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Introduction

James C. O’Flaherty

“No one has equaled him [Nietzsche] in the acuteness, depth, and
radicalness of his thought: not Feuerbach, not Marx and not even
Freud; at most, Pascal.”

—Hans Kiing

The present volume is a sequel to the earlier Studies in Nietzsche and
the Classical Tradition published by the University of North Carolina
Press.! The positive reception of that volume, which necessitated a
second edition, encouraged the editors to publish a second volume
along the lines of the first but on an even more important subject.
For, despite the great significance for Nietzsche of the classical tradi-
tion and his own preference for the Greek over the Christian ideal in
all areas of life, the overriding concern of his writings is, on the one
hand, to unmask what he conceived to be the decadence of both
Judaism and Christianity—especially the latter—and, on the other
hand, to supplant those faiths with the doctrines proclaimed in Also
sprach Zarathustra. The purpose of the present volume is to present
studies that deal with crucial aspects of his thought concerning the
dominant religions of the West. Although there exists a vast body of
literature on the subject of Nietzsche and Christianity, most of it is in
German or other languages,2 and much of it is either out-of-date or
too tendentious to be considered serious scholarship. Further, since

1. James C. O’Flaherty, Timothy F Sellner, and Robert M. Helm, eds., Studies in
Nietzsche and the Classical Tradition, University of North Carolina Studies in the Ger-
manic Languages and Literatures, no. 85 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1976; 2nd ed., 1979).

2. See International Nietzsche Bibliography, ed. Herbert W. Reichert and Karl
Schlechta, University of North Carolina Studies in Comparative Literature, no. 45
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1968); and Nietzsche Studien, ed.
Ernst Behler, Mazzino Montinari, Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter, and Heinz Wenzel (Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1972- ). See Peter Koster, “Nietzsche Kritik und Nietzsche-Rezeption in
der Theologie des 20. Jahrhunderts,” Nietzsche Studien, 10/11 (1981-82), 615-85, not
only for an excellent overview of its subject, but also for an indication of the areas
where more research needs to be done.
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World War II there has been a general tendency in all Nietzsche re-
search to scant this important subject. The essays presented here are
offered not only for their intrinsic worth but also as a potential stimu-
lus for further research in the field. With the recent publication of
the historical-critical edition of Nietzsche’s complete works and cor-
respondence by Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari a firm basis
has been provided for a more adequate understanding of Nietzsche’s
thought.

Nietzsche’s relationship to Judaism and Christianity is exceedingly
paradoxical. Claiming to be the most radical critic of those faiths the
world has ever known—a claim few would be inclined to dispute—
he has nevertheless evoked from many of their best representatives
admiration not only for his honesty and courage, but also for his
genius as a critic of religion and for his uncanny skill at ferreting out
the alien and secular elements that so often masquerade under the
cloak of the accepted faiths. On this latter point he makes common
cause with those sincere Jewish and Christian believers who deplore
the all-too-easy accommodation of their respective faiths to secular
culture. One should, however, make no mistake about Nietzsche’s
intentions. As he most emphatically declares in Ecce Homo: “Above all
do not mistake me!”—which means that he wanted always to be
known as the implacable foe of Christianity.

Strangely, however, the spirit of Nietzsche’s criticism of Christian-
ity is one that, far from immediately and irretrievably alienating the
sincere believer, may, and often does, attract and hold his deepest
attention. In spite of the acerbity of Nietzsche’s language and the
harshness of his judgments, one senses in his assaults a spirit quite
different from that of most other severe critics of Christianity of
whatever rank—for example, a Voltaire, an H. L. Mencken, or a Gore
Vidal. The empty cynicism and at times outright malevolence that so
often characterize the animadversions of critics are lacking. Perhaps
Nietzsche’s different, if quite vehement, spirit stems from his convic-
tion that one is ennobled by the choice of a worthy enemy. In fact,
he goes so far in Ecce Homo as to say that for him to attack an indi-
vidual Christian was “a sign of benevolence” (Wohlwollen). Be that as
it may, it is certainly true that, with the possible exception of David
Friedrich Strauff, he chose adversaries whom he respected, often
deeply. There is even evidence that his attitude toward the Apostle
Paul was not entirely negative. Perhaps it was the underlying respect
for his antagonists, like that of the true athlete for his rival, or of the
genuinely chivalric warrior for his foe, that has caused many adher-
ents of the faiths he has attacked to feel a special affinity for him. In
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any event, it is true that a number of striking paradoxes emerge in
connection with Nietzsche’s view of Judaism and Christianity.

A brief enumeration of such paradoxes suffices to confirm the chal-
lenge they pose for an understanding of Nietzsche’s thought. First,
there is the singular fact that although Nietzsche has often been re-
garded—and still is by some—as a major source of anti-Semitism, it
is above all the Jews who have figured most prominently in further-
ing his reputation. Thus, it was the eminent Danish Jewish scholar
Georg Brandes who first launched the wider reputation and stimu-
lated the serious study of Nietzsche by giving public lectures on him
in 1888. Sigmund Freud was not at all reluctant to admit that Nietz-
sche had anticipated many of his own basic ideas, and his admiration
for the German philosopher clearly shines through his references to
him. Chaim Weizmann, the pioneering Zionist and first President of
Israel, had been an enthusiastic reader of Nietzsche in his youth, an
enthusiasm that he never repudiated. Martin Buber, without doubt
the greatest Jewish philosopher of the twentieth century, once trans-
lated the first part of Also sprach Zarathustra into Polish, and he re-
mained in creative dialogue with Nietzsche’s atheism throughout his
entire career. The Russian philosopher Lev Shestov, who was deeply
appreciative of both his Jewish heritage and Christianity, could say
sincerely but with consummate, if unintentional, irony: “Nietzsche
has shown us the way. We must seek that which is higher than com-
passion, higher than the ‘good’; we must seek God.”?

After World War II, when Nietzsche’s reputation was at its lowest
ebb in this century, it was the Jewish scholars Karl Lowith and Wal-
ter Kaufmann who, before the epoch-making appearance of Heideg-
ger’s two-volume study of Nietzsche’s philosophy, were in the van-
guard of the attempt to recover his reputation as a seminal philoso-
pher and to give the lie to the notion that he was simply a fascist
ideologist.4 The names of other important, but lesser-known, Jewish
thinkers and scholars who, adopting a positive attitude toward him,
have contributed to a better understanding of his thought might
very well be added to the list. Responsible scholars have long known
and stressed that Nietzsche abominated anti-Semitism. Neverthe-
less, there are those who, with obdurate perversity, continue to as-
sociate him with anti-Semitism—indeed, at times, anti-Semitism of

3. Lev Shestov, In Job’s Balances: On the Sources of Eternal Truths, trans. C. Coventry
and C. A. Macartney (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 1976), pp. xi-xii.

4. Cf. Rudolf Augstein, Der Spiegel, 8 June 1981, pp. 150-84, where Nietzsche is
presented simply as the theoretician of Hitlerism.
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the most virulent sort.’ In the present collection the contribution of
Israel Eldad is an emphatic reminder of the continuing affinity of
certain Jewish intellectuals for Nietzsche. A lecturer on the Bible
at the University of Haifa, Eldad has translated seven volumes of
Nietzsche’s works, as well as Walter Kaufmann’s major work on him,
into Hebrew.

Even more paradoxical than the Jewish reception of Nietzsche is
that of leading Christian thinkers, for Christianity was far more the
target of his attacks than was Judaism. Yet it is precisely among cer-
tain Christian theologians, philosophers, and scholars that we find
either an appreciative or, in some important cases, a creative encoun-
ter with his thought. His remark in Ecce Homo that “the most serious
Christians have always been well disposed toward me” is not wide
of the mark. The articles by Karl Barth and Eugen Biser in the pres-
ent collection speak for themselves. But it is impressive to note that
Christian leaders of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries like Vla-
dimir Soloviev, Nicholas Berdyaev, Adolf Harnack, Ernst Troeltsch,
Albert Schweitzer, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, William Ernest Hocking,
and Paul Tillich were all appreciative of and influenced by Nietzsche
in varying degrees. Especially instructive is the impact of Nietzsche
on that quintessential American philosopher, William Ernest Hock-
ing. Recalling his student days in Berlin, Hocking wrote: “And then,
oddly enough, I got a good deal from that scapegrace, Nietzsche.
... I found this reckless player-with-lightning [in Also sprach Zara-
thustra] strangely refreshing. I couldn’t digest his condemnation of
Die Mitleidigen but I saw what he meant by saying that ‘it is the
will of all great love, the beloved to create; and all creators are hard.
So I changed his ‘Wille zur Macht'—to the ‘will to suffer in cre-
ation’. . . .”® Albert Schweitzer, whose ethical philosophy is the an-
tithesis of Nietzsche’s, could nevertheless praise him for his affirma-
tion of life and for holding that “individual morality comes before
social morality.””

Of all those named the most impressive is Bonhoeffer, not only
because of his careful and lifelong study of Nietzsche, but because
of his martyrdom at the hands of the Nazis. Eberhard Bethge, his

5. Cf. W. A. Carto’s “Publisher’s Foreword,” in his reprint of H. L. Mencken’s trans-
lation of The Antichrist (Torrance, California: The Noontide Press, 1980), p. ix, where
he speaks of “the myth of the ‘Holocaust.””

6. Quoted by Leroy S. Rouner, Within Human Experience: The Philosophy of William
Ernest Hocking (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1969), p. 157.

7. Albert Schweitzer, Civilization and Ethics, quoted by Henry Clark, The Ethical Mys-
ticism of Albert Schweitzer (Boston: Beacon Press, 1962), p. 25.
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friend and biographer, writes: “Bonhoeffer read all of Nietzsche very
carefully, and Nietzsche’s tremendous plea for the earth and for loy-
alty to its creatures never left his mind.”® The sincerity of any pro-
fessing Christian whose faith has never been tested by the fires of
martyrdom may always be brought into question by the skeptic. In
the case of Bonhoeffer, however, there can be no question. Nietz-
sche’s influence combined with that of the Greek myth of the giant
Antaeus, “who was undefeatable as long as he had his feet on the
ground,”® to render Bonhoeffer most sensitive to the need to oppose
with all his resources the clear and present danger of Nazism in his
day.

If we view the essays in the present collection from the stand-
point of Nietzsche’s mode of reasoning as it emerges in them, we
shall find that he employs reason in two major ways: as intuitive
and as abstract reason. The terms “intuitive reason” and “abstract
reason” are defined and treated in detail in my essay, “The Intuitive
Mode of Reason in Zarathustra.” It will suffice to say here that intu-
itive reason tends to express itself in metaphorical or poetic lan-
guage; abstract reason, on the other hand, must express itself in
prose or in its extension as logical or mathematical symbolism. Nietz-
sche’s philosophical prose is, of course, characterized by logic, but is
not dominated by it, as would be the case with a rigorously discur-
sive thinker. Nietzsche was no irrationalist, despite the opinion of a
Georg Lukacs. He simply uses reason to decry the excessive use of
reason. This fact results from his conviction that the higher the de-
gree of abstraction, the emptier the concept. His use of logical or
abstract reason in the prose writings is generally critical or analytic;
his use of analogical or intuitive reasoning in the poetic writings is
generally divinatory or prophetic. That he philosophizes in the two
distinct literary genres is not simply a stylistic matter, but has to do
with two discrete modes of thought.

In surveying the following essays briefly from the perspectives
indicated, I do not desire thereby to see them more narrowly than
they ought to be or to force them into the framework suggested by
the argument of my essay. It is simply one helpful way among others
of looking at them by way of introduction. For even a cursory glance
at the essays reveals their considerable variety and richness, and
also the fact that they may be viewed profitably from a number of
perspectives.

8. Eberhard Bethge, “The Challenge of Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s Life and Theology,” in
Ronald G. Smith, The World Come of Age (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), p. 27.
9. Thid., p. 76.
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First we may note that Joan Stambaugh’s comparison of Spinoza’s
idea of amor dei with Nietzsche’s idea of amor fati highlights in a
special way the contrast between the two kinds of reason with
which we are concerned here. For despite important substantive
agreements between the two thinkers, Nietzsche’s method of reason-
ing appears in strong contrast to Spinoza’s highly abstract method.
While there is a rationalistic or critical aspect of Nietzsche’s discus-
sion of amor fati (e.g., the difference between “Turkish” and “Rus-
sian” fatalism), his mode of reasoning is there primarily intuitive. For
it is the intuiting soul of the individual, symbolized above all by
Zarathustra’s “azure bell,” that divines the meaning of the world as
well as of the self. As Stambaugh well says, “this poetic ‘imagery’ for
the soul is about as far removed from the Cartesian res cogitans as
possible; the soul is not a separate substantial thinking thing. . . .”

In the following group of essays we find Nietzsche employing
chiefly critical or analytic reason for an explication of his ideas.
The approaches he adopts are various, and reflect his reaction to
the subject matter he is treating, but they all fall for our purposes
chiefly under the rubric of “critical reason.” In his introductory es-
say, “Nietzsche: Critic in the Grand Style,” Eugen Biser writes that
“Nietzsche exercises his role as a critic with differing intensity.” He
thereupon mentions individual works, describing each differently ac-
cording to the spirit in which it was written. Thus, one was written
with “élan,” another “with vehemence,” and still another “with the
gestures of an evangelist.” One was written “aggressively,” another
“with analytic rigor.” Again, Nietzsche writes “in uninhibited and
tendentious fashion.” These changes of mood underlying his criti-
cism are not surprising when we note with Biser that “Nietzsche
does not merely criticize; he lives and exists critically.” This is one
of the important reasons there exists “a pressing need for a Nietz-
schean hermeneutics.”

In his second essay, “The Critical Imitator of Jesus,” Biser argues
that Nietzsche can be understood properly only by seeing his imita-
tion of Christ as crucial and as the archetype for his relation to the
numerous and varied figures with whom he compared himself, for
they too do not escape his criticism. Nietzsche’s relation to Jesus
results in a sort of independent dependence on Him, issuing in “ex-
istential disquietude.” The dependent aspect of the relationship re-
sults in Nietzsche’s imitation of Jesus, the independent aspect in his
criticism, which is both positive and negative.

In “The Case against Apolitical Morality: Nietzsche’s Interpretation
of the Jewish Instinct,” Harry Neumann argues that Nietzsche be-
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lieved the Jews had never really given up their Messianic hope and
hence were always instinctively political. The adoption of (apolitical)
monotheism in the diaspora was only a means of finally returning,
with the restoration of the Temple, to the henotheistic Volksgott or
tribal God. Nietzsche’s critique of what he saw as the unfortunate
transformation of Judaism is also aimed at the Christians. Nietzsche
saw himself as an outsider, and in this regard he could identify with
the Jews. However, as Sander L. Gilman emphasizes in “Nietzsche,
Heine, and the Otherness of the Jew,” he was not born an outsider
like the Jews of the diaspora but, rather, chose the role of outsider.
Nietzsche saw the Jews in a favorable light when they were the ob-
ject of anti-Semitism, and in an unfavorable light when he recog-
nized in them many of the characteristics of German Christians.

It is ironic that Nietzsche, the philosopher, did not publish his
most rigorously philosophical writings, but relegated them to his
Nachlaf3, or unpublished notebooks. In his “Language and the Cri-
tique of Language in Nietzsche” Josef Simon has systematically
elaborated Nietzsche’s epistemology as it emerges from his philoso-
phy of language. Here Nietzsche, the critic, is most analytical, for we
find him using the criticism of language quite logically to decry ab-
stract or discursive reason. We see clearly from this study that Nietz-
sche actually stands in the tradition of nominalism, which, among
other and secular predecessors, also includes important Scholastic
theologians. In my study “The Intuitive Mode of Reason in Zarathus-
tra,” insights and practices of Nietzsche’s are appealed to, but the
conceptual framework is, in the main, derived from the language
philosophy of Johann Georg Hamann; there is, as far as their episte-
mological critique of language is concerned, general agreement be-
tween the two, despite their antithetical views of Christianity.

In his exhaustively documented study, “Dionysus versus the Cru-
cified One: Nietzsche’s Understanding of the Apostle Paul,” Jorg
Salaquarda shows that Nietzsche’s criticism of Paul is not entirely
negative as many commentators have held, but that Nietzsche could
at times appreciate Paul as “a great man” or as a “Dionysian revalua-
tor,” to whom he himself bore a “dialectical resemblance.” Sala-
quarda is of course demonstrating Nietzsche’s critical powers at their
strongest and most hostile in the polemics against Paul, but he also
invokes a kind of Hegelian dialectic as implicit in Nietzsche’s late
philosophy. Thus, Rome represents for Nietzsche the thesis, Pauline
Christianity the antithesis. The synthesis—which lies in the future—
would not be “a mere return to the ‘master morality’ ” of the Romans,
but is to be “a forward movement in which the experience that hu-
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manity has made on its way to the present is to be overcome and
yet preserved.” Salaquarda’s suggestion here removes Nietzsche’s
thought from the sphere of critical reason to that of speculative rea-
son, the latter certainly a tendency of the late Nietzsche. Neverthe-
less, Nietzsche’s speculative thought moves generally in the realm of
intuitive—not discursive—reason.

Pascal was perhaps the Christian whom Nietzsche most admired,
and one whom, as he wrote to Georg Brandes, “I almost love, since
he has enlightened me infinitely.” Brendan Donnellan has shown in
his essay, “ ‘The Only Logical Christian": Nietzsche’s Critique of Pas-
cal,” that both thinkers manifest that incorruptible will to truth
which is one of the finest fruits of Christianity. In the case of Pascal
it led to a recognition that Christianity and science cannot be recon-
ciled except through faith; in Nietzsche’s case it led to a final rejec-
tion of Christianity; but confrontation with Pascal led him to adopt a
stringently rationalistic stance and to attack his adversary with tell-
ing logic, as in the case of his critique of Pascal’s idea of self-hate.

The theme of the intellectual honesty of the true Christian and its
ultimate destructiveness for faith is seen in a different light in Gerd-
Giinther Grau’s essay, “Nietzsche and Kierkegaard.” Both thinkers
recognize that the fact that the Second Coming of Christ, the Parou-
sia expected by the early church, did not take place posed, and con-
tinues to pose, a serious dilemma for the believer: he must either
give up his faith, or acknowledge the “unfulfilled divine interven-
tion” while somehow retaining his faith. Nietzsche followed the first
course; Kierkegaard, through the “leap of faith,” the second. Never-
theless, the problem remained to plague Kierkegaard’s personal de-
velopment, for the expected divine intervention in connection with
his engagement to Regine Olsen failed to materialize. If Pascal’s
problem with Christianity was essentially intellectual, Kierkegaard’s
problem was historical in the sense that man, like Job, receives
from God no satisfactory answers to his questions. Grau has shown
that Nietzsche’s and Kierkegaard'’s critiques of historical Christianity
generally coincide; only their conclusions are radically different.

Charles Lewis offers, in the essay “Morality and Deity in Nietz-
sche’s Concept of Biblical Religion,” a metacritique of Nietzsche’s cri-
tique of biblical religion. Apart from the question of whether God
exists or not, Nietzsche failed to discern the difference between the
biblical and postbiblical conceptions of deity: the former is rooted
in an attitude of worship that cannot be adequately understood in
terms of the moral and psychological categories of Nietzsche’s ac-
count. It is argued that the God of Nietzsche’s critique is the highest
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Good of a new, essentially moral religion—a religion whose God,
demythologized through the influence of Western philosophy, must
be worthy of worship. The biblical God, rightly seen, is not the moral
ideal of this new religion and hence cannot be understood as a crea-
ture of the ressentiment of inferior human beings that is directed to-
ward their superiors.

If Nietzsche’s speculative thought is generally expressed in terms
of intuitive reason in his more poetic writings, Georges Goedert’s
study “The Dionysian Theodicy” is a reminder that this is not the
whole story, for he has garnered the arguments for Nietzsche’s “the-
odicy” (Dionysus, the god of this world, is the god to be justified)
from Nietzsche’s philosophical prose writings as well as from Zara-
thustra. One must remember, however, that Nietzsche relegated (as
he wrote to Franz Overbeck) his major prose works prior to Zarathus-
tra to the status of a mere “commentary” before the fact. Goedert
throws light on an important aspect of Nietzsche’s thought that is
often overlooked. He shows that Nietzsche did not desire the de-
struction of Christianity, rather its preservation: “in the end, the su-
perman justifies Christian values. . . . Dionysus ends by rallying to
his cause the Crucified One.” Thus, the pessimism and decadence of
Christianity provide the counterforce necessary to maintain the vital-
ity of Dionysus. In such a way “Nietzsche at the same time says yes
and no to Christianity.”

Max L. Baeumer traces Nietzsche’s radical change from an “ardent
admirer to a deadly enemy of Martin Luther” by a thorough docu-
mentation of his comments on the Reformer. In Nietzsche’s changing
view of Luther we have a striking example of how formidable his
critical powers could be, in whatever direction they might be turned.
In his early phase, Nietzsche eloquently defends Luther as a bearer
of the Dionysian spirit. In his later phase, however, he condemns
Luther as a “barbarian,” and sees him together with the Reformation
as the force that fomented not only a peasant revolt in the literal,
historical sense, but also a peasant revolt of the spirit that perme-
ated all levels of German society. It was this spirit that, to a great
extent, aborted the Renaissance in Germany. Baeumer summarizes:
“Nietzsche is . . . not interested in Luther the writer, the theologian
and religious reformer, unless he can use these aspects of his work
for his own purpose of praising or condemning German national-
ism.” In “Nietzsche and the Old Testament” Israel Eldad casts Nietz-
sche in the role of a literary critic who can value the Old Testament
above the New. This is true because of the former’s “absolute ‘Yes’ to
life.” Nietzsche admired the “heroic personalities” of the Old Testa-
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ment, “patriarchs, kings, and prophets struggling against the ruling
priestly establishment.”

In “Lessing and Nietzsche: Views on Christianity,” Diana Behler
underscores the dialectical nature of Nietzsche’s critical thought. In
regard to his fundamental antithesis, “Christ and Christianity—Dio-
nysus and Winckelmann’s Greece,” Behler cautions, however, that
the antithesis is by no means absolute, for both Christ and Dionysus
are linked in their “demands for symbolic, rather than literal com-
prehension.” Further, it was Nietzsche’s view that “Christianity may
have spoiled the glorious spontaneity of heathen Greek culture, but
it simultaneously preserved it and transmitted it to us. . ..” This
critical subtlety Nietzsche shared with Lessing, despite their differ-
ing views of the role of reason in the evolution of true humanity. In
her comparison of Lessing and Nietzsche, Behler stresses that both
thinkers interpret their religious heritage in the interest of their spec-
ulations. Both want a new Bible: Lessing foresees an extension of the
biblical revelation, Nietzsche envisions a clear break with it and with
all forms of transcendence.

It is worth noting, in our present context, that Spinoza and Les-
sing share a common approach in their speculative writings. Al-
though the former is more rigorously logical than the latter, both
view mathematical exactitude and clarity as the model for veridical
thinking, even in areas remote from mathematics. Since both have
much to say about God, man, and nature in the Judaeo-Christian
heritage, their basic presuppositions are to be taken seriously. Nietz-
sche’s principal speculative method provides, as we have already
noted in the case of Spinoza, a striking contrast to that of certain
rationalistic thinkers.

The studies we have considered to this point have dealt, for the
most part, with Nietzsche’s critical thought concerning Judaism and
Christianity. In the remaining essays, those by Bernd Magnus, Hans
Kiing, and Karl Barth, Nietzsche’s divinatory or prophetic role comes
to the fore. The first half of Magnus’s essay “Jesus, Christianity,
and Superhumanity” is devoted to Nietzsche’s critique of the Chris-
tian religion; the second half is concerned with the explication of the
idea of the superman. Despite the fact that Magnus is not, on the
whole, interpreting Zarathustra directly, he is doing so indirectly in
citing other passages from Nietzsche’s self-styled prose “commen-
taries” on that work as well as the commentaries of others. Thus, it is
not amiss to say that here the concern is primarily with Nietzsche’s
intuitive speculation, especially as it appears in Zarathustra. Magnus
rejects the “ideal type” theory of the superman in favor of an existen-
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tial theory. The Ubermensch is one who becomes “aware of what is
worthy of infinity” in his life, and wills its eternal recurrence, even
though that would also entail pain and suffering. One might find a
parallel to this selectivity or judging the worth of an experience
(though Magnus does not) in Jesus’ admonition to seek first the
kingdom of God whereby all other things will be added or, again,
in the parables of the kingdom, the pearl of great price, the treasure
hidden in a field, and others. If these “existential” sayings are true
parallels to Nietzsche’s thought one should not be surprised, for it
would be simply another way in which Jesus’ example comes into
play.

Hans Kiing deals with Nietzsche’s two uses of reason in his article
“Nietzsche: What Christians and Non-Christians Can Learn.” Con-
cerning Nietzsche’s critique of Christianity he writes: “If Christian-
ity were as Nietzsche saw it, then it could be and would have to be
rejected today. . ..” According to Kiing, this misunderstanding
nevertheless raises searching questions about the Church, the priest-
hood, and the idea of God. He sees in Nietzsche’s contrast of histori-
cal Christianity with the religion of Jesus “a provocation for Chris-
tians which can be salutary.” If Christians must be radically critical
of Nietzsche’s version of historical Christianity (not only of his un-
derlying assumptions, but also of his knowledge and scholarship),
non-Christians must be equally radical in their criticism of his specu-
lations regarding the superman. Neither the weakling (allegedly pro-
mulgated as an ideal by Christianity) nor the superman provides a
genuine model for the realization of true humanity. Not only do
Nietzsche’s ideas bear heavy responsibility for the advent of Nazism,
but they continue today to spawn relativism and nihilism in morals,
the justification of war, and even such neo-Nazi ideas as the manipu-
lation of genes through microbiology.

The most consistent treatment of Nietzsche’s intuitive speculation
in our collection is Karl Barth’s essay, “Humanity without the Fellow-
Man: Nietzsche’s Superman and Christian Morality.” In an excursus
at the beginning of his discussion, Barth adopts, with remarkable
empathy, the standpoint of one who sees all of reality in terms of
his own subjectivity, and he points out what “a powerful radius” the
“lI am” can have. Barth sees Nietzsche as having lived out and ex-
pressed, “in azure isolation,” the secret of German Idealism: that
it was really humanity without the fellow-man. “Nietzsche was the
prophet of that humanity. . . . He did not merely reveal its secret; he
blabbed it out.” None of the German philosophical idealists—Kant,
Fichte, Schelling, Hegel—had had the genuine courage of his deeply
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held convictions. As for Goethe, Barth suspects that he was “person-
ally a far more obstinate pagan than Nietzsche.” Like Magnus, Barth
cautions against interpreting Nietzsche as the principal source of Na-
zism; he sees the latter rather as a confluence of ideas and impulses
that were rife in the German culture of the last two hundred years.

Of the eighteen articles included, thirteen were written expressly
for the present volume; five are reprints, though one has been re-
vised by the author for inclusion here. Five articles have been trans-
lated from German, one from French, and one from Hebrew.

It should be mentioned here that the late Walter Kaufmann had
agreed to give a lecture at Wake Forest University on 4 November
1980, which was to have been the introductory essay for this volume,
but fate intervened. That his lecture would, characteristically, have
raised some penetrating questions about the assumption of the edi-
tors that there is such a thing as a “Judaeo-Christian tradition”!° and
not simply two discrete traditions, is quite probable. In any event
the absence of his reflections on our theme is highly regrettable, as
is indeed the great loss to Nietzsche scholarship in general that
has resulted from his untimely death. It is further regrettable that
the untimely death of a colleague at Wake Forest University—]James
Steintrager, a leading Bentham scholar—also deprived the present
project of a valuable contribution: his essay was to have been a com-
parative study of Jeremy Bentham'’s and Nietzsche’s views of Chris-
tianity.

If Nietzsche’s agonistic striving constantly demands a vigorous op-
ponent against which to measure its strength, there is ample evi-
dence, if the testimony of certain academics is to be trusted, that
both Judaism and Christianity, far from being moribund, can con-
tinue to offer the required resistance. It was S. S. Prawer who origi-
nally suggested, in his review of Studies in Nietzsche and the Classical
Tradition, the desirability of such a companion volume as the present
one on the grounds that it “would bring out more clearly . . . the
fundamental wickedness of this sensitive, intelligent, perceptive, po-
etic, suffering man.”'" And Henry Hatfield wrote, a few years ago:
“Looking back on many years of interest in German Hellenism, I find
it surprising that the one figure who emerges as authentic from all

10. Since the term is generally accepted, no attempt has been made to define “Ju-
daeo-Christian tradition.” If one were to venture a definition, some interesting ques-
tions would arise. For example, how would Islam, which owes so much to Judaism, be
related to that faith or indeed to Christianity?

11. S. S. Prawer, “Nietzsche and the Greeks,” Times Literary Supplement, 18 Novem-
ber 1977, p. 1346.
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the welter of myths is precisely Jesus Christ.” It would be absurd, he
maintains further, to claim that the gods of Greece, whether Winck-
elmannian, Goethean, or Nietzschean, are “even remotely as real as
Jesus Christ. This is not a matter of religious belief; it is simply an
observable fact, evident in the texts of the great German writers.
.. /12 One might argue that, in a profound sense, Nietzsche, the
self-styled “Antichrist,” is himself, nolens volens, now part and parcel
of the Judaeo-Christian heritage—for his work is forever wedded to
that which he would destroy and supplant. On the other hand, most
of his readers will probably prefer to take him at his word and see
his doctrines simply as a radical alternative to both Judaism and
Christianity.

That Nietzsche’s feelings toward Christianity always remained
mixed is attested by the fact that as late as 1881 he wrote to Peter
Gast that he considered it really “the best version of ideal life” that
he had ever known, adding: “I have followed it from my childhood
on into many nooks and crannies, and believe in my heart that I
have never harbored base feelings toward it. After all, I am the de-
scendant of whole generations of Christian ministers.”’® Whether the
ultimate result of his efforts will have a positive or a negative mean-
ing for his great adversary remains to be seen.

12. Henry Hatfield, Clashing Myths in German Literature: From Heine to Rilke (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1974), p. 189.

13. Nietzsche to Peter Gast, 21 July 1881, Briefwechsel, ed. Giorgio Colli and Mazzino
Montinari, I1I-1, (Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1981), 109.



I. Nietzsche:
Critic in the Grand Style

Eugen Biser
(Translated by Timothy F. Sellner)

I. Some Preliminary Hermeneutic Considerations

Nietzsche probably never expressed his (inconsistent) position more
neatly and succinctly than with the sentences from his Genealogy of
Morals that proclaim the man of the future: “this bell-stroke of noon
and the great decision who makes the will free again and gives man
back his hopes, this Antichrist and Antinihilist, this victor over God
and nothingness.”' For what sounds more critical, revolutionary, or
destructive than this postulate, which speaks of the victory over God
and, in doing so, secretly takes up the fight against the essence of
being, against the central sun of the archetypes gathered in the Pla-
tonic heaven of ideas? And where on earth is there a more positive
goal than the vanquishing of nothingness, and with it that epochal
destiny which Nietzsche sought to diagnose, render obsolete, and
dispense with under the catchword “nihilism”??

Nevertheless Nietzsche does not lay claim to this postulate ex-
pressly for himself. Rather, he links it up with the figure of the
uniquely authoritative Zarathustra, with whom he plays through the
entire drama of role interchange, beginning with the noon of life,
when the “friend Zarathustra came, the guest of guests,”* through
the phase of identification, in which he speaks of his “son” Zarathus-
tra,* to the stage of crisis and rejection, in which a “terrible antago-

1. GM, II, sec. 24. All translations from the German are by Timothy F. Sellner.

2. See also the prefatory remark in The Will to Power, in which Nietzsche designates
himself as the first complete nihilist in Europe, “who nonetheless has even lived
nihilism to its conclusion—who has put it behind him and beneath him” (WM, sec. 3).

3. ], “Aftersong. From High Mountains.”

4. According to the collection Nietzsche in seinen Briefen, ed. Alfred Baumler (Stutt-
gart: Kroner, 1932), p. 366, Nietzsche spoke in a letter addressed to his sister (April
1885) of his “son Zarathustra,” if only as an indication of his incipient dissociation,
which then (to judge by a note from the spring of 1885) culminated in the resolve: “I
wish to speak, and no longer [as] Zarathustra.”

16
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nism” against the entire imagery of Zarathustra takes possession of
him.®

Such evidence in itself should be sufficient to demonstrate the
pressing need for a Nietzschean hermeneutics.® For not only does
Nietzsche love the play with disguises and interchanged roles,
which he carries to extremes at the conclusion of his Zarathustra,
there is hardly a single position that he takes without abandoning it
again after a time, or even, as is not infrequently the case, exchang-
ing it for its opposite. And it is more than simply a kind of artistic
skirmishing in the foreground of his thinking when he makes refer-
ence to stylistic differences in his writings and reminds us that
in dealing with him (for whom nothing is so hateful as the attitude
of the doctrinaire) we must always be mindful of backgrounds and
omissions, or even of the converse of these—that is, of polemic over-
statements and tendentious crudities. For in the final analysis, as we
are told in one of his key statements on the theory of language, it is
not so much a matter of what is expressly stated as of the music
behind the words, of the passion behind the music, and above all of
the person behind the passion who represents the true goal of our
understanding.”

In our attempt to define more precisely Nietzsche’s position as a
critic, it is sufficient to keep the hermeneutic background in mind to
the extent that we derive the sense of the word “criticism” not so
much from Nietzsche’s domain in the history of ideas as from the
context of his own life. An important reference point for this notion
is provided by his expression “the victor over God and nothingness.”
On the one hand, it corresponds precisely to the self-evaluation of
Nietzsche that in Ecce Homo differentiates the “Yes-saying” part of his
life’s task from its “No-saying, No-doing” half.® On the other hand,
the assignment of a role to the Zarathustra figure with now greater,
now lesser importance is made understandable by the fact that Nietz-
sche exercises his role as a critic with differing intensity: full of élan in
the Untimely Meditations; with anger in Human, All-Too-Human; with
vehemence in The Dawn; with consummate skill in The Gay Science;
emphatically, with the gestures of an evangelist, in Zarathustra; ag-
gressively in The Twilight of the ldols; with analytic rigor in On the

5. In the opinion of Hans M. Wolff, Friedrich Nietzsche. Der Weg zum Nichts (Bern:
Francke, 1956), p. 204.

6. For further discussion of this point, see my article “Das Desiderat einer Nietz-
sche-Hermeneutik,” Nietzsche Studien, 9 (1980), 1-37.

7. Nachlap (Die Unschuld des Werdens, 1), sec. 508.

8. Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such Good Books”: Beyond Good and Evil, sec. 1.
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Genealogy of Morals; in uninhibited and tendentious fashion in The
Antichrist.

Naturally we cannot ascribe Nietzsche’s role interchange with
Zarathustra simply to his use of differing styles in his critical activity.
Moreover, it never reaches the point where he becomes bored with
criticism, neither in Zarathustra, which up to the very end either
openly or secretly thrives on antithesis, nor in his (long prepared yet
never completed) principal work, which, to judge by the material
collected in his Nachlaf$, would have possessed a strong critical strain
despite its bias toward systematics. In fact, his relationship to Zara-
thustra makes it clear that criticism for Nietzsche—just as for the
“victor over God and nothingness”—is not only an instrument for
analysis, but also, and to a far greater extent, a path to the discovery
of himself. Nietzsche does not merely criticize; he lives and exists
critically. And the significance of this is that while Nietzsche, like
Zarathustra, doubtless often utilizes his critical possibilities instru-
mentally, he also makes ever more conscious use of them in an ex-
istential way. This gives his criticism a quality that raises it above
other comparable forms of criticism, even if the difference, as a rule,
is only perceived in terms of atmosphere. We can see this most
clearly by juxtaposing Nietzsche with his model Heine, whom he
both admired and imitated at significant points in his life:” for pre-
cisely where Heine launches into irony and persiflage, Nietzsche re-
mains measured and austere, so that the seriousness of his existen-
tial perplexity is constantly perceptible in the midst of his critical
encounter.'°

Yet such a vigorous coupling of criticism with his own existence
also brings about a more intense relationship with the particular ob-
ject being criticized than is normally the case, especially when it is of
a higher dignity, as with culture and religion. For the loftier the ob-
ject, the greater the role it plays in connection with the process of
self-discovery in the critic.

But what, in fact, are the objects of Nietzsche’s critical interest?

9. Nietzsche repeatedly expressed his high esteem for Heine, who, as he assures us
as late as Ecce Homo, conveyed to him “the highest conception of the lyric poet” (“Why
I Am So Clever,” sec. 4); the fact that he used Heine in addition as a source and
model, however, was first shown by Henri de Lubac in his work Die Tragidie des
Humanismus ohne Gott (Salzburg: Miller, 1950), pp. 336ff.

10. The hypothesis formulated by de Lubac, with which I express my complete
agreement in my article “Nietzsches Kritik des christlichen Gottesbegriffs und ihre
theologischen Konsequenzen” (Philosophisches Jahrbuch, 78 [1971], 34-65, 295-305), can
only be confirmed by means of word indices and the comparison of motifs, because
Nietzsche is silent concerning his definitive “sources” and the extant remains of his
library do not contain Heine’s essay “On Religion and Philosophy in Germany” (1834).
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I1. Preferred Areas of Critical Inquiry

Nietzsche never consciously sought out the objects of his criticism;
rather, they were presented to him by the world in which he lived.
Thus in every case his critical interest changes to the extent that his
life changes and broadens. It has been established on the evidence
of his youthful poems that his critical sense was first enkindled by
the religious beliefs of that pietistically tinged Christianity which,
together with the demands of bourgeois morality, determined the
atmosphere in the house of his parents. To the degree that he grows
away from the circle of his childhood and as a fugitivus errans tra-
verses the landscape of European culture and civilization, he then
directs his critical sense toward those fields through which he has
previously passed. That his relationship to them is chiefly critical
could perhaps be explained by his own impression that he had never
found the possibility for setting down roots, had never found a place
of domicile and security. It is this impression that later for him—as it
had earlier for Franz Schubert!'—consolidated itself into the figure of
the “wanderer” who sees himself cast about in the great “desert” of a
lifeless, disenchanted, and debased landscape, moving from loneli-
ness to loneliness, accompanied only by that inescapable “dog,” his
pain.'? With the clear-sightedness of the renouncer he conceives of
these illusions, which constantly shift the “desert” as if it were a
stage set, and which maintain the measured pace of culture in order
to simulate life in this landscape of death, as the mere surrogate of
that which they claim to be. However, since Nietzsche retains as the
single indispensable conclusion from Christian morality the will “to
intellectual purity at any price,”"? his critical task is presented to him
almost of itself; for now, as he states in his preface to The Twilight of
the Idols, it is a matter of “examining,” with the hammer of philo-
sophical criticism, the empty “idols” concerning their content, by
which he means convicting them of their deception.*

From this point on, Nietzsche’s criticism is concentrated on four
areas which, as pseudoforms of that which they claim to be, are
especially suspicious to him: education, culture, morality, and reli-
gion—the latter being for him, in spite of several allusions to the
Parseeism with which he came into contact through the figure of
Zarathustra, synonymous with Christianity. Within this “target qua-

11. See my article “Abschied und Ankunft. Religiése Momente im Werk Franz Schu-
berts,” Beitrige zur pidagogischen Arbeit, 23 (1979), 16-28.

12. MA, II/11: The Wanderer and His Shadow.

13. GM, Il], sec. 27 (in reference to sec. 357 of FW).

14. G, foreword of 30 September 1888.
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ternity,” moreover, there exists a relationship of gradation and subor-
dination, since education for Nietzsche is a derivative of culture in
the same sense that morality appears as a generalizing preformation
of Christianity. Accordingly, in many cases his criticism of education
is in fact directed at the phenomena of culture, just as, conversely,
the most penetrating thrust of his criticism of morality is doubtless
aimed at Christianity.

The fact that Nietzsche’s relationship to education and culture—
whose enthusiastic advocate he had been in the beginning—became
increasingly more critical is tied in a fundamental way to his relation-
ship to truth, a relationship that appears more and more strained
in each of his successive creative periods. Characteristic of this is
the early study “On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense” (1873),
which speaks of a nature that keeps “almost everything” of her se-
crets from mankind:

She threw away the key; and woe to that fateful curiosity that
might sometime be able to peer through a keyhole out and down
from the chamber of consciousness, and would then suspect that
the thing resting on all the mercilessness, greed, insatiability, and
murderousness in life is man himself, in the indifference of his ig-
norance, dreaming, as it were, on the back of a tiger. From where
in all the world do we get the drive for truth amid such a
constellation?'®

From this time on, even from this early phase of his thought, truth
for Nietzsche is nothing more than a pragmatic “peace treaty,” a
linguistic regulator that invents universally binding designations
for things in order to facilitate our orientation in the darkness of
the unknowable. Accordingly, as he states in the continuation of his
study, truth is nothing more than a “movable army of metaphors,
metonymies, and anthropomorphisms; in short, a summation of hu-
man relations,” which appeared to people as fixed and binding
through long usage, and were no longer perceived in terms of their
illusional nature.’® From this perspectivistic fragmentation of truth
we can trace a direct line in Nietzsche’s middle period to the note in
the Nachlaf that no longer views in “truth” anything more than “an
opinion of various errors regarding each other.”’” Man, however, is
that certain kind of being which cannot exist without this constella-

15. “On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense,” sec. 1.
16. Ibid.
17. Nachlafi (WM), sec. 595.
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tion of errors;'® for the average man shrinks back just as much from
the “terrible basic text homo natura” recorded within him as from the
chaotic sight of the world seen without illusion.'” In order to tolerate
the abyss of his own self, man produces for himself the “flattering
overpainting” of his humanistic self-analysis; to come to grips with
the chaos that is the “world,” he creates culture and education.
Thus Nietzsche already sees in his first attack on German educa-
tion—which he began with his lecture series “On the Future of Our
Educational Institutions” (1872)—two antagonistic drives at work:
“on the one hand, the drive toward the greatest possible broaden-
ing of education, on the other, the drive toward a lessening and
weakening of the same.”?* Moreover, the tension in this relationship
is scarcely alleviated by the fact that at the conclusion of the fifth
lecture he looks for the educational woes he has just described to be
overcome by a “preestablished harmony between the leader and the
led.” It is not without reason that he assures us in Ecce Homo that his
first attack was intended for the German educational system, which
he looked upon “even then with ruthiess disdain.”?’ Accordingly,
whoever takes this questionable educational path is threatened by
the “untragic death” resulting from being “crushed by a statue.”** In
the same sense Zarathustra also warns his disciples and admirers:
“Be careful that you are not crushed to death by a falling statue!”*
Much more dramatic in nature is Nietzsche’s critical encounter
with the “glittering phantom” culture, for the reason that for some
time the genius of “higher culture” seemed for Nietzsche to be em-
bodied in the figure of Richard Wagner. Just as it was through Wag-
ner that Nietzsche’s fascination at first expressed itself in the hope
for a renewed culture of the future, so the disappointment that Wag-
ner later brought about took the form of an ever more radical criti-
cism of culture. To be sure, Nietzsche holds on to an idealized under-
standing of culture up to the very end: like a pyramid, the dominant
image “culture” rises up from a “strongly and healthily consolidated
mediocrity”?*—to use the language of one of his later works. Yet at
the same time he realizes that it is with culture as it is with the
“glorious dream-birth of the Olympic gods”: only with their help

18. Ibid., sec. 493.

19. J, VII, sec. 230; FW, 111, sec. 109.

20. From the planned introduction (1871).

21. Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such Good Books”: The Untimely Ones, sec. 1.
22. “On the Future of Our Educational Institutions,” third lecture (1872).

23. Z, 1, “Of the Bestowing Virtue,” sec. 3.

24. A, sec. 57.
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did the Greeks learn to bear “the terrors and abominations of exis-
tence.”?® In view of this schism between greatness and illusion,
Nietzsche sees culture caught in the undertow of nihilism, so that he
only is able to make the single prognosis: “Our whole European
culture has for a long time now moved in a torture of tension which
increased from century to century as if bent on catastrophe: like a
stream flowing toward its end, which no longer pays heed to its
direction and is afraid to reflect, to deliberate.”?°

Nietzsche’s criticism of morality and religion—the latter for the
most part synonymous with Christianity—appears, on the other
hand, as a kind of exaggerated counterpart to that of culture and
education. Here also a clear downward slope prevails, which be-
comes especially apparent when we consider the conception of mo-
rality that underlies On the Genealogy of Morals. It is appropriate to
begin with this work, because Nietzsche always considered it his
business to inquire after the origin of moral judgments and value
determinations.?”” The answer, which obtrudes itself upon Nietzsche
after his attempt to decipher the “hieroglyphic text of the past of
human morality,” is radically pessimistic: it is the will to nothing-
ness, the disgust with life, the revolt against the most basic pre-
suppositions of life. Moreover, this will to nothingness must be con-
sidered the foremost requirement for moral judgments.?® For this
reason it is morality itself that has to be held primarily responsible
“if the greatest power and splendor in the type man is never at-
tained.”? For morality is not merely that sublimated form of life
“that itself cuts into life”;*° rather, with his notions of moral value
man has created for himself an ideal counterworld and world-be-
hind-this-world that condemns him to an existence of continuous
self-estrangement.®’ Thus morality is for Nietzsche, as he explains in
Ecce Homo, the “Circe of humanity,”>> which seduces us to a total

25. GT, sec. 3.

26. Nachlaf} (WM), sec. 2.

27. See, for example, MA, II/11, sec. 57; FW, 1V, sec. 335; Nachlafs (Die Unschuld des
Werdens, 11), sec. 875 (outline of a plan for the Second Book from 1886).

28. GM, Preface, sec. 7; 111, sec. 28.

29. Ibid., Preface, sec. 6.

30. Z, II, “On the Famous Wise Men”; IV, “The Leech.”

31. Wolff (Friedrich Nietzsche. Der Weg zum Nichts, p. 250) finds “this decisive thought
of the work” expressed chiefly in the third lecture, “Was bedeuten asketische Ideale?”
which according to him has its origin in the belatedly added fifth book of FW, “We
Fearless Ones.”

32. Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such Good Books,” sec. 5.
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suppression of the feeling for life; it is the renunciation of the will to
existence, or, more succinctly, “a sickness.”*

Nietzsche is convinced that morality in and of itself has as little
to do with religion as has the latter with morality; nevertheless the
“two descendants of the Jewish religion”—Christianity and Islam—
are “essentially moral religions.”>* Consequently in both religions,
and especially in Christianity, it is primarily that denial of life ex-
pressed as the essence of the divine which must be opposed; and “in
fact,” according to a note in the Nachlaf, “only the moral God has
been refuted.”>> This fragment, composed in the form of a dialogue,
is emphatic in its expression: “You call it the self-disintegration of
God: but it is only his moulting: he is shedding his moral skin! And
you shall see him again soon, beyond good and evil.”3¢

This passage signifies an important retreat in Nietzsche’s think-
ing, insofar as in it his criticism of morality and religion is in accord
with his criticism of Christianity. For he sees Christianity too, like
“all great things,” as involved in an “act of self-overcoming.” He
reasons: “After Christian veracity has come to one conclusion after
another, it will come finally to its most severe conclusion, its con-
clusion against itself.” Thus Christianity will perish from its own
“training in truth,” or, to speak concretely, from its morality.” The
prospect of this “great drama in a hundred acts which is reserved
for the next two centuries in Europe” hardly hinders Nietzsche, how-
ever, from keeping an eye open for additional strategies for destruc-
tion.*® He proceeds here in precisely the same manner as with his
criticism of morality and religion. The alleged “self-destruction” of
God, which represents for him but an early instance of the differenti-
ation between morality and religiosity, is merely additional stimulus
for him in carrying out the work of the destruction of the Christian
belief in God. At the same time, he reaches the point where his
struggle against morality—and especially against the “ascetic ideal”
—shifts definitively to criticism of religion.

Nietzsche may have received strong encouragement for this plan
in the thesis put forth by Heinrich Heine in his essay “On Religion

33. Nachlaf (WM), secs. 11, 273.

34. Ibid., sec. 146.

35. Nachlaf (Die Unschuld des Werdens, 1I), sec. 994.

36. Ibid., sec. 949.

37. GM, 111, sec. 27.

38. See further my Nietzsche article in Religionskritik von der Aufklirung bis zur Gegen-
wart, ed. Karl von Weger (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1979), pp. 241-47.
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and Philosophy in Germany” (1834), namely, that Kant in his attack
on the traditional proofs of the existence of God had been able to
refute only the cosmological and physico-theological arguments, but
not the ontological argument, which had been present long before
Anselm of Canterbury in Augustine’s treatise De libero arbitrio.*
Since Nietzsche has no hope of proceeding farther than Kant on the
path of analysis or speculation, he hits upon the colossal idea of
defeating the Christian belief in God with its own weapons. Thus in
The Gay Science he tells the parable of the “madman” who seeks to
bring about a change in belief after the fashion and style of the par-
ables of Jesus—only in the opposite direction.*® Accordingly, he has
this “madman”—a counterpart to the “fool” in Anselm’s argument in
the Proslogion—appear with a lantern in his hand among the godless
in the marketplace, so that after he had bewildered them with his
question “Whither has God gone?” he could shout his “God is dead”
in their faces.*’ The God who saw everything and by means of his
all-seeing gaze had shown himself to be the last moral court of ap-
peal for man, this God, according to the words of the “ugliest man”
in the masquerading procession at the end of Zarathustra, had to
“die.” And his reason: “Man cannot bear to have such a witness
alive.”*

III. The Contours of the Criticism

If this passage through the fields of Nietzsche’s criticism teaches us
anything, it is the continuous escalation of his critical intent. This
escalation reveals itself explicitly in the fact that as his involvement
as a critic increases, his readiness to form alternatives, or even
to permit them, clearly diminishes. For no matter how mercilessly
Nietzsche took the German educational establishment to task, his
reference to the repressive character of the existing educational sys-
tem was motivated by the desire to bring about a change for the
better—although we must view as questionable that incoherency
which in this particular instance caused him to speak in terms of

39. For further discussion, see my article “Nietzsches Kritik des christlichen Gottes-
begriffs und ihre theologischen Konsequenzen” (above, n. 10).

40. For further discussion, see my Theologische Sprachtheorie und Hermeneutik (Mu-
nich: Kosel, 1970), pp. 441-69, and Die Gleichnisse Jesu (Munich: Kosel, 1965).

41. See also my investigation “Gott ist tot”: Nietzsches Destruktion des christlichen Be-
wufitseins (Munich: Kosel, 1962).

42. Z, 1V, “The Ugliest Man.”
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“leaders and followers.”*®> Moreover, within the context of his criti-
cism of culture he has no hesitation, at the end of his critical under-
taking, about offering himself as an alternative: “And in all serious-
ness, no one before me knew the right way, the way upwards; it is
only beginning with me that there are again hopes, tasks, prescripti-
ble paths of culture—I am their joyful herald.”*

Finally, with the transition to the criticism of morality and religion,
a more far-reaching change takes place. It is as if his critical will were
taking the entire task upon itself. Yet this impression is not merely
accidental. Just as we saw with the exorbitant utterance from Ecce
Homo, when Nietzsche is dealing with the most significant subjects
it is a question of the identification of critic with criticism. But it is
precisely because Nietzsche now “fills out” the entire field of critical
encounter with his person that new alternatives become possible;
however, these no longer lie in the realm of emotionally neutral
counterpositions, but rather in the center of Nietzsche’s own will to
existence. A direct line can be traced from the claim to be opening up
new paths through himself, to the self-proclamation of the herald of
madness in which Nietzsche designates himself as the “successor to
the dead God” who did not dare to carry his own private egotism so
far as to be able to forego for its sake the creation of the new—
Dionysian—world.*® If we add to this the appellations of the herald
of madness in which Nietzsche alternately refers to himself as “Dio-
nysus” or as “The Crucified One,” we find confirmation for the
growing tendency of Nietzsche in his deranged state to identify him-
self with that which had previously been the target of his severest
polemic. Moreover, he now constitutes the alternative himself by ele-
vating that which he had previously passionately denied to the level
of content within his own-—shattering—existence.

Even if we merely illuminate the context to this extent, the criti-
cism practiced by Nietzsche gains, at least in its excessive forms, a
new and quite unexpected aspect. There, where he utters his most
decisive No, we suddenly find traces of a covert or overt affirmation.
Thus in its extreme intensity his criticism becomes, in a figurative
sense, a receptacle whose contours let us see the criticized object as
if it were in a hollow mold. This opens up the possibility of what is
at first a completely unsuspected interpretation, for the intensity of

43. “On the Future of Our Educational Institutions,” fifth lecture.

44. Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such Good Books”: Twilight of the Idols, sec. 2.

45. See, for example, the first part of his letter of 6 January 1889 to Jakob Burck-
hardt.
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Nietzsche’s criticism is not merely a measuring stick for that which
he perceived as the main content of the “No-saying, No-doing half”
of his life’s task,*® nor does it merely show us what challenged the
capacity of his critical faculties to react in any given case. Nietzsche’s
criticism rather, at least in its excessive forms, is intended to be un-
derstood and interpreted as a dialectical reflection of its targets. This
interpretation would—in Nietzsche’s own words—be only halfway
complete if we were merely to see in it his critical genius, the pas-
sion of his power to negate, and the intensity of his destructive will,
for such a view would fail to perceive the background Yes in his
foreground No. And with that it would perhaps overlook precisely
that quality on which Nietzsche himself, with his avowed feeling for
allusions and inexpressible connotations, presumably would have
placed the greatest value.

If we do not wish to forfeit this quality, then Nietzsche’s criticism,
notwithstanding our estimation of its critical-negative approach,
must be interpreted “reconstructively.” It also becomes necessary to
recognize once again in its “hollow mold” the outline of the object
of his negation. And not merely in order to do full justice to Nietz-
sche’s critical method. Rather, we must acknowledge the fact that his
criticism also possesses heuristic functions, for Nietzsche’s criticism
is as sensitive as it is severe. No matter how blindly—or filled with
blind rage—it lashes out in its severity, in its sensitiveness it is of-
ten imbued with an astounding clear-sightedness. As a consequence,
Nietzsche in using this critical approach feels his way forward from
a position far in advance of that possible with an affirmative ap-
proach to his subject. This cognitive quality has to be taken into
account in connection especially with his criticism of religion, for in
spite of all his passion and the relentlessness of his negation, it is
precisely here that he not infrequently succeeds in gaining insights
and perceptions that encroach upon the limits of theological under-
standing. To cite but two examples: Who would have been capable of
developing an understanding of the parable, at a time when theo-
logical interpretation was for the most part entangled in the concept
of allegory, that could have vied with that documented in his own
parable of the “madman”?* And who, after Nicholas of Cusa, would

46. Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such Good Books”: Beyond Good and Evil, sec. 1.

47. See further the assessment by Adolf Jiilicher in his monumental work Die Gleich-
nisreden Jesu (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1910); also my study “Gott ist tot”: Nietzsches Destruktion
des christlichen Bewufitseins (above, n. 41), which is continued in Die Gleichnisse Jesu
(above, n. 40).
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have emphasized once again the motif of the “allseeing God” with
such vehemence?*®

One final factor, however, carries more weight than all these heu-
ristic references. For in the existential encounter that at times drives
Nietzsche the critic of religion almost to the point of identification it
becomes apparent that the “material” of religion cannot be treated as
if it were of neutral value, as an object among objects, but only in
relation to a personal state of inner disquietude. It was not without
good reason that Rudolf Bultmann compared the cognitive situation
that arises when we deal with religious subject matter with that in-
volved in the investigation of microphysical processes, in which the
observing subject comes into play as a factor by himself constituting
an object.*” But here he was merely repeating on a theoretical level
what Jean Paul long before had declared to be the “intention” he
was pursuing with the “vision of terror” in his “Speech of the Dead
Christ”:

I also intend with my writing to strike fear into the heart of a few
Masters of Arts, either now lecturing or who have lectured in the
past; for truly these people, now that they have been elevated
from the status of building-slaves in the construction of dikes and
the shoring up of excavations for critical philosophy to that of paid
workers, ponder the existence of God as cold-bloodedly and cold-
heartedly as if we were talking about the existence of the kraken
or the unicorn.”

That, however, is the language of an affirmative mode of thought
that has religious experience on its side. In Nietzsche, on the other
hand, a voice is raised that concurs in this experience—but from the
point of view of criticism. And he underscores this concurrence with
his most suggestive metaphors. After the “madman” has proclaimed

48. In this sense, the chapter of Zarathustra entitled “The Ugliest Man” has to be
seen and evaluated in terms of Cusa’s De visione Dei. The conclusion of my article
“Nietzsches Kritik des christlichen Gottesbegriffs und ihre theologischen Konsequen-
zen” (above, n. 10) points out further such cross-references.

49. In his article “Zum Problem der Entmythologisierung” Bultmann emphasizes
that modern science has come by means of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle to rec-
ognize that “the object being observed is already disfigured or modified in some way
by the observer himself” (Glauben und Verstehen. Gesammelte Aufsitze, vol. 4 [Ttibingen:
Mohr, 1965], 129).

50. Johann Paul Friedrich Richter, “Rede des toten Christus vom Weltgebaude
herab, dafl kein Gott sei,” in Siebenkis, erstes Blumenstiick; also Walther Rehm, Jean
Paul—Dostojewski. Eine Studie zur dichterischen Gestaltung des Unglaubens (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962), pp. 5-53.
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his terrible tidings of the death of God, he impresses his stunned
audience with the consequences of this “greatest of modern events”
by asking them: “What did we do when we unchained this earth
from her sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving?
Away from all suns? Are we not falling continually? And backwards,
sideways, forwards, to every side?””!

No one has ever spoken more suggestively of the loss resulting
from the “death of God.” In these questions is revealed the experi-
ence of that criticism which had been working its way up to this
“death.” But in doing so it has already left its critical function far
behind. To appreciate fully the significance of this we must follow it
into another realm.

51. FW, 111, sec. 125.



II. The Case against Apolitical
Morality: Nietzsche’s Interpretation
of the Jewish Instinct

Harry Neumann

“How can one today still concede so much to the naiveté of Chris-
tian theologians that one joins them in decreeing that the develop-
ment of the notion of God, from ‘God of Israel,’ from a political god
(Volksgott) to the Christian God constitutes progress?”

—The Antichrist

Although Nietzsche welcomed the modern Jew’s eagerness to end
his nomadic existence, the eternal wandering of the galut, he be-
lieved that it arose from the weakening of the Jewish instinct.*! The
willingness to find a home in Europe, especially in Germany, fol-
lowed upon Napoleonic destruction of the ghettos in which the ex-
iled Jews had continued to await the messiah who would restore
their political integrity by rebuilding their ancestral Temple on its
ancestral site in Jerusalem and by reestablishing the prescribed tribal
sacrifices in it; until that messianic restoration they chose to live in
ghettos segregated from the (moral-political) abomination of gentile
life. Millennia of persecution could not deprive what Shylock still
called “our sacred nation” of its messianic zeal. Nietzsche considered
it the goal of the Jewish instinct. By calling it an instinct he inten-
tionally abstracted from Jewish piety. Instincts are shared by all ani-
mals—they do not distinguish men from beasts—yet Nietzsche per-
ceived instinct as central to human life: “Every mistake in every
sense is a consequence of degeneration of instinct, of the degener-
ation of the will: one could almost define what is bad in this way.
Everything good is instinct.”?

*The research for this paper was assisted by a grant from the Earhart Foundation
and the John Brown Cook Association for Freedom.

1. ], sec. 251. Translations from Nietzsche are those of the author.

2. G, “The Four Great Errors,” sec. 2; FW, sec. 11; Z, I, “On the Despisers of the
Body”; A, sec. 6.
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Proper instincts are acquired through millennia of brutal, tyrannic
imposition of a morality that then becomes self-evident to those so
educated: “Everything good is inherited: what is not inherited is im-
perfect, is a mere beginning.”> The main human problem is to attain
“the perfected autonomy of instinct—this presupposition of every
mastery, of every kind of perfection in the art of life.”* Nietzsche
prized the Jewish instinct as a more developed form of this mastery
than that possessed by other European peoples.” Characteristically
Nietzsche finds this instinct’s most revealing aspect in the uncondi-
tional obedience to parents: “To honor father and mother and even
in the depths of the soul to be obedient to their will.”® Like most
modern men, he abstracts, as he must, from the most essential ele-
ment of Judaism, its piety. He discovers Judaism'’s core in the human
experience central to it, not in the divine commandment that calls
forth that experience.

Nietzsche believed that the Jews originally worshiped their exclu-
sive tribal gods, and particularly their chief war god, whose main job
was insurance of victory over enemies. The existence of those gods
was disproved in the only way gods could be disproved in that radi-
cally political world: by military defeat and the subsequent destruc-
tion of their temples.7 Prior to such catastrophe, the worth of one’s
gods appeared self-evident, subject to doubt only by madmen or
fools. To its devotees, this piety had nothing to do with faith or
belief. It informed a way of life in which the main concern—the piety
that unified the nation—was experienced as self-evident truth. This
political piety left no room for the serious philosophic or scientific
questions that became possible only with its discreditation by de-
feat and the destruction of its temples. All moralities or religions
informed by this disestablishment naturally are experienced as faith
in something questionable, something open to philosophic-scientific
inquiry.

Once the certainties of the old tribal or civic piety are lost, poli-
tics no longer can escape “the police supervision of doubt,” however
desperately partisans may cling to the self-evidence of some pious
truth.® Most men dread the rootless, aimless lives forced upon them

3. G, “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man,” secs. 47 and 39; ], secs. 188, 229-30, 264;
GM, 11

4. A, secs. 57-59.

5. M, sec. 205; J, sec. 251.

6. Z, 1, “On the Thousand and One Goals.”

7. A, sec. 25; FW, sec. 136.

8. FW, sec. 344.
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by the discrediting of tribal-civic piety. This dread was responsible
for the Jewish denial that destruction of their temple disproved the
existence of their gods; instead, they claimed that their defeat and
enslavement were god’s way of testing or punishing them. In time
that same god would empower the messiah to reestablish their tribal
sacrifices in their temple. However, a god capable of effecting this
miraculous resurrection no longer could be merely concerned with
his own people. “Formerly he had only his own people (Volk), his
chosen people. Then he, just as his people, went wandering into
foreign places . . . that great cosmopolitan.”” He became the one god
of all men; the tribal piety of victorious Judaism was transformed into
the monotheism of defeated Judaism:

A people that still believes in itself, still has its own god. In him

it reverses the conditions by means of which it is victorious, its vir-
tues. . . . Such a god must know how to help and harm, must be
able to be a friend and an enemy—one admired both his good and
his terrifying qualities. The antinatural castration of a god to a god
merely of good qualities would be undesirable here. . . . What
would be the use of a god who was not even alive to the delightful
ardeurs of victory and annihilation of enemies? . . . To be sure,
when a people is destroyed; when it feels the irrevocable disap-
pearance of its faith in its future, its hope for its freedom . . . then
its god becomes a god for everyone, becomes a private person, a
cosmopolitan. Formerly he represented a people (Voik), the
strength of a people, everything aggressive and thirsty for power in
the soul of a people: now he is merely the good god.®

Although victorious Judaism had one main war-god, it acknowl-
edged that other peoples had their gods and it itself had various
lesser gods.!! This polytheism was a luxury that defeated Judaism no
longer could afford: what was desperately required was an omnipo-
tent god who could create ex nihilo, transforming ultimate political
annihilation and degradation into salvation. Since this god could not
be limited by anything outside himself, he must be the one omnipo-
tent god. Beside him there is only the nothingness out of which he
creates whatever he wills. Nietzsche interpreted that nothingness as
the cosmic reflection of the emptiness experienced by Jews when
defeat discredited their ancestral gods, the guarantors of their politi-

9. A, sec. 17.
10. Ibid., sec. 16.
11. FW, sec. 143; Baruch Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 2, 15, 17.
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cal integrity who defined their morality. In their radically political
world that emptiness meant slavery or suicide.'”> However, Jewish
invention of omnipotent monotheism permitted them to interpret
the ultimate degradation, the destruction of their Temple in Jerusa-
lem, as divine providence.

This desperate invention sprang from “the deepest political in-
stinct (Volks-Instinkt), the toughest will to live that ever existed on
earth.”"® That will’s toughness sprang from the realization that life is
nothing for men deprived of their political integrity: “If I forget thee,
O Jerusalem!”!*

In the rebirth demanded by that tenacious will to live, the Jewish
mission no longer could be what it most wanted to be, that is, deeply
tribal. Now it was compelled to be global, since divine omnipotence
must control the whole universe—otherwise it could not bring the
Jews back to Jerusalem, transmuting defeat into victory. Obviously
this new piety could be held only by blind, desperate faith in ex nihilo
creation. Prior to the destruction of their Temple, Jews had experi-
enced no need for such faith. In their old polytheism, military virtue
corresponded to the role played in monotheistic Judaism by the will
to believe. The main work of the warriors was also the main work of
their gods: the destruction of enemies. Only with defeat did peaceful
priests seem better than the warriors celebrated by the old warrior
piety, for the omnipotent god valued humility and meekness over
manly pride. The priests who interpreted that deity’s will naturally
were preferred to the now defeated warriors.'”

Written by those priests, the Bible, from Nietzsche’s point of view,
is the record not of what actually happened, but of what omnipotent
monotheism needed in order to transform defeat into victory.'® After
the defeat of one’s tribal or civic gods, the alternative to this falsifica-
tion of one’s past is political suicide or slavery; confronted with this
alternative the Jews, according to Nietzsche, chose a life grounded in
lies. Nietzsche interprets this preference as the ground of all subse-
quent politics, a politics separated from religion: “The Jews created
that miracle of an inversion of values thanks to which life on earth

12. FW, sec. 136.

13. A, sec. 27.

14. Ps. 137.

15. A, secs. 16-17; cf. Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 17: “After its destruction
and reestablishment, the Jewish state was a mere shadow of the first state, for the high
priests had usurped the rights of the tribal military commanders.”

16. A, secs. 26-27, 54-58; ], sec. 38, WM, sec. 481.
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has acquired a new and dangerous charm for a few millennia. . . .
The slave-rebellion in morality begins with them.”"”

Nietzsche’s Jesus drew the radically apolitical consequences of the
discrediting of the old polytheism. Open to everything because noth-
ing is foreign to him, he has lost the capacity to experience the
distinction at the heart of serious politics, the distinction between
friends and enemies, between his own and what is hostile to it.!®
Only Israel’s original warrior piety justified that distinction by which
serious politics stands or falls.

For Jesus, no enemies—and therefore no politics—exist because
military defeat has deprived his people of the pious ties that made
them a people, not a group of random, independent individuals.
Jesus’ radical lack of discrimination precludes awareness of any cru-
cial distinctions between man and man and even between god and
man, heaven and earth: the kingdom of heaven is here and now
within oneself as soon as one becomes alive to the consequences of
military defeat for the old political piety. Nietzsche’s Jesus refuses to
discriminate between slave and freeman, male and female, Jew and
gentile, wisdom and ignorance, life and death, noble and base:

The glad tidings are precisely that opposites no longer exist; the
kingdom of heaven belongs to the children; the faith that makes it-
self heard here is no faith obtained through struggle—it is here, it
exists from the beginning; it is, as it were, an infantilism that has
retreated into the spiritual . . . a retarded puberty caused by degen-
eration. . . . This kind of faith is not angry, does not condemn,
does not defend itself: it does not bring “the sword”—it cannot
even imagine how it might one day be divisive. It does not prove it-
self, either by miracle or by reward and promise or even “by scrip-
ture”: it itself is in every moment its own miracle, reward, proof, its
“kingdom of god.” . . . It stands outside all religion, history, sci-
ence, all experience of the world, all knowledge, all politics, all psy-
chology, all books, all art—its knowledge is pure foolishness pre-
cisely about the existence of such things. . . . Such a teaching
cannot contradict. It cannot even grasp that other teachings exist or
can exist.'?

17. ], sec. 195.

18. Cf. Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political, ed. and trans. George Schwab (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1976), pp. 27-36, 53-55, 69-105; WM, sec.
218; Z, 11, “On Immaculate Perception”; Plato Republic 335B-336A.

19. A, sec. 32.
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In a passage suppressed by his sister, Nietzsche describes Jesus as
an idiot—using the word in its ancient meaning, according to which
an idiot (idiotés) is a private person, a man with no tribal or civic
gods, and therefore no politics, of his own.?’ Such people—mere
human beings or persons—seemed slavish or infantile on the ancient
polytheism’s radically political horizon. To escape this idiotic fate the
Jews interpreted it as a temporary divine punishment, which would
be terminated when their messiah restored their political integrity by
rebuilding their ancestral Temple on its ancestral site in Jerusalem. In
opposition to Jesus, the Jews did not see their recourse to monothe-
ism as an end in itself: it was a means to restore their warrior piety.
Unable to bear the thought of perpetual enslavement, they invented
an omnipotent redeemer. Yet if this redeemer exists, nothing can
exist outside him: omnipotence cannot be limited. Jesus” infantilism
was incapable of experiencing anything as foreign or hostile to its
kingdom of god. Only their old warrior gods, not their new omnipo-
tent deus ex machina, could justify the Jews’ political life, their contin-
ued concern with themselves as a people opposed potentially or ac-
tually to other peoples.

Since the monotheism needed to restore the old political polythe-
ism reduces everything, including that polytheism, to nothing, it
cannot restore the old warrior piety. Under monotheism, nothing is
more than a toy to be willfully created or destroyed by divine omnip-
otence. Nothing is serious because politics no longer is serious. Ap-
parently, omnipotent monotheism can do anything except create a
world in which warring political gods can be taken seriously; at best,
such a creation would be childish amusement.?!

Contrary to Nietzsche’s Jesus, his Paul loathed the idiotic conse-
quences of the discrediting of his people’s tribal piety. In a monothe-
istic world, the only choice is between political suicide and some
form of infantilism. According to Nietzsche, Paul wanted revenge
against the victorious enemies who had forced this absurd choice
upon his people. Indeed, he wanted to make everything political or
victorious seem ungodly, and thus he originated the contemporary
democratic usage of “political” as a term of reproach. Nietzsche in-
terpreted him as the originator of the most powerful expression of

20. A, secs. 29-31; cf. Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 19: “The Christian reli-
gion was not taught at first by kings but by private persons. . . . among the Hebrews
things were very differently arranged: for their church began at the same time as their
dominion, and Moses, their monarch, taught religion to the people, arranged their
sacred rites and chose their priests” (tr. Elwes).

21. Z, 1, “On the Three Metamorphoses”; Schmitt (above, n. 18), pp. 53 and 98.
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the spirit of revenge (Geist der Rache), the drive that informs all
human or cosmopolitan, as distinct from political, thought.?* Paul
realized that the destruction of polytheism could not eliminate the
political passions whose goals that polytheism had sanctified. Those
passions, especially the need to escape the infantilism fostered by
monotheism, want vengeance against a world that degrades them to
mere superstition or “racism.”

To gain that revenge, Paul consciously falsified the meaning of Je-
sus’ life:* he created Christianity according to which military victory,
political greatness, was hellish. Thus he dragged his victorious ene-
mies down to the hell into which defeat had cast his people. Paul
shared Jesus’ insight that Jewish messianic dreams were negated by
the monotheism needed to actualize them. However, his determina-
tion to avenge the defeat responsible for monotheism precluded Je-
sus’ infantile harmony with it. For Paul, monotheistic devaluation of
politics was a way to vengeance, not a way of life.

Some Christian or post-Christian form of monotheism, and with it
the death of serious politics, has triumphed everywhere during the
last two millennia. If isolated pockets of warrior piety exist today its
adherents are pitied as “backward” or “underdeveloped” peoples,
that is, people whose “sexist,” “chauvinist,” or “racist” prejudices
require replacement by Christian or pacifist ideals. The Jews, and
only the Jews, never were reconciled to this replacement; they re-
mained aware of the terrifying emptiness of apolitical, cosmopolitan
solutions. Nietzsche believed that the Jewish instinct constituted by
this awareness prevented wholehearted acceptance of any religious
or secularized monotheism. For the Jews, monotheism never was
more than a means to return to polytheism’s serious (political) world.

Prior to what Nietzsche diagnosed as the dying of their radically
political instincts, the Jews insisted upon living in ghettos segregated
from the emptiness, the lack of seriousness, of Christian-cosmopoli-
tan regimes. Unlike contemporary opponents of “segregation” or
“discrimination” who denounce their ghettos, the Jews demanded
ghetto segregation so long as their yearning for political regeneration
had not lost its pious flame.

Nietzsche knew that the Jewish instinct always had been in danger
of losing itself to monotheism’s apolitical orientation. Both “rational”
persuasion and horrible persecution joined to weaken that instinct’s
desperate clinging to its impossible goal. The weakening by persua-

22. A, sec. 58; WM, sec. 765; Z, II, “On Child and Marriage”; FW, secs. 359-70; “An

Spinoza,” MusA, XX, 129.
23. A, secs. 40-49.
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sion was never very successful until after the American and Napole-
onic “liberation” of the ghettos; however, Nietzsche insisted that it
already had been responsible for the falsification of Jewish history in
most of the Old Testament and all of the New Testament.?* Since the
destruction of the Temple, Judaism’s hallmark has been the conflict
between this alien tendency to interpret it as essentially apolitical
and cosmopolitan and the Jewish instinct’s subordination of mono-
theism to the restoration of its old warrior piety. That alien, “ratio-
nalist” tendency to reject the depth of instinct linking Jews to their
ancient polytheism never was stronger or more persuasive than in
Spinoza, the last Jewish philosopher.

Nietzsche noted that Spinoza advised abandonment of the Jewish
instinct precisely because monotheistic omnipotence cannot be lim-
ited by any morality, especially by the warrior piety that it was in-
vented to restore: “How can Spinoza’s position, his denial and re-
jection of all morality, be understood? It was a consequence of his
theodicy!”®® Spinoza defended omnipotent freedom’s monotheism
against limitation by any political—and therefore exclusive—piety.?
More knowledgeable about Judaism than most modern Jews (and
gentiles), he identified it heart and soul with tribal, not cosmopoli-
tan, piety.”” Moreover, he agreed with the Jews that morality or poli-
tics (which the Jews, like all pre-Christians, did not distinguish) is
possible only in a polytheist world of warring political gods, not in a
monotheist world of brotherly love:

[Jesus” words] were spoken to men who were oppressed, who
lived in a corrupt commonwealth on the brink of ruin, where jus-
tice was utterly neglected. The Christian doctrine inculcated just
before the destruction of Jerusalem was also taught by Jeremiah
before the first destruction of Jerusalem. . . . However, Moses,
who did not write in times of oppression but—mark this—
founded a well-ordered regime . . . ordained that an eye be given
for an eye. . . . Jesus’ and Jeremiah’s teaching concerning submis-
sion to injuries is only valid in places where justice is neglected
.. not in a well-ordered regime.?

24. Ibid., secs. 25-27; GM, Il1I, sec. 22.

25. WM, sec. 410.

26. GM, 11, sec. 15; Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 16; Political Treatise, 2; Leo
Strauss, Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, trans. E. M. Sinclair (New York: Schocken, 1965),
pp. 231-38, 302 (n. 302).

27. Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 3, 5, 7, 12, 17-19; A, secs. 17, 25; Strauss
(above, n. 26), p. 18.

28. Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 7; cf. ibid., 17: “The love of the Jews for
their own country was not only patriotism, but also piety, and was cherished and
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Although Spinoza agreed that genuine morality was possiblz only
in the world of the old Jewish warrior piety, the dread of monothe-
ism’s infantilism was weak or nonexistent in his soul. This weakness
is responsible for the lack of depth discerned by Nietzsche in Spi-
noza and in all men unable to grasp why clinging desperately to
Jewish messianic hopes, however impossible their realization, re-
veals a rare awareness of the human problem, rare at least in re-
gimes founded on cosmopolitan (apolitical) principles. Nietzsche in-
terpreted Jesus’ infantilism as the radicalization of this shallowness.

Spinoza knew that serious political-moral cares were possible only
under the ancestral Jewish piety. Consequently he also knew that the
Jewish instinct, a political will par excellence, required subordination
of all life to its warrior piety. This piety necessarily hated scientific-
philosophic cosmopolitanism for the same reason that it hated Chris-
tianity, the pacifist way of Jesus’ infantilism.* Spinoza’s attachment
to his form of (scientific) cosmopolitanism was responsible for his
attempt to liberalize, that is, depoliticize, Judaism. The heart of his
liberalization has been elimination of the Jew’s instinctual yearning
for regeneration of his ancestral gods who were discredited by de-
struction of their Temple in Jerusalem.? Like all contemporary “liber-
ation” movements, Spinoza’s liberalism insisted that there was pri-
vate, apolitical morality as well as political morality; indeed, Spinoza
and those “liberators” teach the primacy of private—individual—
rights over political duties.

Spinoza never could persuade genuine (orthodox) Jews to aban-

nurtured by daily rites till, like their hatred of other nations, it passed into their na-
ture. . . . Thus the heart of the Jews was strengthened to bear all things for their
country with extraordinary constancy and bravery. . . . Never so long as Jerusalem
stood could they endure to remain under foreign domination. . . . Poverty was no-
where more endurable than in a country where duty to one’s fellow-citizen was prac-
ticed with the utmost piety. . . . Thus Jews were nowhere so well off as in their own
country; outside its limits they met with nothing but loss and disgrace.”

29. Ibid., 11 (end).

30. Ibid., Preface: “The law revealed by god to Moses was merely the law of the
individual Hebrew republic and therefore was binding on none but Hebrews, and not
even on Hebrews after the downfall of their nation.” Cf. ibid., 19: “After the destruc-
tion of the Hebrew dominion, revealed religion ceased to have the force of law; for as
soon as the Jews were forced to transfer their allegiance to the king of Babylon, their
kingdom of God and divine right ceased to exist.” See also ibid., 12, where Spinoza
notes the Bible’s prudent silence on “what became of the Ark of the Covenant, for
there is no doubt that it was destroyed together with the Temple; yet there was noth-
ing which the Jews considered more sacred or held in greater reverence. ... We
[Christians or philosophers] must not say that the word of god suffered in like man-
ner, else we shall be like the Jews, who said that the Temple which would then be the
Temple of god had perished in the flames.”
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don their messianic fervor and, therefore, their ghettos. The alter-
native was too degrading for their radically political yearning. The
centrality of that yearning links (orthodox) Judaism with Socratic-
Platonic thought, however implausible this linkage may seem to
most “platonic” scholars. Like the mission of Nietzsche’s chief en-
emy, Socrates (or Plato), “the mission of the Jews always was to
bring a people to reason.” In the decisive sense, as Nietzsche real-
ized, this mission is more Socratic than Nietzschean. But Socrates
both needed and fought the warrior piety for whose restoration Jews
alone always longed; he saw that this piety (in his case, his ances-
tral Athenian polytheism) gave his philosophy its direction and its
seriousness.

The heart of Nietzsche’s opposition to modern classical scholarship
is his awareness of its blindness to Socrates’ deep need for the Athe-
nian piety that condemned him to death. Lacking, as moderns do,
the narrow political piety provided by birth into pre-Christian re-
gimes, modern scholars cannot be alive to Socrates’ debt to what
Nietzsche called his herd instinct.>!

Nietzsche rightly notes that the herd instinct always provides herd
members with one central care, however differently that care may be
interpreted in different bestial or human herds. That care concerns
the right way of life, how best to live—in short, the moral-political
care. Generally this care is informed by the regnant orthodoxy (in-
stinct) of one’s particular herd. Socrates turned that care into a ques-
tion whose answer was not self-evident (as it usually is to champions
of the going orthodoxy), and spent his life trying unsuccessfully to
answer that question. In this crucial sense, his life served his (Athe-
nian) herd instinct by trying to answer its main question. Nietzsche
insisted that all pre-Nietzschean thought served the instinct of the
thinker’s herd: the conscious or unconscious aim of “the famous wise
men” was to answer the main question of their respective herds, the
question of how best to live. The heart of pre-Nietzschean thought
was political (and therefore moral or religious).

The primacy of politics and the political question cannot be estab-
lished by any philosophic-scientific inquiry. Rather, it is revealed by
the same herd instinct that inspires the faith that men live in a world
that exists independently of their experience of it. No rational in-
quiry can show that the so-called “external” world exists indepen-

31. Z, 1I, “On the Famous Wise Men”; Harry Neumann, “The Beginning of Wis-
dom” (to be published) and his review of Bernd Magnus'’s Nietzsche’s Existential Impera-
tive in The Independent Journal of Philosophy, 3 (1979), 139-41.
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dently of one’s experience—or, for that matter, that one’s “internal”
self possesses this independent reality.

Socrates saw that the herd instinct that reveals an independently
existing world and self is not democratic: it presents a (aristocra-
tic) hierarchy of concerns or questions, primarily the moral-political
question. Denial of this question’s priority means denial of the whole
political (or herd-instinct) orientation, including the faith that one’s
“internal” self and the “external” world exist independently of one’s
experience.

That apolitical denial of the herd-instinct orientation is at the heart
of Nietzsche’s nihilism. The nihilist denies that anything (this table,
that tree, his self, the law of contradiction,® and so forth) is any-
thing but his experiences, mere impressions as Hume called them.
There is nothing “in” things (or “behind” or “above” them) that
gives them a reality apart from immediate experience—whether this
experience be that of a fish, an infant, or a Socrates.*® The herd-
instinct faith in such an existence (apart from experience) is a faith in
“beings,” things that exist in themselves, as opposed to what might
be called mere “things” (or nothings) without any intrinsic being.*
Nihilists recognize only things or nothings but no beings. The first
(and last) sentence of Stirner’s The Ego and Its Own summarizes the
nihilist, and therefore apolitical, core of Stirner and Nietzsche: “I
have based my reality on nothing” (“Ich hab” mein Sach’ auf Nichts
gestellt”).

Aware that he himself was radically nihilist, indeed “Europe’s first
perfect nihilist,” Nietzsche insisted that truth led to despair, not
to messianic redemption or to happiness: “Those who really have
looked into the heart (Wesen) of things—they are the knowers. . . .
Knowledge kills action, action needs the veil of illusion. . . . Real
knowledge, insight into the horrible truth, outweighs any motive for
action.”* Realization of the horrible (because radically apolitical)
truth destroys life, a life grounded in the illusions of common (or
political) sense, the instincts of one’s herd: “Not doubt but certainty
drives men insane. . . . We all fear the truth.”** Nietzsche invented

32. WM, secs. 507, 515-16; Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche (Pfullingen: Neske, 1961), I,
508-616.

33. WM, secs. 556, 481; FW, sec. 57; Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 16.

34. Plato Republic 511D; Aristotle Physics 193a1-10.

35. GT, sec. 7 (end); WM, Preface (sec. 3) and sec. 25; Heidegger (above, n. 32), I,
436-37; 11, 281-83.

36. Ecce Homo, “Why I Am So Clever,” sec. 4; WM, sec. 598; Z, IV, “On Science” and
“The Shadow”; Heidegger (above, n. 32), I, 531 and 581.
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the superman, his version of Israel’s messiah, to appease the same
fear of truth’s radically idiotic horror that compelled the Jews to live
on messianic hope.””

Nietzsche interpreted both Socratic questioning and Jesus’ infantil-
ism as consistent efforts to appease that politically inspired fear of
truth. Socratic questioning is political at heart because it is informed
by the priority of the herd instinct’s main concern. The Socratic ques-
tioner understands himself as enslaved to the herd whose instincts
give meaning and direction to his questioning.

Nietzsche commanded a rare insight into the deeply political
orientation of the Socratic enterprise. In terms of the cave image
in Plato’s Republic (511D-517C), nobody, including Socratic philos-
ophers, ever really leaves the cave to look directly at the sun, the
idea of the good. The Socratic’s relation to that real, self-subsisting
good is guaranteed by his faith or trust in its reality, a faith inspired
by his herd instinct. The instincts of his herd teach every herd mem-
ber that his chief concern is securing what is good for him. Insofar as
he remains a pious herd member and not a questioning, Socratic
one, he wholeheartedly accepts some form (there sometimes are op-
posing forms) of his regime’s regnant orthodoxy about what is good
for him. Far more than modern “liberated” Jews, Nietzsche knew
that Judaism’s messianic longing—its deepest stratum—is for a re-
gime in which Jews again can be pious herd members in this sense.

Although Socratic herd members question the goodness of their
herd’s political orthodoxies, they never forget what they owe to their
herd: it is responsible for their fundamental conviction, the faith
that the question of the good life is the crucial question and, conse-
quently, that political philosophy is not one “field” or “discipline”
among many. For the same reason politics is central and not one
human activity among many. To demote it to one of many essentially
equal human or “cultural” activities is to reduce the question (or
care) at the core of serious politics, the question of how best to live,
to a question of “ethics” (or political or moral science) among other
equally important questions of “cultural fields” such as science, hu-
manities, stamp-collecting, or religion. On a Socratic horizon, nihil-
ism is precisely this apolitical demotion, not the throwing of bombs or
the assertion that nothing exists or the denial of external and inter-
nal reality—for these more sensational things are mere consequences
of that demotion. Both require membership in a sacred political,
and therefore noncosmopolitan, community. The hallmark of such a

37. Above, n. 31.
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community is the identity of politics, religion, and morality in it.
There can be no Aristotelian division of moral and philosophic vir-
tue or modern opposition between private and public or political
morality. Such divisions or oppositions presuppose that men have a
life—often their most important life—apart from the sacred ties of
birth linking them to their tribes or cities. The necessary, if not suf-
ficient, condition of being either Socratic or Jewish is membership
in a community whose warrior piety precludes these divisions or
oppositions.

Without the faith inspired by one’s herd instinct, men (and beasts)
are nihilist. Socrates owed his escape from nihilism to his rootedness
in the Athenian herd whose goodness he questioned and who finally
killed him for that questioning. In this sense his worst enemy (the
Athenians who killed him) was also his best friend.

Socratic thought resembles the original Jewish political piety for
which birth, familial-political rootedness, determines whether one
is divine or human or a mixture of both. Contrast this emphasis
on birth with Genesis (3:22) where God, agreeing with the serpent,
complains that Adam has “become as one of us” (gods) because Ad-
am’s disobedience made him knowledgeable about good and evil.
Here being or becoming a god has nothing to do with birth. Divin-
ity’s core is the apolitical, immoral resolve to defy the authority
(“god”) dominant in one’s herd. The resultant knowledge is not of
some moral truth or reality outside of one’s own will, as Socrates, on
the basis of his herd-instinct faith, believed the true good is. Socrates
questioned the claim that the Athenian gods constituted that ulti-
mate, independently existing source of morality; he did not question
the Athenian faith that such a source, the idea of the good as he
called it, existed even if it were impossible to grasp adequately.

Genesis’ “knowledge of good and evil” is in reality the radically
apolitical will to be free and independent, to recognize no moral
authority outside of one’s own nihilist will, a will limited quite liter-
ally by nothing. No wonder that the apotheosis of this apolitical will-
fulness is the biblical god’s creation of all reality out of nothing.

Because he is nihilist will, Genesis” God constitutes rejection of
politics and political privilege, the privileges of birth common to Soc-
rates and his pious Athenian accusers. He has no parents, no family
or herd out of which he was born. No herd-instinct faith guides his
creation ex nihilo. He must create and think ex nihilo because he expe-
rienced no birth or, perhaps, as Mephisto in Goethe’s Faust suggests,
he is born ex nihilo, “that great cosmopolitan” of Nietzsche’s Anti-
christ (sec. 17). His omnipotent cosmopolitanism can do anything
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except what the defeated Jews, in their desperation, required of him:
restoration of their ancestral polytheism in their Jerusalem Temple—
the earthly not the heavenly Jerusalem!

Anybody can become a biblical god as God and the serpent define
divinity in Genesis (3:22). It has nothing to do with birth, with being
born into an exclusive sacred tribe or city. The sole prerequisite is
nihilist liberation from such exclusive ties and from the “racist,” “sex-
ist,” and “chauvinist” “prejudices” created by the bellicose gods
sanctifying those ties. This biblical divinity liberates men from more
than the piety into which Socrates was born and whose worth he
questioned. Genesis’ God negates the very possibility of Socratic
questioning. Nietzsche rightly insisted that Socrates’ thought, his
radically political philosophy, is rooted in faith in the instincts of his
Athenian herd. That thought is meaningless if those instincts are
illusory. Consequently the job of Socratic or political philosophy in
any herd is twofold: (1) to investigate the validity of that particular
herd’s answer to the question of the good life, but also (2) to protect
the instincts of the herd against nihilist rejection of their validity. The
second requirement would make Socrates champion the this-worldly
Jewish messianic enterprise against Christianity’s merely heavenly
Jerusalem; for the same reason, it sparks Nietzsche’s ultimate prefer-
ence for Christianity over Judaism.

Nietzsche noted that modern intellectuals, whether humanists or
scientists, usually are democratic and egalitarian, opposed to dis-
criminatory, aristocratic emphasis on the privileges of birth. In this
spirit Hitler once complained that the Kaiser was born with the Iron
Cross around his neck, while ordinary soldiers had to risk their lives
to earn it. Similar complaints often are leveled against England’s
queen. Such rejections of the rights of birth would eliminate not only
Prussian kaisers and English queens, but all Socratic (nonnihilist)
thought. They would reduce life to an apolitical reality in which
nothing has a being of its own and, most importantly, in which no
moral limits exist except by tyrannic fiat. For one learns of those
limits by birth, by being born into a particular (noncosmopolitan)
herd whose instincts supply the faith that they exist. Just as not
everyone could become a god of Greek mythology (as distinct from
Genesis’s God), so not everyone can become Socratic. In both cases
the prerequisite is birth, being piously rooted in the instincts of one’s
particular herd. Precisely this particular, political rootedness is un-
dermined in modern regimes informed by Christian or post-Chris-
tian (humanitarian) cosmopolitanism. Yet this essential particularity

7
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is the most Socratic aspect of the Platonic problem of participation,
the question of the relation of particulars to universals or ideas.

Radically political, the Platonic problem of participation cannot se-
riously arise in the souls of citizens of modern regimes in which the
legitimacy of politics” exclusive ties is derived from universal ties or
rights (the rights of man, for example). (Orthodox) Jews always have
prayed for a messiah to redeem them from the apolitical nihilism of
these (gentile) regimes. This messianic yearning made them alive to
the Socratic-Platonic problem of participation as the central question
of human life and not merely as an academic problem in so-called
“platonic” scholarship.

For Socrates, even a man’s loftiest metaphysical-theological flights
remain bound to the instincts of his particular herd: science or phi-
losophy is always herd philosophy. Refusal to acknowledge this po-
litical enslavement as the necessary condition of one’s investigations
is nihilist. Far from nullifying inquiries into being or the universe,
the philosopher’s dependence upon the instincts of his herd, his
common or political sense, reveals the only nonnihilist way to main-
tain those inquiries. Socrates did not renounce nonnihilist metaphys-
ics or science when he insisted upon political philosophy’s priority.
Socratic emphasis on the moral-political cares of one’s herd, his radi-
cally political approach to life, is meant to rescue life from conscious,
but more often unconscious, nihilism. Nietzsche has just this rescue
mission in mind when he observes that “we all fear the truth.”®

The Socratic rescue mission is fueled by that fear of truth. Nietz-
sche sees execution of the same mission as the job of Israel’s mes-
siah, whose success would restore the necessary condition of So-
cratic philosophy: rootedness in a tribe or city whose piety sanctifies
only that rootedness. In this crucial—but usually overlooked—sense,
an “unenlightened” ancient Israeli or Zulu warrior was more Socratic
than a Jesus, a Spinoza, a Marx, or a Nietzsche.

Genuinely Jewish hopes always were for a messianic redemption
in which Jews again could be seriously political and would not be
degraded to the apolitical level of ancient, medieval, or modern “in-
dividualists.” On their horizon, Jesus’ crucifixion was a scandal pre-

38. Above, n. 36. Nietzsche does not exempt himself from this fear, which drove
him to attempt the transcendence of nihilism or moral emptiness. Put differently,
Nietzsche still yearned to be a philosopher, a lover of truth, although as “Europe’s first
perfect nihilist” he realized how unrealistic the love of (as opposed to fear of or indif-
ference to) truth was: WM, Preface (sec. 3) and sec. 25; Heidegger (above, n. 32), I,
436-37; 11, 281-83.



44 Harry Neumann

cisely because it pointed to an other-worldly, cosmopolitan redemp-
tion of Jews as individuals and not to the political redemption to be
effected by Israel’s messiah.? Worship of a crucified “messiah” sanc-
tified the split that Israel’s messiah was meant to eliminate: the split
between private and public, conscience and society, political morality
and private morality. More decisively, it sanctified the priority of pri-
vate or apolitical morality or religion, thus degrading war and politics
to—at best—necessary evils.

Socrates would agree with Nietzsche that in regimes in which this
priority (of the private or apolitical) determines morality “the mission
of the Jews always is to bring a people to reason.” However, Nietz-
sche knew that Socratic (political) reason is not Nietzschean (apoliti-
cal) reason. Socratic reason can exist seriously only in men rooted by
birth in a warrior piety no longer available in modern regimes. In
these regimes the strongest link to Socratic thought would be some-
thing akin to messianic Judaism’s impossible yearning, the homesick-
ness for an exclusively political regeneration.*

The reason to which Judaism forces men, if they can be made alive
to its real message, is a harsh, unwelcome ordeal for both Jews
and gentiles: it is nothing less than the question of whether life is
worth living after the discrediting of polytheism’s warrior orienta-
tion. Would not suicide have been better for the Jews (and for all pre-
Christian peoples) after their Temple was destroyed? Little more than
the power of the subhuman craving for mere life at any price, a
passion shared by all beasts, militates against suicide, when the sole
living choice is between impossible messianic hopes (Jews) and some
infantile “life-style” (gentiles). It surely is no accident that this crav-
ing’s power is apotheosized in Spinoza’s omnipotent god whose he-
gemony means the natural right to self-preservation of anything
powerful enough to maintain itself, however infantile it may be.*!

39. 1 Cor. 1:23; Gal. 4:24-36, 3:26-28; Luke 14:26; Matt. 12:47-48. Consider Ps. 137
and 1 Kings 21:3.

40. Martin Heidegger zum 80. Geburtstag von seiner Heimatstadt Mefkirch (Frankfurt am
Main: Klostermann, 1969).

41. GM, II, sec. 15; WM, sec. 410; FW, sec. 349; Strauss (above, n. 26), pp. 231-38;
Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, 16: “For instance, fish are determined by nature to
swim and the big ones to eat the smaller ones and therefore fish enjoy the water and
big ones eat smaller ones with supreme natural right. For it is certain that nature has
supreme right to do anything she can; in other words, her right is co-extensive with
her power. The power of nature is the power of god, which has supreme right over all
things. . . . It is the supreme law and right of nature that every individual should
strive to preserve itself as it is without regard to anything but itself; therefore this
supreme law and right belongs to every individual. . . . We do not here acknowledge
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The Jews have two important days of mourning: one generally
known, the other unknown, to gentiles. The aim of Yom Kippur, the
individual asking his omnipotent god to forgive his sins, is readily
intelligible to gentiles; Tishah b’Ab (the ninth of Ab) is not, for it is a
day of national, not personal, mourning, a day when Jews mourn
the catastrophe that compelled them either to die politically or to live
on impossible hopes. On that day dirges are sung mourning the
destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem. If monotheism by its very
nature cannot restore serious politics, Tishah b’Ab actually is a day of
mourning for the destruction of the Jewish people. Nor is its mes-
sage of doom limited to Jews! In a world dominated by the nihilism
responsible for monotheism, Tishah b’Ab is a bitter reminder to non-
Jews that their life, too, lost its seriousness, that is, its political core,
with the destruction of the old polytheistic world.

Since nothing goes more against the grain than Tishah b’Ab’s mes-
sage, it does not receive the publicity among gentiles that is accorded
to Yom Kippur. That message is given by Zarathustra’s prophet or
truth-sayer (Wahrsager), “the proclaimer of the great weariness”: “Ev-
erything is empty, all is the same. . . . To be sure we have harvested,
but why did all fruit turn rotten and brown for us? . . . Verily we
have become too weary even to die; so we are still awake and con-
tinue to live—in tombs! . . . Nothing is worthwhile, the world is
without meaning, knowledge strangles.”*?

Zarathustra’s truth-sayer also gives the reason for his nihilism:
“Everything was.” That is, genuine politics, which alone makes life
serious and not infantile “fun,” once was—in ancient, polytheistic
regimes; it no longer exists in modern, post-Christian regimes where
politics is derived from individual will, government from the consent
of the governed. The pacifist goal of such regimes can only be some-
thing akin to a Marxist classless society in which politics and the
state wither away. Once that occurs, individuals will be free to live as
they—as individuals and not as citizens—please. On this apolitical
horizon the individual’s arbitrary whim determines whether to live
seriously or playfully, since, “apart from whim or ‘taste,” nothing in
this world is inherently ‘choiceworthy.” "+

any difference between men and other individual natural entities nor . . . between
fools, idiots and sane men. Whatsoever any individual does by the laws of its nature,
it has a supreme right to do.”
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Aware that modern “liberation” movements spark this elimination
of politics and therefore of seriousness, Nietzsche could not but
honor the tenacity with which messianic Judaism had clung to its
dream of political regeneration in spite of refutation (by apolitical
reasoners) and persecution. It was the quixotic last stand of politics
in an essentially apolitical and therefore infantile world. Prior to
what Nietzsche rightly diagnosed as the modern decay of the Jewish
instinct, nothing could compel Jews not to grieve on Tishah b’Ab for
what they had lost; nor could anything reconcile them to the finality
of that loss. Life is hopeless both for them and for Socratic (politi-
cal) philosophers, if truth is on the side of Zarathustra’s truth-sayer
rather than with Israel’s messiah. Nietzsche’s rejection of that warrior
messiah and his attack on Socrates both spring from the same roots
or apolitical lack of roots.

Nietzsche knew that this lack of roots precludes thoughtfulness (as
distinct from mere cleverness). Serious thought, that is, Socratic or
political philosophy, is impossible in modern regimes for the same
reason that it is impossible in the God and serpent of Genesis. No
wonder that Nietzsche saw the highest form of life, the superman’s,
as something akin to child’s play, an activity recalling the infantilism
ascribed by him to Christianity’s messiah.**

44. Z, 1, “On the Three Metamorphoses”; and the descriptions of the last man in Z,
Preface, sec. 5, and of Jesus in A, secs. 29-35.



II1. Nietzsche and the Old Testament

Israel Eldad
(Translated by Yisrael Medad)

Dedicated to the memory
of Walter Kaufmann

A Value Judgment

The dedication of this article to Walter Kaufmann is more than an
expression of my friendship and personal sorrow upon his death;
certainly he would have dealt with the subject better than I. Actually,
the dedication is part of the subject at hand, and I think it well to
begin by relating something that I remember about him. During his
stay in Jerusalem, a city he loved, I inquired of him in Kantian style
while he was visiting with me (for I was then working on my He-
brew translation of Nietzsche): Wie ist Dionysos in Jerusalem moglich?—
How can Dionysus be possible in Jerusalem? He seemed pleased by
the question and his reply the next day was a poem whose theme
was “And David was leaping and dancing before the Lord” (2 Sam.
6:14).

Here in one sweep we have three elements: Kaufmann’s poetic
soul, which was full of enthusiasm for Nietzsche; the living Bible;
and one of the keys to Nietzsche’s own love for the Old Testament.
In fact, this key is provided by Nietzsche himself: “All honor to the
Old Testament! I find in it great human beings, a heroic landscape,
and something of the very rarest quality in the world, the incompa-
rable naiveté of the strong heart; what is more, I find a people.”!

This respect for the Old Testament is highlighted further when
compared with Nietzsche’s negation of most of the personalities in
the New Testament, for it is clear that personalities or situations
of a Dionysian character are absent from the New Testament. Nietz-
sche, in truth, does not mention this biblical episode of David’s wild

1. GM, 111, sec. 22; Basic Writings of Nietzsche, ed. and trans. Walter Kaufmann (New
York: The Modern Library, 1966), p. 580.
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dance before the Ark of the Lord. Incidentally, the language there is
more explicit and stronger in that it stresses not the Ark but that he
danced before the Lord himself, even though the subject there is
the transporting of the Ark to Jerusalem. Yet the example chosen by
Kaufmann to illustrate the possible connection between Dionysus
and Jerusalem is concise in the extreme, as it usually is with ex-
pressionists. Ancient Greek culture had, as is known, a decisive ef-
fect on the thought of Nietzsche, which lends added significance to
the clash with the culture of Israel, a clash quite surprising in its
modernity.

The accepted historiography—and this too with a large measure of
help from Jewish thinkers—always stressed the polarization between
Judaism and Hellenism: on the one hand strict ethical monotheism,
and on the other agnostic polytheism and creative philosophy. Nietz-
sche, however, as a philosopher of culture who opened gates to a
new value scale, freed himself from such platitudes of thinking and
unveiled new and surprising vistas.

It is obvious that Nietzsche possessed a profound knowledge of
the New Testament and profited greatly from the deep Protestant
tradition of his family. Yet there is no sharp division between the Old
and New Testaments. The New is in no way an absolute negation of
the Old, for already in the Old are to be found the roots of Christian-
ity, for instance in the account of the separating of man from nature.
Christianity, especially the Pauline version, inherited from Judaism
the very concept of sin, the “revolt of the slaves,” and the priestly
rule. All these, according to Nietzsche’s outlook, do not apply to the
personality of Jesus himself. At times it seems that the idea of the
Jews’ being “guilty” of Christianity is accepted by Nietzsche not in
conjunction with the heroes of the Old Testament, but as a postbibli-
cal link. It was the Exile that forced the Jews to develop an unnatural
Judaism, the fruit of which is Christianity.

In this sense one can find the discerning distinction between the
terms “Israel” and “the Jews” or “Judaism.” The first usually merits a
positive response, whereas the latter is treated in a negative fashion.
“Usually,” I note, for, from a historical-psychological standpoint and
apart from a religious value system, Nietzsche is astonished at the
will to survive and the strength of life of the Jews throughout their
exilic history, and especially in their state of dispersion. It is as if
this strength of will atones for their “sin” toward mankind’s history:
“Jewish” morality.

And yet, it does not escape the eyes of a man of truth such as
Nietzsche that the Old Testament already contains the possibilities
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for the religious-moral development that he negates, just as he ne-
gates the morality that denies nature, even if it is clear to him that it
was only Christianity that drew the final conclusions from these pos-
sibilities and brought them to a total denial of life, whereas Juda-
ism—and this is its glory and the secret of its survival—did not fol-
low this path to the end.

The history of Israel is invaluable as the typical history of all dena-
turing of natural values. I indicate five points. Originally, espe-
cially at the times of the kings, Israel also stood in the right, that
is, the natural, relationship to all things. Its Yahweh was the ex-
pression of a consciousness of power, of joy in oneself, of hope for
oneself: through him victory and welfare was expected; through
him nature was trusted to give what the people needed—above
all, rain. Yahweh is the god of Israel and therefore the god of jus-
tice: the logic of every people that is in power and has a good con-
science. In the festival cult these two sides of the self-affirmation
of a people find expression: they are grateful for the great desti-
nies which raised them to the top; they are grateful in relation to
the annual cycle of the seasons and to all good fortune in stock
farming and agriculture. This state of affairs long remained the
ideal, even after it had been done away with in melancholy fash-
ion: anarchy within, the Assyrian without. The people, however,
clung to the vision, as the highest desirability, of a king who is a
good soldier and severe judge: above all, that typical prophet (that
is, critic and satirist of the moment), Isaiah.>

An almost Dionysian description, at least in the later implication
when Nietzsche’s “wildness” was already restrained by the Apollo-
nian element. The use in this instance of the name of the Divinity,
Yahweh, rather than the plain “God,” is an indication of Nietzsche’s
intention: this is His personal name, or in other words, the reality of
Israel’s god, His real sense. This is a living god of a people, an ex-
pression of its natural needs and of its soul. The morality of this god,
too, is harnessed to Israel’s life-needs as well as to its will to power,
its need to know how to hate its enemies—who, of course, are Yah-
weh’s enemies—and how to rejoice in its victories. All of Nietzsche’s
admiration for the Old Testament stems from the affirmation of life,
the saying of “yes” to life, in which its religion is subordinated to this
affirmation of life and its god is patterned on man and this life. The

2. A, sec. 25; The Portable Nietzsche, ed. and trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York:
Viking, 1954), p. 594.
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strength of this life is so great in the Old Testament that Nietzsche is
not above setting it as an example even for the Greeks who are with-
out doubt in his opinion—even in the Apollonian view, without
mentioning the hedonistic outlook—a sure example and symbol of
the affirmation of life: “The Jews, being a people which, like the
Greeks, and even to a greater degree than the Greeks, loved and still
love life, had not cultivated that idea [‘life after death’] to any great
extent.”> Even the Greeks could learn from the heroism of the Patri-
archs, says the admirer of Greece—that Greece which was itself an
epitomization of heroic figures.

The resemblance between the later fate of Greek culture and that
of Judaism, to Nietzsche’s mind, is self-evident, and even more so if
Hellenization is seen to be an almost inexorable process. There is,
therefore, a resemblance between the passage from youth to deca-
dence in Hellas and that same passage in Judaism or, to be exact, in
the Old Testament itself. Socrates and Plato are the watershed of
Greek culture. All that preceded them was youthful, naive, strong,
and healthy, even the thought of the earlier philosophers. From
that time onwards—decadence. The watershed in the Old Testament
is the struggle of the prophets against the kings: “The appearance
of the Greek philosophers from Socrates onwards is a symptom of
decadence. . . . Plato is just as ungrateful to Pericles, Homer,
tragedy, rhetoric, as the prophets were to David and Saul.”*

As a classical philologist, Nietzsche naturally concerns himself
with the particulars of the Greek stagnation, its “decadence,” to a
greater degree than he does with the Old Testament, more so be-
cause in the former there is spread before him—and his critical soul
—an aspect of Christianity that is the continuation and extreme ex-
tension of the decadence that began in Judaism. It was as if two
streams of decadence met within Christianity: on the part of religion,
the “gloomy religio-moral pathos,” and on the part of philosophy,
the “Platonic slandering of the senses”; in either case, a negation of
naturalism even unto the negation of life. The line of comparison is
drawn out until it is established that “when Socrates and Plato took
up the cause of virtue and justice, they were Jews.”®

Therefore, David dancing before God is perhaps indeed Diony-
sian, just as is his resemblance to Pericles—whom Plato attacks—

3. M, sec. 72; The Complete Works of Friedrich Nietzsche, ed. Oscar Levy, 18 vols. (Edin-
burgh and London: T. N. Foulis, 1909-13), IX, 74.

4. WM, sec. 427 (my emphasis added); The Will to Power, trans. Walter Kaufmann
and R. J. Hollingdale, ed. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Random House, 1968), p. 231.

5. WM, sec. 429; ibid., p. 234.
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when David makes war and establishes a great kingdom. The pres-
ence of these figures in the Old Testament, full of life, full of vivid-
ness, and even imbued with a sense of humor, is what endeared the
book to Nietzsche over the gloom of the New Testament that could
not include a dancing David. Dance itself is even one of the signs of
recognition of the true God: “a god prefers to stay beyond every-
thing bourgeois and rational . . . between ourselves, also beyond
good and evil. . . . Zarathustra goes so far as to confess: ‘I would
only believe in a God who could dance.” ”®

The Old Testament David, of course, is not divine, just as Nietz-
sche in The Will to Power is not yet Dionysus to the extent that he
would become in the last months of his creative work. What holds
Nietzsche’s attention is the similitude between the above expression
of Nietzsche’s and the dancing David, which lies beyond the bour-
geois. Michal’s despising of David’s dancing expresses the situation
well, and even though she is Saul’s daughter, the stern moral spirit
of Samuel is present and becomes even more evident in Nathan's
indictment of David’s involvement with Bathsheba—another event
characterized as Dionysian (in the words “also beyond good and
evil,” as noted above). Incidentally, the Old Testament does not con-
sider that it was his act with Bathsheba that was sinful, but rather his
act directed toward Uriah.

What happened with the history of the Old Testament, which ap-
pears heroic to Nietzsche (and in the early parts of which Yahweh,
the God of the Old Testament, is heroic), is not simple and clear-cut,
just as Nietzsche’s views of Socrates and Plato are complex and con-
tradictory. In the first instance, as pointed out above, he sees the
prophets in much the same way as he does Socrates and Plato,
branding them as destroyers of the naturalness of ancient Israel. On
the other hand, Socrates merits high admiration, along with the
prophets of Israel, if only for having struggled against the establish-
ment in the form of the priesthood.

“These had a fine sense of smell who, in the past, were called
prophets.”” There is no contradiction here. Rather, the similarity in
Nietzsche’s view of Socrates and the prophets stems from the same
process of evaluation. Socrates is the fighter against accepted norms
and goes forward, nobly and calmly, to his death as a result of his
struggle. The essence of Socratism is the rule of moral values over all
other values, and this is exactly what characterizes the prophets. The

6. WM, sec. 1038; ibid., pp. 534-35.
7. “Die Unschuld des Werdens,” sec. 1047; K, 83, 371.
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heroic aspect in this is not damaged by the content of their strug-
gle—neither in the case of Socrates nor in that of the prophets—
which Nietzsche rejects as a contradiction of nature.

While it is Socrates, as befits a philosopher, who upholds knowl-
edge, from which morals stem, the prophets of Israel rank God as
primary, for it is He who commands morality (“God has been made a
Jew”). In a deeper sense (as in The Will to Power), what benefits the
herd is that which speaks through God’s will or the metaphysical
imperative of knowledge. For our purposes, though, nothing more is
needed than the empirical and conscious level: the prophecy in the
Old Testament created a new world of values. The prophecy is, in a
sense, a continuous correction of the establishment; that is its posi-
tive aspect, for it struggles and suffers (“the prophet is naturally
alone”) and is heroic. Nietzsche, thereby, stands before three deci-
sive factors—the Old Testament prophets, the pre-Pauline Jesus,
and Socrates—in a dual relationship of admiration for their personal-
ities but rejection of their theories, and especially of the conclusions
drawn from them. These conclusions include, in Judaism, the as-
sumption of the slaves’ morality as the fruit of the Exile; in Christian-
ity, the Pauline church; and in Hellenism, the Platonic decadence in
the world of simplistic “ideals” that affected Christianity as well.

This dual nature of Nietzsche’s relationship to Judaism and the
Old Testament was expressed in his summing up of “What Europe
owes the Jews!”:

Many things, good and bad, and above all one thing of the nature
both of the best and the worst, the grand style in morality, the
fearfulness and majesty of infinite demands, of infinite significa-
tions, the whole Romanticism and sublimity of moral question-
ableness—and consequently just the most attractive, ensnaring
and exquisite element in those iridescences and allurements to
life, in the aftersheen of which the sky of our European culture, its
evening sky, now glows—perhaps glows out. For this, we artists
among the spectators and philosophers are—grateful to the Jews.®

In spite of the fact that the subject at hand is the Jews and Nietzsche
goes on to hint at their power to assume control of Europe if they so
desire, even suggesting an admiration for their propensity—as a re-
sult of the loss of the Jewish instinct—to assimilate into European
culture, it is clear that he is describing not the later Jewish character-
istics but the intensity of life exhibited by them as an imprint from
the Old Testament.

8. ], sec. 250; Complete Works, XII, 206-7.
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In the Jewish “Old Testament,” the book of divine justice, there
are men, things, and sayings on such an immense scale, that
Greek and Indian literature has nothing to compare with it. One
stands with fear and reverence before those stupendous remains
of what man was formerly, . . .—the taste for the Old Testament is
a touchstone with respect to “great” and “small.” . . . To have
bound up this New Testament (a kind of rococo of taste in every re-
spect) along with the Old Testament into one book, as the “Bible,”
as “The Book in Itself,” is perhaps the greatest audacity and “sin
against the Spirit” which literary Europe has upon its conscience.’

In other places Nietzsche terms the act of the joining together of
the two portions of the Bible “an act of barbarity.” As one who, like
Schopenhauer, was a devotee of music, which he considered the
highest expression of man’s soul and the soul’s contributions, he
writes in Nietzsche contra Wagner: “It was only in Handel’s music that
the best in Luther and in those like him found its voice, the Judaeo-
heroic trait which gave the Reformation a touch of greatness—the
Old Testament, not the New, become music.”!?

Nietzsche makes a distinction between the Old Testament of the
“older” parts and that of the “later” sections, a distinction that stems
from his firm contrast between two philosophies: the one that says
“yes” to life and the one that says “no.”

What an affirmative Aryan religion, the product of the ruling
class, looks like: the law-book of Manu. (The deification of the
feeling of power in Brahma: interesting that it arose among the
warrior caste and was only transferred to the priests.) What an af-
firmative Semitic religion, the product of a ruling class, looks like:
the law-book of Mohammed, the older parts of the Old Testament.
(Mohammedanism, as a religion for men, is deeply contemptuous
of the sentimentality and mendaciousness of Christianity—which
it feels to be a woman'’s religion.) What a negative Semitic religion,
the product of an oppressed class, looks like: the New Testament
(—in Indian-Aryan terms: a chandala religion). What a negative
Aryan religion looks like, grown up among the ruling orders: Bud-
dhism. It is quite in order that we possess no religion of oppressed
Aryan races, for that is a contradiction: a master-race is either on
top or it is destroyed."

9. Ibid., sec. 52; ibid., p. 71.

10. Nietzsche contra Wagner, “Eine Musik ohne Zukunft”; Complete Works, VIII, 63—
64.

11. WM, sec. 145; The Will to Power, p. 93.



54 Israel Eldad

Here we have the distinction between Aryans and Semites and, it is
unnecessary to add, without the two connotations that were at-
tached to the terms as a result of National Socialism. The difference
between the healthy and sick foundations (in order not to be misled
by using the phrase “between good and evil”) runs through the Ary-
ans as it does through the Semites. The primary and decisive mode
of measurement is the saying of “yes” or “no” to life. It is at this
point that the Old Testament, but only in its older parts, finds its
place among the “yes”-sayers.

In biblical scholarship, especially that of the Christian school com-
bined with the popular evolutionism of the nineteenth century, there
most certainly was a distinction between the older and later layers as
seen from the idealistic-spiritual viewpoint. The assignment of value
was in terms of a development from the primitive to the sublime,
and thus monotheism reaches its climax in the days of the Second
Temple. However, what is presumed by Christian Bible study to be
progression is termed decadence by Nietzsche. The more the Old
Testament and the God of Israel assume spiritualization and, more
importantly, moralization (Moralin in his words), the more they lose
their original power. “In itself, religion has nothing to do with mo-
rality: but both descendants of the Jewish religion are essentially
moralistic.”!? Thus, the Old Testament in its essence and original
form was not a moral code. What developed from it later, by virtue
of the prophets and the weakness of the priests who turned morality
into an instrument of state, was two daughter-religions whose es-
sence derived from that which was either implicit in it or arbitrar-
ily imputed to it—at the least, a deception almost from the start. I
say “almost,” for Nietzsche attempts to represent Jesus as standing
above good and evil, above morality, a sacred anarchist. Paul is, as is
known, the greatest deceiver, according to Nietzsche, but this deceit
is only a continuation of that begun in the Old Testament. The same
Israelite deity described above (see p. 49), God, is in almost Diony-
sian fashion a deception on the part of the priests. Isaiah, the “typi-
cal prophet,” still considers as an outstanding king one who is a
valiant soldier and bound to justice.

The concept of justice remains in its naturalness as a servant of
the self-confidence of the people. But a tragedy occurred as a result
of the Assyrian destruction or that of Babylon, which was the begin-
ning of the Exile. The priests attempted to explain the tragedy with
the help of a “sleight of exegesis” and rejected the natural causa-

12. Ibid., sec. 146; ibid.
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tion in favor of the discovery of a “nature-contradicting cause.” In
the stead of a helping god there appears a demanding god, and this
is the source of the weakening of the necessary conditions. “Sin”
is thus a central concept in the morality of Judaism and, in conse-
quence, of Christianity. “The concept of God is falsified . .. the
priest uses the name of God in vain.”

In the hands of the Jewish priests the great age in the history of Is-
rael became an age of decay; the Exile, the long misfortune, was
transformed into an eternal punishment. . . . depending on their
own requirements, they made either wretchedly meek or sleek
prigs or “godless ones” out of the powerful, often very bold, fig-
ures in the history of Israel; they simplified the psychology of
every great event by reducing it to the idiotic formula, “obedience
or disobedience to God.” . . . the priest lives on sins, it is essential
that people “sin.” Supreme principle: “God forgives those who re-
pent”—in plain language: “those who submit to the priest.”*?

This is the effect, according to Nietzsche, that the Exile had on
the Old Testament in its early form. Classical prophecy is not espe-
cially dealt with by Nietzsche and does not merit the same penetrat-
ing psychological analysis as does the priesthood. Incidentally, the
priesthood, ruling in the court of sacred falsehood, is not the cre-
ation of Judaism or of the Old Testament in its later parts; that same
law-book of Manu the Aryan which Nietzsche places alongside the
life-assertive religions of the Aryan race itself is responsible for the
sacred falsehood, for it is but an instrument of the will to priestly
power. The law-book of Manu is based on the sacred falsehood: “we
may therefore hold the best-endowed and most reflective species of
man responsible for the most fundamental lie that has ever been
told. . . . Aryan influence has corrupted all the world.”**

In the Old Testament, the heroic prophets struggle with the falsifi-
cation of life and, above all, against the corrupt priesthood. Hosea’s
lament that “the sin-offering of my people do they eat and for their
iniquity each one’s soul longs” (Hos. 4:8) reflects concisely the devel-
opment that Nietzsche describes in his criticism of the priesthood
(although he himself does not quote this stinging verse pointing to
the vested interests of the priests and their own role in the sins of
the people). Undoubtedly, it is not easy to distinguish between, on
the one hand, the prophets—including that typical prophet Isaiah,

13. A, sec. 26; The Portable Nietzsche, pp. 596-98.
14. WM, sec. 145; The Will to Power, p. 92.
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struggling on behalf of the God of Israel, the Lord of Hosts, and
reproving the corruption—and, on the other, those who demand jus-
tice and morality in the purest sense, not necessarily as instruments
of nature. Moreover, the distinction that Nietzsche does draw be-
tween the Old Testament in its early parts and its later form—as if
it were a priestly forgery—cannot be established unless one wishes
to slice through the entire Scriptures, to dissect them completely.
For example, the sons of Eli represent the priestly corruption in that
early portion. Samuel speaks out against this: “Behold, to obey is
better than to sacrifice, to hearken than the fat of rams” (1 Sam.
15:22). But what will Nietzsche do when the same Samuel opposes
the monarchy and Saul, or afterwards, for example in the case of
Nathan versus David—is this to him like Plato railing against Peri-
cles? And in a deeper sense still, even Moses, the first of the proph-
ets and the lawgiver, formulates a value-system of obedience to God;
it is unimportant whether this is the original Moses or the product of
the later priests. Nietzsche does not engage in a scientific analysis of
the sources. Moses, as he appears, takes the people out of Egypt
while also constructing a constitution in fine detail that assures the
rights, and sacrificial offerings, of the priests, the “holy parasites.”'®
“God’s will,” as it were, was transferred to the priests via revela-
tion—in order to permit the assumption of authority over the peo-
ple—and is expressed in the “Holy Scriptures” that from now on are
made into a “desecration of nature.”'®

If, nevertheless, these “Holy Scriptures” never stopped being
“the most powerful book”"” (and in another place, in a more mock-
ing manner, “the greatest German book”), this is due to the heroic
figures therein (the patriarchs and kings). But no less credit is due
the prophets despite certain reservations of Nietzsche’s in connection
with the prophetic morality. These prophets are prophets of wrath,
and by their example the people of Israel fashion their God: “The
Jews, again, took a different view of anger from that held by us,
and sanctified it: hence they have placed the sombre majesty of the
wrathful man at an elevation so high that a European cannot con-
ceive it. They moulded their wrathful and holy Jehovah after the
images of their wrathful and holy prophets. Compared with them,
all the Europeans who have exhibited the greatest wrath are, so to
speak, only second-hand creatures.”'® It is obvious that Nietzsche is

15. A, sec. 26; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 597.
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still relating in this instance to the early parts of the Old Testament
that he admires, even though he is speaking of Jews and is not pre-
cise regarding the term “Israel.” And “holy wrath” is in this case a
term of praise and not of disapproval. This admiration for the proph-
ets of Israel is expressed most astutely—as is usual for him—in a
comparison with the Christian “inheritors” of that prophecy. He
quotes from Luke 6:23, “For in the like manner did their fathers unto
the prophets,” and bursts forth in the style that marks his later writ-
ings: “Impertinent rabble! They compare themselves with the proph-
ets, no less.”!®

This dark and angry horizon of Israel’s God is a dialectical neces-
sity for the revelation of the religion of love and grace. This surely
belongs to the internal contradictions within Nietzsche himself,
whether he “explains” or is excited by the appearance of the “light”
out of this deep biblical gloom:

A man such as Jesus was not possible except on the Jewish hori-
zon—I mean a horizon over which continually hangs the dark and
exalted storm cloud of a wrathful Yahweh . . . the sudden break-
ing-through, quite rare, of a single ray of light from out of the
dark, perpetual night-day, only here could they feel it as a miracu-
lous deed of “love,” a ray of light of grace of which they were un-
worthy. Only here could Jesus have dreamt dreams of the rainbow
and the heavenly ladder.*

The emphasis here is, of course, on Jesus. Thus, the “single ray of
light”: for it was Christianity and its church, and especially Paul, that
quickly ruined the purity of the love and grace. Further, not all the
Jewish people felt the need for this ray of grace, since not all felt the
distress in such an acute way.?! For this is the advantage of the Old
Testament, in theory, over the New and the practice in the daily life
of the people. In other words, the heavenly ladder of Jesus’ dream is
but the upper portion of Jacob’s ladder when Jacob-Israel remained
earthbound, if only in exile.

Nietzsche saw well the factor that differentiated the New from the
Old Testament: the difference between “thou shalt love thy neighbor
as thyself” (which did not overly impress him since, among other
things, man can hate himself) and “love thine enemy.” Nature is
driven out of morality by this and it is a crime against life. The will to

19. A, sec. 45; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 624.
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life of the Jewish people seemingly prevented the execution of the
final conclusions of the concept of sin that they created and nour-
ished for the world. Like the chandala, Christianity spread itself
among the nations and races and lost all trace and symbol of nation-
ality. The Old Testament conceptualization of a jealous and vengeful
God and of the commandment “thou shalt have no other gods before
me” (other than the one who took them out of Egypt) preserved the
survival of the Jewish nation, since “God himself was a Jew” and “a
nation that yet believes in itself has its own God.”*

“What importance is there to a God that knows no revenge, jeal-
ousy, scorn, guile, and violence?” This jealousy, in addition to its
being a national value for a people jealous of its own God, is also a
general cultural asset that protects against the veneration of man.
Nietzsche, who envisions a “superman,” cannot bear this jealousy
which truly evolves from the command “there shall be no other gods
before me,”?* and which in the end leads him—whether because of
his experimental thought process in general or because of the differ-
ences of the periods—to see the prohibition of “thou shalt have no”
as one of the most barbaric threats to the culture of man.

This contradiction in the different evaluations of the idea-content
of the Old Testament finds its solution in the distinction between
Nietzsche’s descriptive analysis and his admiration for religion, mo-
rality, and human culture overall. Therefore, his criticism of the bibli-
cal law of morality as being a revolt of slaves, a revolt of the rabble
element of society against the aristocracy—all aristocracy—and there-
fore antinature, does not contradict his positive approach to the re-
volt as revolt. The first tablets should have been shattered; the very
act of the smashing of the old idols by the Old Testament was heroic.
Moreover, on a deeper level—fundamentally, and not merely on the
simple telling-of-the-story level—Yahweh, the Hebrew God of Hosts,
grants land, a way of life, and nature to his people. And prior to the
onset of the Exile, the Jewish religion never ceased being a religion of
nature. All culture is the placing of the tablets and commands upon
the collective public so as to harness and restrain its urges. Every
Dionysus requires an Apollo. It is not enough for every prophet to
rage against the establishment, for he himself must become a law-
giver. A prophet is not a nihilist or anarchist, nor is he decadent.
This is the difference between a healthy morality, which fixes “do”
and “do not” commandments because the life-will guides it, and

22. A, sec. 16.
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Christian morality, which in its entirety is antisocial, antinature, and
turns God into an opponent of life.>* The Old Testament established
new values, but these values still served life. Nietzsche, as is known,
did not champion a “return to nature” in the style of Rousseau,?’ but
he did demand a return to the body, “up into the high, free, even
terrible nature and naturalness.”%®

As a result of this, the Greeks are Nietzsche’s standard-bearers,
not on the basis of two or three mentions of the “blond beast” taken
out of context, but on the basis of restraint. “Before oneself too, one
must not ‘let oneself go.” ”* This is the essence of the sanctity of life
according to the Old Testament, including that introduction to all
moral commandments: “Holy shall you be for holy am I your God”
(Lev. 19:3). Neither death nor any antinatural act is enjoined in those
commandments, but actually self-restraint on behalf of a more beau-
tiful life. Not in vain does Nietzsche repeatedly make this surprising
linkage between Jews and Greeks, as pointed out at the beginning of
this chapter. Moreover, European civilization owes the Jews a debt
for struggling on behalf of an occidentalization: “if Christianity has
done everything to orientalize the Occident, Judaism has helped sig-
nificantly to occidentalize it again and again: in a certain sense this
means as much as making Europe’s task and history a continuation
of the Greek.”?®

The words “again and again” imply a constancy of this people in
keeping alive a spirituality without escaping into nothingness, escap-
ing to the metaphysical from the physical. These words were pre-
ceded by others of appreciation for the Jewish people who gave the
world the greatest book and life-directed laws (that is, the Old Testa-
ment), the most noble of men (Jesus, who, from various Nietzschean
sources, is not a Christian in the Pauline sense, nor was he the sole
and only Christian), and the purest scholar of all (Spinoza: “Deus
sive Natura”—"“God or Nature”—this is the opening of his Law of
Ethics).

Nietzsche’s positive outlook on the Old Testament—as well as oc-
casionally on the idea of the “Bible” encompassing both books, the
Old and the New—is a result of three factors: first, his forefathers’
Protestantism; second, a literary sense that gained more satisfaction

24. G, “Morality as Anti-Nature,” sec. 5.

25. Ibid., “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man,” sec. 48.
26. Ibid.; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 552.

27. Ibid., sec. 47; ibid., p. 551.

28. MA, I, sec. 475; ibid., p. 63.
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from the Old than the New, finding in it a work closer to the epic
Greek spirit, with more positive figures; and third, his general incli-
nation to prefer the “ancient” over the “modern,” just as he pre-
ferred the “ancient philosophy” of Greece—the pre-Socratic—over
the “new.”

However, it cannot be denied that most of Nietzsche’s appreciative
remarks for the Old Testament, despite his critique of its idealistic-
moral-religious content, flowed from the ever-growing outpouring of
opposition, revealed and concealed, to Christianity in theory and in
practice, except for the character of Jesus himself. It is to ridicule
Christianity, in a certain sense, that he repeatedly raises the positive
elements in the Old Testament. In like manner, he does not hesitate
to accuse Christianity of acts of forgery committed against the Old
Testament. It is here that he castigates the Protestants more sharply
than he does the Catholics because of their greater use of, and reli-
ance on, the Old Testament:

What are we to expect of the after-effects of a religion that enacted
during the centuries of its foundation that unheard-of philological
farce about the Old Testament? I refer to the attempt to pull away
the Old Testament from under the feet of the Jews—with the claim
that it contains nothing but Christian doctrines and belongs to the
Christians as the true Israel, while the Jews had merely usurped it.
And now the Christians yielded to a rage of interpretation and in-
terpolation, which could not possibly have been accompanied by a
good conscience. However much the Jewish scholars protested,
everywhere in the Old Testament there were supposed to be refer-
ences to Christ and only to Christ, and particularly his cross.
Wherever any piece of wood, a switch, a ladder, a twig, a tree, a
willow or a staff is mentioned, this was supposed to indicate a
prophecy of the wood on the cross. . . . Has anybody who
claimed this ever believed it?*°

Due to his intellectual integrity, Nietzsche did not permit himself
to distinguish between biblical Judaism and Talmudic Judaism or,
more explicitly, between the Judaism up to Jesus’ time—whose goal
was his coming—and the Judaism after Jesus, which was superflu-
ous and stubborn. The concept of sin before God, which is the cen-
tral iniquity of ancient priestly Judaism, is frequently to be found in
the Old Testament, although without the extreme metaphysical con-
clusions that resulted in the New Testament with Paul in the fore-

29. M, sec. 84; ibid., pp. 80-81.
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front. Judaism still maintained as a religion a degree of naturalness
for the benefit of the people. The obedience to divine command was
a necessity for survival for Israel, and this remained unchanged even
after Jewish societal fabric had been altered. “The Jews tried to pre-
vail after they had lost two of their castes, that of the warrior and that
of the peasant.”*

The healthy God, the God of the people, He is Yahweh whose
name is special and unpronounceable and He is, understandably, a
function of the health and naturalness of ancient Jewish society (and
Nietzsche uses the term “Hebrews” in addition to “Israel”). The Ex-
ile, which did not automatically bring about assimilation and com-
plete collapse—as it did in the case of other ethnic groups who left
their lands and, with that, their gods and cultures—that Exile caused
and brought about the critical spiritual turning point in Judaism,
thus permitting the nation to continue to exist. Moreover, this nation
created a historic precedent. This Judaism became possible, and per-
haps had to be possible, due to the loss of political independence
and, afterwards, the probable loss of a state-political ability that had
become redundant.

This was also the case with the earliest Christian community . . .
whose presupposition is the absolutely unpolitical Jewish society.
Christianity could only grow in the soil of Judaism, i.e., amidst a
people that had already renounced politics and lived a kind of
parasitic existence within the Roman order of things. Christianity
is a step further on: one is even more free to “emasculate” one-
self—circumstances permit it.

One drives nature out of morality when one says “love your
enemies”: for then the natural “Thou shalt love thy neighbor
and hate thy enemy” in the law (in instinct) has become
meaningless.>!

Nietzsche knows just how much this goes against the spirit of the
Oid Testament that establishes the attribution of character to God: “I
will be an enemy to your enemies,” God says, “and an adversary to
your adversaries” (Exo. 23:22). This, of course, is conditional upon
the upholding of the commandments of the Torah, but the religio-
spiritual basis is still that of the God of peasants and warriors for that
chapter and, in fact, deals with the conquest of the Land of Israel
from the Canaanites and the smashing of their idols.

30. WM, sec. 184; The Will to Power, p. 111.
31. Ibid., sec. 204; ibid., p. 120.
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Nietzsche explains how this people, close to the earth and almost
Dionysian, changed into an exiled people, creating new moral values
for the world and in the process destroying not only the Canaanite
idols but also those of the naturalist world arbitrated by Christianity.

Despite the Jews’ falling into sin or, in other words, despite most
sections of the Old Testament, Nietzsche does not hold back his re-
spect for them even in their exile. First of all because they did not
submit completely to the consequences of their uprooting but pre-
served their national existence in the worst of conditions, and sec-
ond, because they continued to contribute to mankind’s culture
even after the Old Testament basis had been completed: they partici-
pated—and continue to participate, as he emphasizes—in the com-
position of Europe even to the extent of assuming the leading role,
due to the power of their Geist, their unique spiritual force.

Because the will to survival of Europeanism sought to prevent it,
preferring instead the fusion of the races, Nietzsche does not yet
contemplate the possible political renaissance of the Jewish people,
its return to the status of a nation of warriors and peasants, to the
surprise of the world. We may presume, though, both because of his
sharp recoiling from the “new god”—the state—and because of his
real interest in having the Jews become absorbed into Europe, that
Nietzsche would not be counted among the supporters of the re-
newal of the Old Testament of the Jewish people again in its land,
although, if he would be true to his character rather than to his phi-
losophy, who knows, who knows . . . ?

A Literary Judgment

We would not be dealing fully with this topic of Nietzsche and the
Old Testament if we did not speak of the strong impact, deep and
lasting, that this “Book of Books,” as he refers to it, had on his en-
tire work. Of course, while quite important for Nietzsche personally,
it is outstanding in its influence on European culture beyond its reli-
gious aspects of monotheism, morality, and prophecy. One of the
most important biographers of Nietzsche, Bernoulli, provides this
fact with a literary-biographical expression in referring to Nietzsche’s
religiosity: “In the last year of his creativity (1888) . .., religious
signs became recognizable: an enthusiasm for ‘the future and hope,’
his Zarathustran consciousness bordering on messianism, his Yah-
wist jealousy against ‘foreign gods’ even to the point of a fanatical
desire to destroy them altogether—these combined with the inner
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joy of the visionary, the complete piety and prayerful devotion of a
psalmist.”>?

With regard to Zarathustra everything is quite clear and to the
point. Despite the utilization of the figure of a Persian prophet, the
founder of the Aryan religion, the volume is entirely “biblical,” al-
most without any reflection of the original Zarathustra. Overbeck
wrote to Rohde, who was not excited about the book’s biblical style:
“Beyond this I do not like the tone and I cannot find any good taste
outside his primary homeland which is, of course, the Old Testa-
ment prophecy. This caused me added personal worry regarding
Nietzsche.”??

The prophetic stance of a railer at the gates (as well as in the forest
or on the hills) is conscious, directed, and even emphasized. Walter
Kaufmann claims, if critically, that the main difference between the
status of the prophets and that of Nietzsche is the latter’s lack of
humility: the prophets did not speak in the first person. But in this
case Kaufmann should have remembered that Thus Spoke Zarathustra
is a copy not only of the Old Testament but of the New as well. In the
New Testament the stress is on the “I say unto you,” as opposed to
the “thus says the Lord,” “God does speak,” and “thus speaks the
Lord of Hosts” where the prophet is but a mouthpiece, a messenger
to convey what has been told him. In this case, Nietzsche-Zarathus-
tra is closer to the New Testament, with its personal pretentiousness
of the single hero of the plot and his prophecy, than to the Old
Testament with its many prophets, heroes, and saviors—but not one
Messiah.

However, the main link between them is internal: the will of Nietz-
sche to appear as a prophet, as the giver of a new law. This is the
root of the idealistic centrality of “On Old and New Tablets.”
Whereas in the law of Moses the second tablets are exact copies of
the first, Nietzsche shatters the old, which symbolize a complete
world of values borne by mankind for more than three thousand
years, so as to write a completely new set—not in the script of God
or from His mouth, but specifically and knowingly by man as creator
and lawgiver.

Even though in the New Testament’s Sermon on the Mount it is
said plainly that the purpose is not to make new, and whereas most
of Jesus’ parables still remain within the bounds of Old Testament

32. Carl Albrecht Bernoulli, Franz Overbeck und Friedrich Nietzsche: Eine Freundschaft, 2
vols. (Jena: Eugen Diederichs, 1908), 11, 177.
33. Ibid., p. 384.
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morality and are only slightly heightened and brought to an extreme,
here, in this case, Nietzsche straightforwardly states that the intent is
to bring down a temple so as to establish a new one, and to overturn
all the old values. This is the basis for the command: “thou shall not
pity thy neighbor.” It is from here too that he derives the injunction:
“surely thou shalt shatter the old tablets” because “there are gods
but not one God.”* This then is the way: contradicting the primary
commandment of the Old Testament, even “surely you shall destroy
the righteous and upright for me.”>”

This conscious awareness—and it is unimportant if this is only
pretension—of Nietzsche’s, as if he were speaking from a new
Mount Sinai or Tabor, is what gives the book its subjective strength.
Nietzsche was convinced that this was the best, most important, and
most decisive of his works, and not only of his alone. Thus, in this
framework I will not draw any specific parallels, since the whole
book, in content and style, is in fact a parallel version.?®

The biblical “philosophy” (if it is possible and permissible to refer
to the “philosophy” of a Bible that is anti- or unphilosophical in the
strict meaning of the term) extends from “In the beginning” as a
central and determinable expression for the entire world of the Bible:
there is a creator who directs, knows, wills, and fashions—a reason
for everything, a beginning. Therefore there is purpose, at least until
the “vanity of vanities” of Ecclesiastes (Koheleth), “the wisest of men”
but not necessarily the most loyal (one thousand wives) nor he with
the most faith (“who knows?”—surely a Socratic agnosticism—is the
refrain of the book), which must be viewed as an expression of the
paradoxical nihilism of the ultraoptimistic Bible.

Nietzsche, following Schopenhauer, mocks the godly self-satisfac-
tion of “and it was very good.” Every nihilist certainly finds some-
thing on which to fasten in the book of Ecclesiastes. Many presume
to find Greek sources for the book, even though it is clear today,
after a comparative study of the various cultures before and after
Greece, that every culture reaches, in the end, a stage of self-satia-
tion, denial, and vanity such as this. The “eternal return” of Nietz-
sche is not bound up with this book and its recurring, seasonal the-
ories because of differences in psychological points of departure:
Ecclesiastes is a book of open pessimism and weakness even to the

34. Z, 111, “On Old and New Tablets,” secs. 10, 11.

35. Ibid., sec. 27.

36. See Hans Vollmer, Nietzsches Zarathustra und die Bibel (Hamburg: Deutsches Bi-
belarchiv, 1936), where literally hundreds of verses are shown to have been drawn
from the Bible.
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point of cynicism, whereas the revelation of Nietzsche’s “eternal re-
turn” is apparently optimistic, even joyful, and is expressed in an
abundance of positive statements. The conclusion of Ecclesiastes—if
also the product of an intervening editor: “. . . the conclusion of the
whole matter: fear God and keep his commandments for this is the
whole duty of man”—is quite anti-Nietzschean. It is a wonder that
Nietzsche did not pounce on this hypocritical Pharisaic Philistine,
who assumed the guise of a rabbi or pope to cover his naked, laugh-
ing, yet unhappy bones, and contrast him with Zarathustra, pro-
claiming the joy of the sun, happy in its might without the laughter
of man-beast-monkey (“man in God’s image is a monkey,” says
Nietzsche, not that God is a monkey but rather man, who wishes to
copy God). But the undercurrent of opposition I pointed out above,
between “in the beginning” and “vanity of vanities,” is to be found in
Nietzsche in satirical form: “The history of the world is concentrated
in nuce:—the most serious parody I have ever heard: In the begin-
ning there was vanity of vanities, and vanity of vanities, by God,
there was! And God was that vanity of vanities.””

Paradoxical usages of biblical verses of this type are frequent and
not necessarily a parody, as with the twisting about of the descrip-
tion of man’s failure from Adam and Cain, on through to the genera-
tion of the flood, until God “grieved at his heart” and repented of
his work. Nietzsche’s conclusion is: “What? Is man merely a mis-
take of God’s? Or God merely a mistake of man’s?”*® And in the
same connection, regarding the creation of woman: “Man has cre-
ated woman—out of what? Out of a rib of his god—his ‘ideal.” >’
Since we have seen previously how this idealistic act of man “suc-
ceeded,” it is obvious to us what this rib is.

Nietzsche maintains a special affection for these Genesis tales of
the Old Testament, for he views them as brilliant acts, the little con-
taining much, and he also appreciates their sense of humor vis-d-vis
the New Testament’s lack of humor. And yet, man’s fate over the
centuries has been fixed in these texts of the Creation, the Fall, and
the eating of the fruit of the tree of knowledge. The deep connection
between knowledge and death has penetrated into man’s conscious-
ness ever since ancient times and in many cultures, as seen, for ex-
ample, in the actions of Oedipus and of the Sphinx, and is reflected
in modern times in the Spenglerian tension between Dasein and

37. MA, 1I/1, sec. 22.
38. G, “Maxims and Arrows,” sec. 7; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 467.
39. Ibid., sec. 13; ibid., p. 468.
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Wachsen. 1t is included in the folk-philosophical tale, humorous as it
is, of the banishment from the garden of Eden; using as his basis the
text there (“and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden Cheru-
bim and a flaming sword which turned every way to keep the way to
the tree of life” [Gen. 3:24]), Nietzsche formulates: “ ‘Paradise lies in
the shadow of swords’—also a symbol and motto by which souls of
noble and warlike origin betray themselves and divine each other.”*

Whether intentional or not, there is a contradictory parallel be-
tween two passages: one announces the victory of the one God and
the other His death, with a satirical whiplash joining the two. The
first is Elijah on Mount Carmel in the decisive Israelite struggle
against the multiplicity of idols, against Ashtoreth and Baal, the gods
of the Zidonites and Canaanites, the lords of nature—a struggle that
was a victory for the one and only God of Israel. In this dramatic-
satiric scene, Elijah mocks the prophets of Baal, as it is recorded:
“and he said, cry aloud for he is a god, he is talking or pursuing or
he is journeying, perhaps he sleeps and must be awakened” (1 Kings
18:27), so that he may conclude on a triumphant note announcing
“the Lord, he is the God; the Lord, he is the God” (1 Kings 18:39).
The definite article is stressed to refer emphatically to the one and
only God.

The second happening is at once tragic and satiric, brought about
by one of the most famous and stinging of Nietzsche’s creations, “the
madman”: he is a sort of antithesis of Elijah, announcing in the mar-
ketplace the death of the God whose victory Elijah announced on the
mountaintop of Carmel. Marketplace versus mountain, death versus
victory, Nietzsche versus Elijah: “‘I seek God! I seek God!” As many
of those who do not believe in God were standing around just then,
he provoked much laughter. Why, did he get lost? . . . Did he lose
his way like a child? . . . Or is he hiding? . . . Has he gone on a
voyage? or emigrated?”*!

This is a satirical parallel and the fulfillment of tragedy. There and
then on Mount Carmel Elijah slaughters the prophets of Baal as an
idol-breaker does those who failed the test. Here and now, “the mad-
man” shouts out: “Whither is God? . . . we have killed him—you
and 1.”** And from the announcement of God’s death—and the pain
of this “heretic” because of God’s death needs no proof—Nietzsche

40. Ibid.
41. FW, sec. 125; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 95.
42. Ibid.
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moves to the grief of the prophet on the threshold of his end. It is
told regarding the death of Moses: “And Moses went up from the
plains of Moab to the mountain of Nebo, to the very top . . . and the
Lord showed him all the land” (Deut. 34:1). And in Nietzsche: “The
place where I am today—on the height, where I will no longer speak
with words but lightning bolts—ha, how far from this was I then! But
the land I did see . . . this is the great tranquility of the promise, this
the joyful promise even unto the distances of the future that will not
remain as only a destiny!”** Certainly it cannot be assumed that in
writing these words Nietzsche felt his own end—that is, the end of
his conscious and willful life—approaching, felt himself on the edge
of the breakdown that occurred in a matter of days thereafter. How-
ever, his identification at that time with the prophet, one legislating
for mankind, was not inconsequential in dictating to him this style of
Moses’ dying days: “Ich sah das Land,” “I saw the land” (the empha-
sis is Nietzsche’s; what is the “land” doing here?)—and immediately
afterwards “Verheiflung,” the “promise.”

Surely one of the elements that attracted Nietzsche to the Old Tes-
tament—one that is missing from the New—is the contest between
man the believer and his God. Nietzsche turns around the verse “he
whom the Lord loveth He correcteth” (Prov. 3:12) and writes instead:
“I love him who chastens his God because he loves his God.”** (And
in the same connection, in The Dawn of Day, sec. 15, Nietzsche attri-
butes the verse in Proverbs to Christianity without mentioning the
source.)

Most certainly it did not escape Nietzsche that God’s correctors
and chastisers were his biblical admirers, such as Abraham, Jere-
miah, and Job. After all, it is because of this aspect that he calls them
heroic. In one of his Dionysian dithyrambs, Nietzsche, the great and
loving investigator of the Greek myths and thought, makes use of
two biblical images (!) to describe his struggling, truth-seeking soul:

Oh Zarathustra

Cruel Nimrod!

Who, until recently, a hunter before God

you were

And now you yourself have become the game.

43. Ecce Homo, “The Untimely Ones,” sec. 3.
44. Z, Prologue, sec. 4; The Portable Nietzsche, p. 128.
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Why should you slip away
to the garden of Eden
of the ancient snake?

You are the man of knowledge
Zarathustra the wise.®

This is a Nietzschean confluence: Nimrod and Zarathustra, Dionysus
and Adam, who repeatedly returns—despite the expected punish-
ment—to the tree of knowledge in the garden of Eden.

In conclusion, there is an aphoristic expression that is the epitome
of Nietzsche’s conciseness on the one hand and the essence of the
divine outlook of the Old Testament on the other. Preceding the final
formulation were such phrases as werde der du bist (become what
thou art) or ich bin der ich sein mufl (I am what I must be), but in the
motto of Ecce Homo we have: wie man wird, was man ist—how one
becomes what one is. Is not this phrase, the essence of all the exis-
tentialist philosophy of which Nietzsche, together with Kierkegaard,
is considered one of the founders, similar to the forced or willing
fusion between what must be and the divine image of man that per-
mits him—and obliges him—to choose his fate: the Nietzschean amor
fati?

One last question arises for which there is no answer, for it per-
tains to a riddle for every Old Testament commentator that surely is
not accidentally phrased. I am referring to God’s answer to the query
regarding His own very essence (this being the meaning of the bibli-
cal concept of “name”): “I am what I am” (Exod. 3:14). Is this not a
basis for a divine existentialism? Did Nietzsche knowingly or un-
knowingly crown the magnum opus of his spiritual life in a truly mov-
ing similitude between the definition of the essence of the God of
Israel, who reveals Himself to Moses out of a bush, and the defini-
tion of the essence of Dionysus-Nietzsche-Zarathustra, or man in
God’s image?

A question for prolonged, unceasing study.

45. WKG, VI, 390-91.



IV. Morality and Deity in
Nietzsche’s Concept of Biblical Religion

Charles Lewis

Nietzsche’s attempt to reveal the inner character of biblical religion is
founded upon his confidence in the modern view, culminating in
Hegel, that moral and religious concepts are no more, or less, than
creations of the human spirit and its history. He also joins company
with the modern view that essential to the biblical concept of God is
the concept of moral perfection, of supreme righteousness and jus-
tice. Nietzsche’s own contribution to this understanding of Western
religion is found in his treatment of the idea that the biblical concept
of deity owes its most distinctive features to the quality and character
of biblical morality.

With Feuerbach, Nietzsche traces the origin of religious belief
to the psychology of self-objectification. In this naive form of self-
awareness, a people’s most impressive powers and feelings appear to
them as objective, even alien, realities.! When confronted with his
own strongest impulses and feelings of power, the religious man
attributes their presence to awesome powers that impinge upon him
from beyond the limits of his deficient existence. His basic disposi-
tion is one of self-denial, the denial of his own value and power; he
diminishes and denatures himself through his regard for the other-
ness of his own highest possibilities. It is because of this pathology of
consciousness that Nietzsche finds the religious man alienated from
himself, even terrified and humiliated by his Other: “in so far as
everything great and strong in man has been conceived as superhu-
man and external, man has belittled himself—he has separated the
two sides of himself, one very paltry and weak, one very strong and

1. See WM, introduction to “Critique of Religion” (p. 85 in The Will to Power, trans.
Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale, ed. Walter Kaufmann [New York: Random
House, 1967]), and secs. 135, 185, 204, 245; A, sec. 16; G, “Maxims,” 13; G, “Skir-
mishes,” sec. 19; GM, Preface, sec. 5; GM, 11, secs. 22, 23; GT, sec. 3; Z, I, “Goals”; FW,
sec. 139.
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astonishing, into two spheres, and called the former ‘man,” the latter
‘God.” "

In his Genealogy of Morals (11, secs. 19ff.), Nietzsche distinguishes
three periods of religious consciousness: a prehistoric age of indebt-
edness to and fear of ancestor-gods; an intermediate age of self-glori-
fication through the ennoblement of deity; and a now dying age,
dominated by Christianity, of the consciousness of guilt before an all-
seeing, holy Judge. The religion of the ancient Greeks and the earli-
est period of biblical religion would belong to the intermediate age.
In such noble religions, whose gods are destructive as well as cre-
ative, evil as well as good, Nietzsche finds the unmistakable begin-
nings of man’s authentic self-revelation, the original form of his dis-
covery and affirmation of his will to power. Thus Israel’s preexilic
Yahweh “was the expression of a consciousness of power, of joy in
oneself, of hope for oneself: through him victory and welfare were
expected . . .” (A, sec. 25). Even the justice of Israel’s old God was,
in fact, inseparable from the ultimate interests of his chosen people.

In spite of its noble origin, biblical religion suffered a fateful de-
cline with the catastrophic defeat and exile of the Hebrews. From the
once noble religion of a God beyond good and evil, it was trans-
formed into its opposite by a people now dominated by a priestly
caste who nourished an intense resentment and hatred of the natu-
ral expressions of power in noble men. The form of their revenge
against their conquerors (and, indeed, against all noble types) was
supremely spiritual: with their most seductive and effective form of
sublimated aggression, with their weapon of psychological warfare,
they originated a moral-religious inversion of the values of their mas-

2. WM, sec. 136. Cf. WM, introduction to “Critique of Religion.” All quotations
from this source follow the Kaufmann-Hollingdale translation in The Will to Power.
Subsequent quotations from other sources (except where indicated otherwise) will
follow the Kaufmann translations in The Portable Nietzsche, ed. and trans. Walter Kauf-
mann (New York: Viking, 1954); Basic Writings of Nietzsche, ed. and trans. Walter Kauf-
mann (New York: Modern Library, 1968); The Gay Science, ed. Walter Kaufmann (New
York: Random House, 1974).
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