible, if not the foundation of each consciousness 
and thus of phenomenology as such is at stake. In order to adequately seize 
this task a reallocation of the phenomenological landscape is required. Earlier 
phenomenological attempts (from Husserl to Merleau-Ponty) to uncover the 
self fell prey to what Henry calls “ontological monism”: the fixed idea that 
appearance implies object-appearance by definition, so that even the self is 
fixed in a kind of object which shows itself by way of introspection or re-
flection. According to the French phenomenologist, the approachability of 
self-consciousness must surpass the commonly cherished paradigm of object-
intentionality, precisely because it renders possible intentionality and thereby 
any objectification of the self.2 

In order to purge the first person perspective, one has to purge it radically, 
this means to strip it from each form of intentionality, representation, exte-
riority, duality, time and horizonality — conditions that according to Henry 
mark the phenomenality of the world: the mode of manifestation in which 

1 M. Henry, Incarnation: une philosophie de la chair (Paris: Seuil, 2000), p. 272 (my translation).
2 In the clarifying words of Dan Zahavi, in his article “Michel Henry and the Phenomenol-

ogy of the Invisible,” in Continental Philosophy Review 32 (1999), p. 226: “Henry […] argues 
that we can only be conscious of objects if the objects appear, and that every object-appearance 
is necessarily an appearance of the object for a (self-manifesting) subject.”
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all phenomena remain transcendent and external to consciousness itself. Thus, 
subjectivity cannot show itself but as radical immanence (i.e. in a non-dialectical 
sense). The self cannot be defined by what lies beyond the self-experience. But 
if neither the activity of discursive thought, nor the objectifying gaze inward are 
adjusted, how can it come about? Only in and through affection the self reveals 
itself to itself. Only in pathos or affection, i.e. a concrete undergoing of feelings, 
the original self is immediately given. Indeed, a Sartrean inversion has occurred: 
the immanence is not empty, but becomes a pleroma of selfhood. The transcen-
dence on the other hand is not more than a transcendental illusion. 

The immediate self-experience thus reveals a completely immanent phe-
nomenality which Henry likes to call “life” in contrast to the transcendent 
phenomenality of the world in which everything appears as external, visible, 
representable, in short: as a lifeless thing.3 According to this mode of presence, 
man is being reduced to its biological, sociological, economical and other 
external qualities which have nothing in common with the concrete experi-
ences of a living self (as in enjoying, suffering, smelling, tasting, etc.). The 
life in which the self dwells, can therefore not originate from somewhere in 
the world, but from a principle that is entirely independent of it, an absolute 
Life, an absolute Self or God. The call that constitutes the self does not come 
from a separated and thus transcendent Other, as for instance in the ethics 
of Levinas. A subject is not a subject because of its relation to an object or 
another subject, but is enlightened from within by an absolute Life. 

Especially from I am the Truth (1996), when Henry’s phenomenology 
shows an explicit interest in Christianity, he employs a univocal conception 
of the concept of revelation, which means that according to Henry there is de 
facto no distinction between revelation in a phenomenological and Christian 
sense: the truth of phenomenology of life is the truth of Christianity (with 
a special preference to the Gospel of John). According to Henry John al-
ready saw that the truth of Christianity is radically opposed to the truth of 
the world. The world always reveals something, an object, whereas God re-
veals Himself. God is no transcendent Other, as in traditional theism, but is 
equated with absolute Life that experiences itself eternally (by engendering a 
First Living or first Ipseity, which Henry equates with Christ) and in which 
the subject receives its living self. In other words: God is not to be localised 
in a supernatural, transcendent space; He is experienced immediately when 
the I experiences itself as living. The Augustinian proverb that God is interior 

3 M. Henry, I am the Truth, Toward a Philosophy of Christianity, transl. S. Emanuel (Stan-
ford: Stanford University Press, 2003), p. 30. “Living is not possible in the world.” And M. 
Henry, “Material Phenomenology and Language (or, pathos and language),” in Continental 
Philosophy Review 32 (1999), pp. 351–352: “We […] dissociate the characteristics which define 
the appearing of the world from those which define the revelation of life. These characteristics 
are exactly opposed to one another. [...] [The] appearing of life is opposed feature for feature to the 
appearing of the world.” 
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intimo meo gets in this way a literary meaning. In order to realise this how-
ever, a second birth is needed. In this second or transcendental birth (which 
has nothing to do with the first, physical birth) the subject becomes aware of 
forgetting the source of its self. In this state of forgetfulness the subject thinks 
to be the source of its own existence and conceives of itself as a worldly object 
that can be manipulated. Only in practising an ethics of mercy, in which the 
worldly ego is taken off as a persona, the subject is redirected out of the necro-
philic fata morgana of the world and becomes sensitive to source of all singular 
life. The ego is in other words derivative of the self, its activity is obtained by 
a primordial passivity. Thus the subject is guided away from the worldly hori-
zon, where egotism reigns, to divine Life.4 

Kierkegaard as a source of inspiration?

After what has already been said, it may be clear that Henry’s phenomenol-
ogy is inspired by Kierkegaard. When we look retrospectively into the latter’s 
philosophical interests, we do see some striking resemblances, such as the sharp 
distinction between objective and subjective attitude in knowledge. Objectivity 
is characterized by a compound of attitudes, such as disinterest, neutrality and 
speculation. According to Kierkegaard, this mode has nothing to do with eth-
ical-religious sphere in which the self comes about, because the subject is ab-
stracted from itself in this mode.5 Apart from that, nobody can downplay the 
crucial synergy between subjectivity and pathos in Kierkegaard’s dialectics, as 
becomes clear in works as the Concluding Unscientific Postscript. However, recent 
contributions have directed the attention to Henry’s problematical readings of 
Kierkegaard’s phenomenological analyses of affective tonalities.6 

4 It is true though that the egoicity of the self is not crossed out, it is the extension of the 
passivity of the self and to be considered authentic as long as we realize that the egoic self is 
received in and through auto-affection. The ego in other words is the derivative of the self.

5 “That essential knowledge is essentially related to existence does not mean the above-
mentioned identity which abstracts thought postulates between thought and being; nor does 
it signify, objectively, that knowledge corresponds to something existent as its object. But it 
means that knowledge has a relationship to the knower, who is existentially an existing in-
dividual, and that for this reason all essential knowledge is essentially related to existence. 
Only ethical and ethico-religious knowledge has an essential relationship to the existence of the 
knower.” S. Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, transl. D.F. Swenson & W. Lowrie 
(Princeton: PUP, 1941), p. 177. 

6 My analysis of the problematic readings is presented schematic, since Nicole Hatem and 
Jeffrey Hanson have written detailed reports on this topic. Cf. N. Hatem “Le Secret partagé: 
Kierkegaard — Michel Henry,” in Michel Henry. Pensée de la vie et culture contemporaine, Actes 
de Colloque International de Montpellier 3–5 décembre 2003, pp. 195–210; “Michel Henry, 
lecteur du Concept d’angoisse de Kierkegaard,” in Revue philosophique de France et l’étranger 
126 (2001), pp. 339–357. J. Hanson, “Michel Henry’s Problematic reading of Sickness unto 
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First, we take a short look at Sickness unto Death, which plays an important 
role in Henry’s commentary in the last part of The Essence of Manifestation. 
According to Henry: “It is in the structure of Being itself, in the internal struc-
ture of immanence […] that the fundamental affective tonalities of existence 
are perceived by Kierkegaard and defined by him in Sickness Unto Death.”7 
One of the favoured modes of affection to gain access to the internal structure 
of Being, which is the essence of manifestation, is despair. This is so because 
this affection reveals itself as a self-affection, it shows that despair is despair 
concerning or about oneself, not of something. Henry reminds the reader of 
the shortened definition of the self in the beginning of Sickness unto Death: the 
self relates itself to itself, and is posited by another. This self-relation is identi-
fied with self-affection, and the second part of the definition is being adjusted, 
again somewhat freely, to Henry’s own perspective, namely as: “[…] the origi-
nal ontological passivity of Being with regard to self.”8 Henry, furthermore, 
states that the auto-affection of despair confronts the self with an originary 
un-freedom, namely its inescapable bond to its self. For him this affect uncov-
ers an original phenomenality (that of life) and in an ultimate sense is to be 
identified with joy,9 and relates it to Kierkegaard: 

It is the sickness, the extreme suffering which is achieved in its contrary, in the 
happiness that Kierkegaard likewise called “faith” and which he defines as fol-
lows: “Being itself and willing to be itself grounded transparently in God”.10

Kierkegaard however applies despair altogether in a negative fashion. In 
Sickness unto Death, despair is but the possibility of salvation, a sickness of 
which one ultimately has to choose to be cured from; and in The Concept of 
Anxiety the source of despair is explicitly defined as sin. Moreover, the imma-
nent relation to itself is always posed by the absolute as a transcendent God, 
so that the source of the self cannot be defined as radically immanent as in 
Henry, although one should be careful to classify Kierkegaard’s God too easily 
as the total Other — according to the Dane a real confidentiality, even mystic 
intimacy is possible. A similar, not less consequent misinterpretation is hidden 
in the (selective) way Henry resumes Kierkegaard’s reflections about anxiety 

Death,” in Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, forthcoming; “Immanence, Incarna-
tion and Anxiety: Henry and Kierkegaard,” lecture presented at the Society for Phenomenology 
and Existential Philosophy October 14, 2006.

7 M. Henry, The Essence of Manifestation, transl. G. Etzkorn (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 
1973), p. 676.

8 Ibid., p. 677.
9 Ibid., p. 660–661: “The impotence of suffering is the Being-given-to-itself of feeling, its 

Being-riveted-to-itself in the perfect adherence of identity and, in this perfect adherence to self, 
the obtaining of self, the becoming and the arising of feeling in itself, in the enjoyment of what 
it is, this is enjoyment, this is joy.”

10 Ibid., p. 682.
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in I am the Truth and Incarnation. Anxiety suppresses despair as the new pre-
ferred tonality as life’s inability to escape itself,11 since it reveals itself without 
a detour along the worldly horizon. Henry — again contrary to Kierkegaard  
— leaves out the connotation of the demonic as well as the “before God” as a 
transcendent otherness. 

A constant in these distortions is that Kierkegaard’s self in its spiritual 
calling is stripped from every transcendence and activity. Nevertheless, in the 
light of this brief exegetical elaboration, I want to take a more in-depth look 
into this difference. Henry was somehow aware of interpreting Kierkegaard’s 
reflections in a creative way, he was aware of straitjacketing him according to 
his own phenomenology. This supposition sees the light when Henry in an 
unguarded moment dares to “accuse” Kierkegaard in his first work, apart from 
continually praising him, in particular of the contamination of the passivity 
of the self: 

Thus, ontological passivity which constitutes the internal structure of Being as 
structure of the original relationship of Being to itself is confused with passi-
vity which is but a mode of freedom and of the power of assuming an attitude. 
It is confused with this passivity about which Kierkegaard could say that “It 
must always be such that there is in it enough activity for it to maintain its 
passivity”.12 

Apparently Henry is aware that the self in Kierkegaard to a certain extent 
escapes from his manoeuvre of turning him into the founder of his radical phe-
nomenology. What I want to demonstrate briefly is that this “stubbornness” in 
Kierkegaard’s thinking is not exclusively due to a confession of faith, i.e. the fact 
that Kierkegaard, contrary to Henry, holds on to a theism, so that the source 
of the subjectivity should be conceived as heterogeneous instead of immanent 
— which is certainly true by the way. This stubbornness also reveals itself in the 
phenomenological structure of the self as presented in Kierkegaard’s works, a 
structure which can be put to the test. In the last part of this paper, I will mainly 
concentrate on the relation between pathos and the self.  

Kierkegaard as a therapist

In contrast with the stress on the passiveness of the self in Henry’s account 
of affection, there is a constant emphasis on the activity in connection to the 
subjective pathos throughout Kierkegaard’s entire oeuvre, first of the will: “the 

11 This evolution is analysed by J. Hanson in “Michel Henry’s Theory of Disclosive Moods,” 
in Bruce Ellis Benson and Norman Wirzba (eds.), Words of Life: New Theological Turns in French 
Phenomenology (New York: Fordham University Press, forthcoming). 

12 M. Henry, Essence of Manifestation, op. cit., p. 298.
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essential thing about subjectivity is that in resolution and decision of choice 
one takes a risk. This is the absolute decision.”13 But the activity of reflection is 
not completely absent, on the contrary: “All existential problems are passion-
ate problems, for when existence is interpenetrated with reflection, it generates 
passion.”14 As I already indicated, for Henry the self-manifestation of subjec-
tivity is an immediate, passive event, which cannot in any way be objectified. 
Because of that, it should be qualified as pure self-affection that is protected 
from each kind of reflection. The passive nature of the self is the phenomeno-
logical outcome of an analysis of feelings and moods, and this remains the 
case throughout Henry’s lifetime. Our consciousness of feeling, however, is 
not so one-sidedly as Henry describes, and this can be clarified, thereby in-
spired by a considerably weakened version of Sartre’s theory of emotions,15 by 
what I would like to call a “meta-suffering” or a “reflective affect”: I can suffer 
on a second level, a suffering which comes into being by awareness of a lack 
of suffering on the first, immediate level. Or again: in the very act of suffer-
ing, for instance during a process of mourning, I can suffer from not entirely 
suffering. If it would be true that there is no distance or separation between 
the feeling of pain or happiness and our awareness of it, since it is given in 
and through itself, as Henry claims, such meta-affections simply could not 
exist, because they suppose a distinction between two affective levels of af-
fection that are separated by a “cogitative reserve”. If it would be possible, 
as Henry believes, that affection and self-consciousness completely coincide, 
in other words: in case an affection would saturate my self-consciousness, so 
that there is no actual difference between self-consciousness and affection, 
one has to ask whether the self-consciousness in this “autistic” closeness and 
its immanent, almost mystical union with life can still be conscious of the 
self.16 But self-consciousness, as well as self-affection, reveals a crack, a shaft as 
it were that protects from such a hermetically sealed self-consciousness. Even 
in self-affections, my “I” and my “self ” are never symbiotically suspended in 

13 S. Kierkegaard, Papers, op. cit., VI B 19. 
14 S. Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, op. cit., p. 313 (italics mine).
15 J.-P. Sartre, Esquisse d’une théorie des émotions (Paris: Hermann, 1938).
16 In this regard it is striking that Henry links up with Descartes’ analysis in article 26 of 

the Passions of the Soul about a sleeper lost in his dream: “[…] this feeling is absolutely, even 
though it is still a dream, even though the representation is false.” M. Henry, “The Critique of 
the Subject,” in E. Cadava, P. Connor & J.-L. Nancy (eds.), Who Comes After the Subject? 
(London/New York: routledge, 1991), p. 166. See also the difficulties in M. Kelly, “Dispos-
session: On the Untenability of Michel Henry’s Theory of Self-Awareness,” in Journal of the 
British Society for Phenomenology 35 (2004), p. 277: “Not only has Henry made difficult the 
notion of intentionality by thinking subjectivity as purely non-intentional, but he also seems to 
lose subjectivity altogether by rendering it utterly dependent upon, and inseparable from, Life. 
[…] it becomes difficult to identify where Life ends and subjectivity begins. […] the self ’s self 
experience resembles nothing of a self.”
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a preconscious self, unless in pathologies such as psychosis or schizophrenia.17 
Each self-consciousness, even in its most extreme affective states, cannot dis-
pose itself of reflective remnants. On the contrary, it is precisely Kierkegaard’s 
proposition that reflection intensifies the pathos. As such the dialectics of 
existence consists in a succession of two sorts of movements or transitions: the 
reflective, which involves a logical movement, and that of the pathos, which 
rests on a decision of the will and is called “the leap”. Though it is true that 
in the transition from one existence-sphere into another the pathos is of most 
crucial importance, the whole dialectics of the self is based on a marriage of 
pathos and reflection. The more the subject digs deeper into his inner self, the 
more the contradictions he has to hold and think together, which in return 
increases the pathos. This dialectic is infinite for it has its telos in the absolute 
and infinite because there, the paradox has reached its peak. The religious 
truth in Kierkegaard cannot be obtained because of an essence I become aware 
of in and through self-affection, de facto a sort of affective gnosis. Conversely, 
he would never reduce sin to a simple forgetting (Henry’s oubli).18 Henry 
stands in opposition to Kierkegaard in his suggestion that the mere insight, 
albeit not objective but radically subjective defined, is salvific as such.

Kierkegaard fulminates against the identification of thought and Being, by 
which reality is being transfigured into an ideality — a warning we can find 
in Henry as well. But the identity between self-affection and Being would be 
considered as problematic by Kierkegaard. The eventual difference in other 
words is that Kierkegaard discovers that the self is always involved in an infinite 
dialectic, that does not suppose one movement or insight (even defined radical 
subjective as self-affection), but a continuing process of “interiorizing” to obtain 
a gradual change of the subject in itself. The Danish philosopher is certainly 
reticent about starting with the intimacy of divine life itself, which is after all 
the significance of his indirect communication as a maieutic project. We could 
therefore say that he describes the path towards the authentic relation to self 
and to God. In clarifying his phenomenology in the first chapter of Incarnation, 
Henry quotes Kafka: “There is a purpose, but there is no path.”19 The advantage 
of Kierkegaard is that he sharply differentiates ideality and facticity and attri-
butes reality to both spheres, so that the infinite dialectic comes into being. In 

17 Maybe this is what Kierkegaard means when he asks himself in an early, unpublished 
work: “Cannot consciousness then remain in immediacy? This is a foolish question, for if it 
could, no consciousness would exist... Man would be an animal, or in other words, he would 
be dumb. That which annuls immediacy, therefore is language. If man could not speak, he 
would remain in immediacy.” S. Kierkegaard, Johannes Climacus, or De omnibus dubitandum 
est, transl. by T.H. Croxall (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1976), p. 148.

18 N. Hatem, “Le Secret partagé: Kierkegaard — Michel Henry,” art. cit., p. 208: “Kierke-
gaard […] qui a si soigneusement distingué dans les miettes philosophiques entre la réminiscence 
grecque et le paradoxe Chrétien de l’Instant comme éternel dans le temps, ou l’Homme Dieu), 
ne saurait, comme le fait Henry, réduire le péché à un simple oubli.”

19 M. Henry, Incarnation, op. cit., p. 46 (my translation).
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Henry, on the other hand, a sort of essentialism is present, despite his alleged 
predilection for the paradoxical. The fact that this predilection is indeed alleged, 
becomes clear in the following quotation from the eleventh chapter of I am the 
Truth which is entitled “The Paradoxes of Christianity”: 

Everything is double, but if what is double — what is offered to us in double 
aspect — is in itself one and same reality, then only one of its aspects must be 
merely an appearance, an image, a copy of reality, but not that reality itself — 
precisely its double.20

Conclusion: the self as touching from a distance 

In our “voyeuristic” climate in which everything is forced to visibility by 
means of satellites, webcams and brainscans, the rights of the invisible force 
itself upon us. The self and its spiritual vocation are indeed to be safeguarded 
against the tyranny of externality. Obviously there is a transcendental space, 
an original self-awareness, which confronts us with an intimacy which appears 
to be untold or at least secretive. Henry is right in the respect that this inti-
macy cannot be handed over to the mercy of visibility, such as in the case of 
radical hermeneutics in which debates about self and religion are completely 
trivialized. But in the end, Henry is tributary to a similar essentialist logic as 
Sartre. According to the latter the immanence of subjectivity is but a vacuum. 
Because it is nothingness, it is “too open” towards the world. According to 
Henry immanence is a baroque horror vacui, a pleroma21 of self-enclosed ip-
seity. But is it indeed an either/or? Can the self only choose between secular 
psychosis or spiritual autism? Perhaps the reality of the self is more ambiguous 
than in these monadic interpretations of the self.   

According to Kierkegaard’s anthropology, man is a paradox, an inter-esse 
which is composed of contradictory aspects (body and soul, time and eter-
nity, necessity and possibility).22 The self is a third, synthetic element which 
founds these opposite aspects and holds them together. This means that the 
self is the opposite of an immediate given self (defined by Kierkegaard as a 
synthesis between these contradictory aspects). Only the awareness of the 
contradiction makes subjectivity concrete. The more self-development, the 
more contradictory existence and the other way round. Subjective imma-

20 M. Henry, I am the Truth, op. cit., p. 195.
21 Pleroma means literally, “fullness.” In Gnostic cosmology, the Pleroma is the dwelling 

place of spirit, the non-material reality that permeates all existence.
22 Man is always both aspects at the same time, so there is no dualism involved: man can-

not be one aspect without the other. If he is not capable of understanding the significance of 
temporality, then eternity in him will also fade.
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nence and transcendence should not be separated for the benefit of one of 
the poles without considerable costs. Where the pure immanence is intended, 
the threat of essentialism is immanent, a speculative structure that frigidly 
concentrates upon itself and therefore devoid of existence. And this seems to 
be the case in Henry’s unwillingness to account for the self-awareness “of the 
self-transcending temporal, intentional, reflexive, corporeal and intersubjec-
tive experiences.”23 When the self presents itself, even in its most affectionate 
quality, we are inevitably confronted with a presence and an absence at the 
same time. In Merleau-Ponty’s words the question of the self should be for-
mulated as follows: 

The question is always […] how the presence to myself (Urpräsenz) which es-
tablishes my own limits and conditions every alien presence is at the same time 
depresentation (Entgegenwärtigung) and throws me outside myself.24

Only starting from this duality it phenomenologically makes sense to 
clarify the relation to the absolute, particularly in this regard that, where it 
incarnates itself, where it appears, this manifestation cannot exhaust itself in 
immanence. 

The “gnostic” quest for purity in the spiritual wastelands of our time, the 
romantic effort to regain paradise lost within every single one of us, discharges 
us from the essential ambiguousness of human reality, especially when this re-
ality appears to be religious by nature. What appears as most near and dear to 
us, be it God, self or life, always touches from a distance. What is too close to 
us, requires a minimum of alienation, if not we might never notice it at all, or 
worse: we might disintegrate. read Henry, but take Kierkegaard as therapist.

23 D. Zahavi, “Michel Henry and the phenomenology of the invisible,” art. cit., p. 233.
24 M. Merleau-Ponty, Phénoménologie de la perception (Paris: Gallimard, 1945), p. 417.


