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  One must also consider “the customary mildness of the common people,” a good naturedness which fairly soon shrinks from, or is shocked by, the inquisitorial brutality and recklessness that is required for extorting his serious views from an able writer who tries to conceal them from all but a few.
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  Foreword


  By Michael Zank


  Will Altman’s book on Strauss as a “German Stranger” destabilizes established notions about Leo Strauss and his intellectual-political legacy. This may sound redundant. After all, Strauss is already wildly controversial and different camps in the ongoing “Strauss-wars” have expressed widely different views on Strauss and his legacy. Though not all statements in this debate may reflect their authors’ genuine opinions but reflect apologetic or polemical interests, the neophyte who believes that in the case of such a controversy the truth must be somewhere in the middle asks herself how such wildly different views can be attributed to the same person. Was he a harmless academic (as his daughter amiably described him in a New York Times op-ed piece published at the height of the “Strauss wars” during the Bush-Cheney years), “liberalism’s best friend” (Steven B. Smith), or a dangerous foe of liberal democracy who inspired a belligerent and power-hungry group of neo-conservative conspirators (as Shadia Drury has argued)?


  It is widely assumed that Strauss, a brilliant and educated young German Jewish intellectual and student of philosophy, religion, and politics, left Germany as a refugee from Hitler and that his skeptical approach to liberal democracy was shaped by the experience that the Weimar Republic offered little resistance to the Nazis. But Strauss left Germany in 1932 on a research stipend, before the Nazis came to power; he was recommended to the Rockefeller Foundation that brought him to France by Carl Schmitt who, along with Martin Heidegger (and others), joined the NSDAP on May 1, 1933, and who went on to become the “chief jurist” of the NS state (as Waldemar Gurian called him). In Paris Strauss connected with Charles Maurras of the fascist Action Française, and even after the Nazis took power in Germany he lamented in a letter to Karl Lowith that he was fed up with the Jewish expatriate intelligentsia and wished he could return to Germany, even if it meant living in a ghetto. Strauss’s embrace of “pagan-fascist” political principles are attested for the early 1920s, when he was a political Zionist fighting first cultural Zionism from the standpoint of orthodoxy and then religious Zionism from the standpoint of atheism, and there is no evidence that Strauss ever turned from the tough Jabotinskyite political “realism” to which he had “converted” at the age of seventeen to any sort of “idealism.” Non-Jewish scholars began to take note of his work with the publication of his comments on Carl Schmitt’s Concept of the Political (1932); his first book on Hobbes continued the anti-liberal trajectory sketched in 1932; and his American writings (after 1938) were avowedly critical of the modern liberal tradition.


  Altman’s investigation reveals Strauss as in some ways worse than the “Straussophobes” (Minowitz) have thought and in some ways more consistent, brilliant, illuminating, and significant than even some of his defenders may suspect. In this telling, Strauss is and remains an atheist or, rather, a committed “German nihilist;” his political leanings are and remain “pagan-fascist;” and his writings aim not just at the articulation of a position beyond but at a destruction of democratic liberalism. As Strauss himself tells us, his concerns with the “theological-political predicament” developed in Weimar and remained the guiding theme of his investigations ever after. This means that any serious analysis of Strauss’s intentions requires for us to understand how his Weimar writings and activities relate to his American writings and activities. It also means that if he was consistently committed to the agenda he developed in his early years, then he found himself in a rather peculiar situation when he came to the USA in early 1938, and even more so during the years when the USA was at war with Germany. In the early forties, he found himself in the position of a subversive “German stranger” out to influence the “young puppies” and instill in them the desire to create a new and different kind of republic based on a nihilistic principle Strauss disseminated through teaching and writing “between the lines.”


  To be sure, various attempts at a more critical analysis of Strauss’s work have been circulating since at least May 1985 when Myles Burnyeat published his important article on Strauss as a “Sphinx Without a Secret.” But Burnyeat’s kind of wrestling with the intellectual substance of Strauss has since been drowned out by Strauss-wars aimed at ferreting out Straussians rather than analyzing the finer points of Strauss’s many complex commentaries on sophisticated “old books.”


  Altman’s book picks up where Burnyeat left off and he is mindful of the many pertinent things that have been published on Strauss and related issues over the past twenty-five years. Furthermore, this book is first of all about Strauss rather than about the Straussians. Since Strauss himself is really about something more important than Strauss, a serious book about Strauss must engage something more substantive than just Strauss. At the very end of this remarkable book we learn that Will Altman is also the author of a forthcoming book on the dialogues of Plato. Knowing this is more important to understanding what you are about to read than the persona Altman, who among other pursuits is also an amateur thespian, foregrounds, namely, that of a lowly high school Latin teacher from Lynchburg, Virginia, who sees it as his American civic duty to warn his contemporaries of the dangers emanating from a man who feigned appendicitis when his fatherland was at war and who went on to promote political deception as both wise and commensurate with Nietzschean manliness.


  Leo Strauss is the main subject of this book, but he is neither its only subject nor ultimately its central concern. Philosophically trained and philologically inclined, Altman marshals stupendous erudition and dazzling wit in the service of what is both a necessary and a preliminary task in the pursuit of a recovery of the Platonic and biblical foundations of western humanity. Humanity is the cause for the sake of which this book was written. The relation between the main subject of this book and its real cause is negative. Strauss is not a humanist but, in this reading, someone committed to the destruction of both modern and ancient foundations of humanism. In a political respect, especially in creating a school and a movement with political aspirations, Strauss was both constructive and efficient, as is well known. In contrast to other critics of Strauss, who lack either skill or interest in examining Strauss’s claims about “the Ancients,” Altman meets Strauss on his own turf.


  Altman follows in Socrates’ footsteps; he descends to the Piraeus and allows himself to be mistaken for a destroyer rather than a builder. His ultimate task is to build but he finds himself compelled to destroy first, to enter the fray of the “Strauss-wars,” to take a stand and go on the attack; in this as in other cases, attack may be the only useful defense. The vigorous attack launched on Strauss in this book is to deal a decisive blow to a major enemy of liberal democracy and of the humanizing faith on which it rests. No holds are barred. In the world of the spirit, one of the major weapons is naming. Altman calls Strauss “the German Stranger.” Though Strauss’s actual name finds consideration, too, naming him “the German Stranger” connects the persona Strauss construed for himself when he moved to the U. S. in 1938 with the Socratic persona he construed from his idiosyncratic readings of Xenophon, Aristophanes, and, most importantly, Plato. Altman not only shows the correspondence between these personae but he articulates why Strauss was wrong to claim for himself Platonic authority. This rather than all the evidence he amasses of Strauss’s sympathy for the Nazis is the mortal blow Altman deals the little ugly man from Kirchhain. What precedes this blow are mere skirmishes, albeit brilliantly fought ones.


  To be sure, the preliminary skirmishes are both necessary and sufficient to prepare his opponent for the last and decisive strike in that they deny Strauss (and his inevitable defenders) any retreat into safe territory. As Altman shows, there is nothing harmless, innocent, or immature about any of Strauss’s writings, not even his very first ones. The book proceeds in chronological order but in contrast to other recent comprehensive studies on Strauss (foremost among them those of Sheppard, Tanguay, and Janssens) Altman avoids the genetic fallacy that treats the order of an author’s publications as a deterministic clue to his or her intellectual development. Altman also avoids the rather widely accepted habit of allowing Strauss to act as the ultimate arbiter on how to interpret not just the texts he commented on but on how to understand his own intellectual development. In this and many other respects Altman takes a leaf from Strauss’s book; he fights him with his own weapons, and indeed he frequently acknowledges the brilliance of his enemy. Strauss may be the enemy but he is also formidable, and striking at Strauss does not come lightly or easily. Important rules of thumb Altman follows in his readings of Strauss are that Strauss learned to write exoterically (communicating between the lines) and that he usually told the truth.


  Altman’s struggle with Strauss as a reader of Plato was the real reason why he took on Strauss in the first place. He pays Strauss the compliment that Strauss’s contributions to the study of Plato opened the way for Altman to read Plato in a decidedly post-Straussian way. But the reader of this book will encounter Altman’s exhilarating reading of Strauss’s reading of Plato, which is what Altman started with, only at the end of the book (chapter 9: “Ancients and Nazis”), i.e., only after wading through layers of an often dense and intricate uncovering of Strauss’s intellectual roots (the what and why of Strauss’s deceptive tactics). Before the reader is allowed to witness the final blow, s/he must first observe and learn to appreciate how Strauss developed his technique of spiritual warfare and how he honed his skills before he went on a subversive and secretive campaign of conquest of brilliant young minds.


  Altman suggests another image to guide the reader through these chapters. Strauss is portrayed as a criminal who wishes to confess (“between the lines”); the readers are the jury, and Altman is the self-appointed prosecutor whose task it is to extract a confession so as to persuade the jury that a crime has indeed been committed. What lends his indictment urgency is the danger emanating from Strauss even posthumously.


  Altman came to Strauss by way of Plato’s modern critics, not least among them Nietzsche and Heidegger, rather than by way of the highly polarized debate on Strauss among political scientists. Others had already pointed out a number of connections between Strauss on the one hand and Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger on the other hand, and a Nietzschean foundation of Strauss’s reading of Plato has also been previously established. But it was only with Heinrich and Wiebke Meier’s edition of Strauss’s early German writings and the publication of his correspondence with Löwith, Klein, Krüger, Scholem, and others that the study of these connections began in earnest. Altman presupposes the latest state of the discussion on Strauss and Straussians but most of his engagement with the secondary literature is relegated to the copious footnotes helpfully placed at the bottom of the page to which they refer.


  Even though the order of exposition is roughly chronological, following the order of Strauss’s publications from his dissertation on Jacobi to his last book on Plato’s Laws, Altman reads Strauss synthetically or archeologically rather than genetically and with the question of relevance to his case in mind. This means that the early writings are consulted as testimony to, or evidence of, the perennially perplexing question of the intention of Strauss’s later writings. When Strauss came to the U. S. and began to write in English, he brought with him a well-stocked armory of weapons of assault on modern liberal democracy that, in order to be wielded successfully, needed to be wielded judiciously. At the same time that he was hiding his actual opinions Strauss always drew attention to what he was up to but in a manner that was to conceal his true intention from all but the most attentive readers who would be drawn to his cause. (Altman points out that Strauss does not seem to have imagined that a worthy opponent could stand up to him even from within this “flabby” bastion of liberal democracy.)


  Although others have insinuated that Strauss was sympathetic to or somehow representative of some sort of Nazism, Altman does not make this claim, at least not in any simplistic sense. Strauss was never a member of the Nazi party; as a Jew he would have been prevented from joining it even had he wanted to. (Hannah Arendt is said to have insinuated as much around 1929.) But this is trivial. Strauss was not the only German Jew sympathetic to Nazism on principle who would have joined the Nazi party had they been admitted. But those Jews were usually as naïve as many other Germans who believed that the Nazis were about something more constructive than the elimination of the Jews from German cultural and economic life that was part of their official program, and in any case, in circa 1932, even a truly committed Nazi may have been confused as to the stated and actual purposes of their movement. Some Nazis may have thought that the elimination of the Jews was the sole purpose of National Socialism while others thought that elimination or the threat thereof were mere means to an end.


  Strauss was always clear on one thing. As Altman shows, Strauss’s early Zionist writings show a keen awareness of the weakness of those among his fellow Zionists who thought that the Jewish political pursuit of a homeland in Palestine required cultural or religious justification. If Altman is right, Strauss’s political Zionism and Nazi anti-Semitism were of a similar “pagan-fascist” stripe in that these were movements committed to the principle of power for its own sake rather than to the realization of any ulterior “value.” In one of his early writings, Strauss expressly emphasized the ideological identity that prevailed in Lagarde’s anti-Semitism and political Zionism. But this is not all. Altman argues that Strauss was one of the few people at the time who understood very well to what length the Nazis might and could go to annihilate the Jews because he understood Nazism as a movement that, at its core, was devoted to the total elimination of Judaism; and what is worse is that he not only understood this commitment but may have shared it to such a degree that he could advance no principled objection to the physical annihilation of his own people. His own fight as a Zionist had been committed to the destruction of the cultural and religious variants of Judaism that, in his mind, were vestiges of those forces that had kept the Jews in exile, i.e., incapable of acting like men. After 1929, however, Strauss shifts his energy from fighting this spiritual fight for the sake of a constructive political movement (Zionism) to fighting it for the sake of deconstructing the spiritual foundations of a political system (liberal democracy). The guiding light in this “change of orientation” was Heidegger. In that sense he made common cause with a genus of which the Nazis were a species. What Strauss, Heidegger, and Schmitt had in common was their enmity toward liberal democracy and its spiritual foundation, namely, belief in transcendence based on biblical ideals and Platonic ideas.


  There are, of course, problems with this picture. Though it is probably true that on the nihilistic foundations on which he stood and that he taught by indirection Strauss could not object in principle to the German treatment of the Jews, and as a matter of fact he never objected. But are we really to believe that he was such a monster that he was untroubled by what we now call the Holocaust? This defies the imagination. As Altman anticipates, we respond to these charges by averting our eyes, as any “gentlemen” would.


  Like other intellectuals, Strauss may have believed that he understood the Nazis better than they understood themselves. Like Heidegger he may have felt that Hitler’s failure to complete his mission did nothing to discredit the deeper principles of Nazism. In Altman’s view these deeper principles aimed at the destruction not as much of the Jews who, if they had been like Strauss, could have been the Nazi’s allies, but of Judaism or “Judaism” as part of the triad of Moses, Socrates, and Jesus, namely, the western belief in the transcendence of God and the good, a belief Altman attributes to Islam as well. But it seems to me that Altman may be seduced by his staggering range of knowledge, his quick perception, and his penetrating intelligence to make the same mistake that Strauss and his immediate interlocutors made, which may be a very Germanic mistake or a mistake of the hyper-learned more generally, in that these super-geeky children of Hegel thought the political world a mere manifestation of the subtle dialectic that they understood so much better and more deeply than the politicians who put them into action. “Heidegger and Hitler” was what Heidegger and Strauss saw as the moving forces of Nazism; but Herr Hitler disagreed. Who was right?


  One can learn a lot from this book that goes beyond Strauss. Students of German intellectual history will enjoy reading Altman’s comments on Hamann, Jacobi, Lessing, Hegel, Heidegger, and Schmitt. Altman’s reconstruction of Strauss’s likely understanding of the great late eighteenth-century debate on pantheism is truly original and deserves to be noted as a profound contribution to eighteenth-century philosophy. But I would like to single out another merit of this book, namely, its contribution to contemporary Jewish thought. Strauss has become increasingly popular among contemporary Jewish intellectuals and academics who see Strauss as an authority they can draw on in their respective attempts at renewing Jewish commitment to Jewish law or Jewish politics. I believe that Altman’s book will make it much more difficult to maintain the wishful construal of Strauss as a defender of things such as “revelation,” “tradition,” the classics, “Jerusalem” in contrast to “Athens,” the Mosaic Law, and the like. Strauss’s blatant atheism is well documented here and it will be become further evident with further publications and translations of Strauss’s lesser known early writings and letters. Altman links Strauss’s thought to pertinent antecedents and contemporaries and shows that the only tradition into which he comfortably belongs is that of a German nihilism that commences with Jacobi and culminates with Heidegger. Strauss’s Zionism, finally, is destructive of any Jewish value one might associate with this movement and the only faction that will draw inspiration from Strauss can be one that is radically committed to the destruction of any spiritual substance of the Jewish state and that draws on Jewish values only in a manner of speaking, i.e., rhetorically and exoterically. No doubt, such a party already exists, but those of us who would be loath to join it will be heartened by Altman’s articulation of its implications. Perhaps it is time for Jewish readers to act with respect to Strauss as Strauss recommended they act with respect to Spinoza, namely, to let go of him as a “Jewish thinker.” If Altman is right, Strauss was an anti-Jewish or rather an anti-Judaism thinker. This is not to say that we should not pay attention to Strauss.


  Like other “German nihilists,” Strauss was the enemy of “alles Mittlere.” In his early writings, Strauss pursued a radicalization of the German Zionist youth movement. He gradually perfected the art of eroding the plausibility of any middle ground between traditional Judaism and political Zionism. The means, as Altman shows, was a two-fold attack that completely befuddled Strauss’s friends in that he could sometimes appear to argue on the basis of traditional orthodoxy (when he attacked liberal cultural Zionism as atheistic theology) or on the basis of atheistic science (when he attacked religious Zionism). Today we see the same tactics employed against the very same targets. A Strauss-inspired campaign is in full swing against any accommodation of Zionism with Palestinian nationalism. This campaign is conducted by intellectuals and various foundations and think-tanks that are funded by private “moneyed Jews”1 but they appeal to the conservative Israel lobby as well and fuel its fear of any compromise. Like the early Strauss these critics attack moderates who argue that Zionism must not relinquish its grounding in Jewish values and human rights. They see the moderates as those who erode the political will of the Jews to prevail over their enemies. Altman gives us the tools to recognize the Schmittian and Straussian commitments behind this renewed attack on the middle.


  A book on Strauss may be on the man, on his teaching, or on his manner of reading and writing. Since Strauss was not really a systematic philosopher who put forward elaborate teachings of his own, or he did so only in form of commentation and critique, a book on his intellectual legacy must be primarily about his manner of reading and writing. The peculiar manner of reading and the writings of Strauss are the reason why we are interested in Strauss the man. The two, namely Strauss’s manner of reading and writing and the man himself, are really inseparable. Strauss’s idiosyncratic definition and pursuit of “political philosophy” hints at this. Political philosophy is a manner of writing rather than a subject of philosophical inquiry. It indicates the politicization of philosophy rather than the philosophical study of politics. It draws philosophy, a pursuit aimed at escaping the confines of the city, back into the city in a manner that leaves no escape. This pursuit illumines the character of the one who pursues it, the “political philosopher,” and indeed here too Strauss is quite open when he invites us to consider his contribution to the study of the “art of writing” that is peculiar to “political philosophers” as a contribution to the “sociology of knowledge.” Sociology deals with “types” rather than individuals. This allows us to consider two different possibilities of concerning ourselves with the man who thought up “political philosophy” and made it the single most important hermeneutical key to understanding every great philosopher of the past. We may consider him as an individual and make him the subject of a biographical study, or we may consider him as the representative of a sociological type. The two ways of considering Strauss necessarily intersect because it was the peculiar interest of Strauss’s, through his writing and commentating, to cast himself as both representative of a new type of intellectual, namely, the “political philosopher” and as truly singular in a radical sense. The political philosopher is a philosopher in that he transcends the city but he is political in that he realizes this transcending in and over against the city. This act of individuation is what Strauss describes and performs in his writings.


  Altman limits his unmasking of Strauss to this typical aspect of Strauss’s writerly persona and its formation over time. By focusing on Strauss as a reader and writer and by confronting us with the nihilistic implications of Strauss’s readings from his work on Jacobi onwards Strauss is brought to the point where his readings can be shown to fail. But this leaves the enigma of the man who would read in this brilliantly abhorrent fashion intact. It remains to be articulated what it was that Strauss staged in his readings, what persona he was staging himself as and why, both as a type and as an individual or rather as a type that implies a particular sort of individuation. In fact, if I am not mistaken, this type has already been eloquently described and characterized, namely, in Hannah Arendt’s essays from the mid-1940s about the Jewish parvenu.2 Or rather, by denying all vestiges of Jewish substance while leaving intact Jewish appearance, Strauss seems to stage himself as the anti-type of the Jewish parvenu, that he loathed so much. Here is an even more ironic failure than that entailed in Strauss’s Thrasymachian reading of Plato. Far from emancipating himself from Jewish and every other tradition Strauss entangles himself in what he tries to shed and overcome. As the enemy of the Jewish parvenu, (prominent examples of this type, according to Arendt, include Heinrich Heine, Bernard Lazare, Franz Kafka, and the non-Jew Charlie Chaplin), Strauss resembles no one more than the Jewish parvenu. His camouflage, here aptly characterized as that of the “German stranger” (who, like the Jewish pariah, also described by Arendt, denies any allegiance to the country he just left), is recognizable precisely through his bizarre denial of ever having been a German. Any future scholarly biography of Strauss will need to account for and carefully parse this kind of inevitable dialectic of denial and affirmation, something that comes to the fore only if one takes a step back from Strauss’s intense preoccupation with remaking himself in light of his (invented) tradition of “political philosophers” and measures him from within the historical and sociological contexts into which he became entangled the more he thought he had left them behind. In this sense, by the way, Strauss remained a “Jew and a philosopher” (in Ken Green’s apt phrase) albeit in an eminently post- or anti-modern sense and quite in spite of himself.


  I commend Will Altman for having left the blissful world of writing on Plato and the rather more challenging task of getting teenagers excited about the Classics in order to elevate the discussion on Strauss and his legacy to a higher, much more serious plane. I hope that other readers will take the book in the spirit in which it is written, a spirit dedicated to maintaining our appreciation for the gap or “Kluft” between ourselves and the transcendent divine we have learnt from Plato and the Bible.


  Brookline, Massachusetts, in June 2010.


  Footnotes


  1. This is how Theodor Herzl facetiously referred to the sponsors of his diplomacy in the name of the Zionist congress.


  2. Hannah Arendt, “The Jew as Pariah” (1944) in The Jew as Pariah. Jewish Identity and Politics in the Modern Age (New York: Grove Press, 1978), 67-90.


  



  Preface


  I take it as a promising sign that upon completing this book, its author sees no pressing need for an extended Preface; the onion analogy at the start of the Conclusion may be of value to those who see things differently. It is, however, necessary to thank my editor Joseph Parry and the other professionals at Rowman & Littlefield who have been a great help throughout the publication process. Above all, I am grateful that Lexington Books has permitted me to use footnotes. A scholarly book without thorough documentation is a waste of time to read and I have frequently quoted my sources at length in the notes,1 striving in particular to avoid any dishonest use of self-serving deletions.2 Especially in a polemical work—and even though this book is intended to offer something positive as well, it is at least that—the highest praise one can expect from one’s opponents is that they will criticize you primarily for textual interpretation as distinguished from partial reading or selective quotation; this praise I have striven to deserve. But it is also a waste of every careful reader’s precious time when they are forced to read a book on two different pages at the same time and thanks to my editor, I have been allowed to offer the reader the kind of book that I myself like to read. Another example of Lexington’s editorial flexibility has made it possible for me to embed the nine appendices directly in the text, each as an appendage or Anhang to its respective chapter. Like the notes, they are designed to be an integral part of the reading experience although the book is probably intelligible without them. Indeed this project has repeatedly grown from its appendices just as, in some yet to be disclosed sense, Strauss’s project probably grew out of his. All translations are my own unless otherwise indicated.


  Some of what follows has been previously published in Philosophy of the Social Sciences, Perspectives on Political Science, Journal of the History of Ideas, and Journal of Jewish Thought and Philosophy; I am very grateful to the publishers involved for generously permitting republication here. My other debts are many, especially to Michael Zank, not only for his help with translation and his insightful advice from the start but for his thoughtful “Foreword.” Eugene Sheppard, Peter Minowitz, Tom Rockmore, and Charles Bambach agreed to read this lengthy book before publication and then contributed constructive comments for the back cover; Sheppard in particular has been an inspiration and a tremendous source of useful insight since we met in 2005. Many other academic debts of gratitude will be mentioned in the notes. Deeply grateful to my old friends Paul Ottenstein and Lexi Jessup, my greatest obligations are naturally to my mother Adeline Furness, a beautiful humanitarian now in her ninety-eighth year, and to my father Oscar Altman who showed me “Grand Illusion” and “Ben-Hur” when I was tiny and took me to Verdun when I was ten. Each of my brothers and sisters—Dick, Julie, Peter, and Leslie—will recognize their influence in many places while my nephew David W. Haley has cheered me on at every turn. Finally, without the support of Philip and Elias, my beloved sons, and especially of my precious wife Zoraide, this book would not exist.


  Lynchburg, Virginia

  June 13, 2010


  Footnotes


  1. All [brackets] in quotations are mine; when the quoted material itself contains brackets, I have indicates them with {}.


  2. Editorial policy at Rowman & Littlefield precludes the use of triple periods except to mark true ellipsis; if a quoted passage begins without a capital or ends without punctuation, this should therefore be considered deliberate.
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  Introduction

  

  From Weimar to Crete


  In “Will the Real Leo Strauss Please Stand Up?” (2006), Nathan Tarcov quoted from two unpublished lectures Strauss had given during World War II;1 unavailable to other students at the time, this marked a new development in Straussian apologetics. In the last paragraph of his article, Tarcov explained why Strauss’s “The Re-education of the Axis Countries Concerning the Jews” (1943) had caught his eye:


  
    Furthermore, he [sc. Strauss] stressed the impossibility of imposing a lasting form of government through conquest, the obstacles to the democratic education of one people by another posed by differences of political tradition and intellectual climate, and the need for re-education toward liberal democracy to be the work of the people involved rather than of foreigners and exiles. And Strauss seems to have erred in the direction of underestimating, not overestimating, the prospects for the spread of liberal democracy—exactly the opposite fault from that with which he has recently been charged.2

  


  Tarcov had searched for evidence that Strauss should not be blamed for the foreign policy of the Bush administration;3 he found it in Strauss’s pessimistic assessment of the prospects for liberal democracy in post-war Germany:


  
    But I would be unfair to those Germans who did not waver in their decent attitude, if I did not report to you a remark which a German made to me the other day. He advised me to tell you his conviction that the mass of the Germans are simply ashamed of what has been done to Jews in Germany and in the name of Germany; and that, after the war, Germany will be the most pro-Jewish country in the world. If I were a German, if I had ever been a German, I might be prepared, or perhaps in duty bound, to have that hope. Perhaps these hopes are not unfounded: in that case, the re-education of the Germans concerning the Jews will be even superfluous. I shall not believe before I have seen.4

  


  Given that Strauss was born in Kirchhain (Hesse) in 1899 and was not yet a citizen of the United States,5 what are we to make of his curious claim that he was not and never had been a German?6


  Strauss argues in “The Re-education of the Axis Countries Concerning the Jews” that the Germans—he shares this quality with them, at least—will believe only what they see:7 having trusted in a speedy victory,8 they will soon be confronted by a crushing military defeat and this will constitute the most effective basis of their re-education. But some Germans—Strauss identifies them as “high school and college teachers”9 —will not be converted to liberal democracy even after witnessing an Allied victory:


  
    I do not believe that the attitude of the Oberlehrer will have changed even after the defeat; I see no reason why it should. They did not accept the Nazi doctrine, or the Pan-German doctrine for any low consideration of earthly success: they accepted it on grounds of morality; they will not be refuted by defeat; they will wait for the second coming of the Fuhrer once he has been put to sleep in the Kyffhaüser, just as they have been waiting for the Emperor Barbarossa.10

  


  If it is objected that this intellectual elite does not constitute the German people, Strauss has a ready if disturbing reply:


  
    But if the objection is made that the Nazis are not Germany, I would answer that a nation in the political sense of the term is the politically relevant, the politically efficient part of the nation: when in a free election, about 45% of the Germans voted for Hitler, and the other 55% were in a condition of utter confusion and helplessness, then the 45% are the Germans—from any political point of view.11

  


  This is not a “political point of view” that any liberal democrat would recognize; it is rather based on Carl Schmitt’s “concept of the political.”12 Naturally Strauss is no German if the Nazis define what a German is on the basis of Schmitt’s friend and enemy distinction: the Aryan is simply the non-Jew.13 In other words, Strauss does not embrace a comprehensive definition of what it is to be a German that a liberal democrat would favor;14 he is still German enough to recognize the inefficiency of liberalism:15 “Nothing really known permits us to indulge the hope that the politically efficient part of the German people has changed their minds as regards liberal democracy.”16 No matter h o w small this efficient part becomes, Strauss nevertheless defers to “the crucial implication of the Nazi doctrine, viz. the implication that the needs of the German people as interpreted by the most efficient man in the land are the supreme law, not subject to any higher consideration.”17 One wonders if Strauss was deferring to the judgment of his homeland’s most efficient m a n when he stated he had never been a German or whether he had made, as it were at birth, an independent decision to that effect. In other words: is it because of Hitler or because of Strauss himself that Strauss had never been a German?


  This question introduces my book’s subtitle: Strauss’s relationship with National Socialism. I should make it crystal clear at the outset that this book is not about Strauss’s impact on the Bush Administration.18 If Strauss is dangerous, it is not because his students are currently up to no good. But by the same token, the fact that Strauss’s students do not presently agree about what Strauss actually thought, proves nothing about Strauss, least of all that he had no teaching.19 If Strauss had a teaching, he may well have chosen not to make that teaching obvi-ous to every reader and chapter 1 will leave no doubt that Strauss had the literary skills required to accomplish precisely this result. As for not being German, as a liberal democrat I must respectfully disagree: Strauss was just as German as Karl Marx or Otto von Bismarck, more so to the extent that he was born a citizen of the Second Reich. Even if Strauss’s claim that he had never been a German is based on a committed young Zionist’s conscientious wartime decision to acknowledge no loyalty to the Reich, Strauss was nevertheless born and raised in Germany and was unquestionably a German before he made that decision. It was only the Nazis who had the power to decide ex post facto that Jews like Strauss had never been German; one must also carefully consider the fact that the only basis on which their inhuman decision could possibly be justified was in those few cases where German-born Jews, of their own free will and accord, abjured all connection with Germany, as Strauss suggests was the case with him. Was Strauss the pre-1933 embodiment of National Socialism’s fallacious Dolchstoß stereotype of the disloyal or even anti-German Jew? Or did he simply acquiesce in the post-1933 view that “the needs of the German people as interpreted by the most efficient man in the land are the supreme law”? This dilemma will justify my book’s subtitle.


  An interesting parallel to Strauss’s remarks about the Germans who will await “the second coming of the Führer” suggests itself to the movie-lover. In “The Stranger” (1946), Orson Welles plays a history professor named “Charles Rankin” teaching in a quiet New England town;20 Edward G. Robinson’s character (Wilson) suspects him of being Franz Kindler, a missing Nazi, utterly ruthless and absolutely invisible.21 Wilson insinuates himself into Rankin’s circle and lures the professor into a discussion of the political situation in post-war Germany. Hoping to discover Rankin’s sympathy for the Nazis, Wilson is treated instead to a passionate outburst he little expects: Rankin pronounces the Germans irremediable, just as Strauss did, and indeed calls for their extermination.


  
    Men of truth everywhere have come to know for whom the bell tolled, but not the German. No! He still follows his warrior gods marching to Wagnerian strains, his eyes still fixed upon the fiery sword of Siegfried, and he knows subterranean meeting places that you don’t believe in. The German’s unbroken dream world comes alive, and he takes his place in shining armor beneath the banners of the Teutonic knights. Mankind is waiting for the Messiah, but for the German, the Messiah is not the Prince of Peace. He’s another Barbarossa, another Hitler.22

  


  Wilson is completely fooled by this tirade until he recalls a moment at dinner when a young student had confronted Rankin with Karl Marx as an example of a German humanitarian; Rankin had brushed the young man off by pointing out that Marx, being a Jew, wasn’t German.23 It is only in his dreams that Wilson realizes the truth: “Well, who but a Nazi would deny that Karl Marx was a German . . . because he was a Jew?”


  By calling Strauss “the German Stranger,” my intention is not to equate him with Kindler except in the sense that I regard both men as equally German. I am, however, suggesting that Strauss, who unlike Kindler never lost his heavy German accent, may not have been precisely what he seemed. After all, if it was Strauss’s decision as a Jew to confine his loyalty to an exclusively Zionist ideal, on what basis can we consider him to have become an American? But my principal purpose in juxtaposing “The Stranger” with Strauss’s remarks on the reeducation of the Germans is that both speeches touch on what the latter would later call “the theme of my investigations:”24 Viktor Trivas reminds us that National Socialism offers a solution to “the theological political problem.” Crudely understood as the relationship between religion and politics in general, Schmitt’s revival of “political theology” (1922)25 showed those who were able to hear that the modern liberal state was particularly vulnerable to a theological critique initiated by unbelievers. Evidently this critique transcended theory, and Trivas usefully suggests that National Socialism was a religion created by atheists.26 Whether or not he learned anything from the Messiah ben Joseph or the Messiah ben David,27 Hitler was repeatedly recognized as some kind of Messiah (hence Strauss’s “second coming”); if this was deliberate on Hitler’s part, it would constitute a diabolical but nevertheless ruthlessly intelligible application of Jewish means to the last word in anti-Jewish ends.28 In any case, where self-contradictions are concerned, a National Socialist Messiah is certainly no more unthinkable in principle than a Jewish Nazi.


  Further evidence that Strauss’s destiny is inextricably linked with National Socialism is not difficult to find. Consider the question: “How will Leo Strauss be remembered?” If only one phrase were to be rescued from his intricately complicated writings, what would it be? This thought-experiment is easily implemented: since literary immortality is best secured by coining a quotable phrase, one need only search the World Wide Web for “leo strauss coined.” The phrase that dominates the electronic response is “reductio ad Hitlerum.” In his best-known book, Natural Right and History, Strauss writes as follows.


  
    Unfortunately it does not go without saying that in our examination we must avoid the fallacy that in the last decades has frequently been used as a substitute for the reductio ad absurdum: the reductio ad Hitlerum. A view is not refuted by the fact that it happens to have been shared by Hitler.29

  


  Although the context of this passage is crucial and will be discussed in chapter 3, it is precisely not the context that matters for now; this is likely to be Strauss’s most memorable fragment. He is claiming that a statement like “the masses are worthy of contempt” is not false simply because Hitler shared it. In other words, one can share a number of views with Hitler and not be refuted as a result. The example I chose, of course, is hardly adventitious: the inferiority of the mass of men (with respect to what is highest and most important for man) is a commonplace for Strauss. “One can share a number of views with Hitler and not thereby be refuted.” Strauss’s claim is doubtless true: Hitler viewed vegetarianism as healthy and loved his dogs. Sharing only a single insignificant view with him is very different from sharing a large number of decisively important views. Strauss’s coinage makes no such distinction. The doctrine is true but it can also conceal the truth.


  Strauss rejects the reductio ad Hitlerum. He laments the fact (“unfortunately it does not go without saying”) that it is necessary for him to reject so obvious a fallacy. He therefore suggests that the world would be better if such a rejection were unnecessary. He invites us to ask: in what sort of world—due to what alternative course of events “in the last decades”—would such a rejection be unnecessary? The answer to this interlinear question is both obvious and chilling: a world in which sharing views with Hitler would not be the basis for being refuted. Hitler himself attempted to create such a world; a Second World War was required to destroy it. Only in a world where Hitler is regarded as evil can the reductio ad Hitlerum be current. How then can it be unfortunate that this is the world in which we are living? Given the complaisance with which the rise of Hitler was countenanced and the manifest evil wrought by his regime once empowered, a strong case could be made for the proposition that the reductio ad Hitlerum, even if it is a fallacy, is indeed a noble fallacy. It promotes vigilance: it warns us to be suspicious about the recrudescence of National Socialism. For whom is such vigilance unfortunate?


  Natural Right and History is based on a series of lectures Strauss gave while the Cold War was heating up (1949); when published in 1953, the Red Scare was in full swing. Communists are enemies of the state. The Left points out that Hitler said the same. Strauss coins and then publishes the reductio ad Hitlerum at this critical time. One can hunt down Bolsheviks and not be a Nazi. One can search through the writings and utterances of Americans to see if they are tainted with Communism without thereby sanctioning the Gestapo. At the same time, others are hunting down Nazis in hiding. Few of these are discovered in the United States: most known Nazis are intelligent enough to find safer havens than this bastion of Liberal Democracy. That which made America a dangerous place to be a Nazi therefore also makes it a good place to be one, especially once it is the deadliest enemies of the Nazis and not the Nazis themselves who are being hunted down here. In any case, Strauss coins the reductio ad Hitlerum because he wishes to express views or (which amounted to the same thing for him) because he intends to “take seriously” those who have expressed views Hitler held as well. His identification of the fallacy not only allows those (like himself) who wish to express true views that just happen to be shared by Hitler (his apparent purpose) but would also provide excellent cover for a Nazi. Any Nazi could plausibly deny that he was a Nazi by saying “just because I share this view with Hitler does not make me a Nazi.” In addition to being Jewish (how can a Jew be a German, let alone a Nazi?), and an anti-Communist (what patriotic American isn’t in the McCarthy Era?), the German Stranger invented a third line of defense. Why?


  In summary: the reductio ad Hitlerum is a fallacy; Strauss is logically correct. But as a thinker, speaker, writer, and teacher who often spoke and wrote about “noble lies,” he nowhere acknowledges that the fallacy may well be one of these: a necessary tool for a vigilant defense against a wily and implacable foe. He also never addresses the quantitative question: how many views and views of what magnitude convert the logical fallacy into a political truth. The analogy with the reductio ad absurdum suggests that the fallacy in question is a logical one. Logic is universal: couched in its terms, the rejection of the fallacy protects one view or many, trivial views or decisive ones. Finally, he describes his fallacy in terms of “views.” This evades the decisive question for a second time in a second way: it is not views that must be refuted as Hitler’s but men who must be unmasked and then defeated as Nazis. Views don’t act: men do. Those who are vigilant against Nazis can’t be content simply to refute their “views;” the SPD no less than the KPD (the Socialist and Communist Parties of Germany) tried that approach in Weimar with disastrous results. Instead, they fight them (when they reveal themselves in public) and they unmask them when they are concealed.


  Unlike being a Jew, then, Strauss’s rejection of the reductio ad Hitlerum is a concealment that simultaneously reveals. The fact that he was a Jew is no doubt his most effective means of distancing himself permanently from National Socialism. But it should be noted at the outset that the claim that he was a Jew who fled from Hitler’s Germany is strictly speaking false: Hitler came to power in 1933 while Strauss left Germany the previous year. This story will be told in chapter 4. Having begun by pulling out of context Strauss’s most memorable coinage, I have already incurred a debt to the reader to examine this same text in chapter 3. In chapter 1, the reader will find an introduction to what Strauss called “the Art of Writing”: without realizing the importance of “reading between the lines”—by raising, for example, the kind of extra-textual question I just did—one cannot read Strauss. In the pages that follow, the reader will be offered a Strauss-style reading of Strauss himself. This necessarily requires a willingness to read him with great care: only in this way can the riddle of the German Stranger be resolved. In the spirit of Strauss himself, I will not rely primarily on secondary sources although I will appropriately acknowledge the many scholars who have helped me reach my conclusions.


  It is tempting to assert that this book is about Nazism only to the extent that it needs to be; unfortunately, this will not prove to be true. Although the connection between Strauss and National Socialism is at the dead center of my concerns, I will not attempt to link the two by offering my readers some prefabricated definition of National Socialism in order to reveal Strauss’s proximity to it: I will rely on them to recognize National Socialism when they see it. Whatever the relationship between the two may be, it cannot be illustrated by a merely conventional understanding of either. For what little it’s worth, I am hoping that the reader will learn almost as much about National Socialism as about Strauss; certainly that is what happened to me while writing this book.


  To illustrate the method I reject, consider the following: Nazism is a right-wing political philosophy committed to political action. It is both anti-communist and anti-liberal. It holds democrats in contempt. It is nationalistic: internationalism is attacked as both dangerous and misguided. It is “tough minded”; it is aggressive, violent, and extremist. It is “hard core.” It is Machiavellian in the popular sense of the word. It is scary for democrats; it, in turn, plays off the fear and weakness of its less “tough minded” opponents. It is elitist: some men are judged superior to others. These superior ones never include women or Africans. It is a movement that has secrets: even its own followers are not completely aware of its aims. It is committed to the political use of lying.


  This is the kind of carefully contrived list upon which I flatly refuse to depend. While it may perfectly well be true that all of these statements apply to both Strauss and the Nazis, working slavishly through this or any other list is artificial and unpersuasive. But there is one guideline, subject to later revision, that I will set out at the beginning: anti-Semitism, and a fortiori eliminationist anti-Semitism, is neither a necessary nor a sufficient component of Nazism. It is what Hitler sought—tyrannical power over his nation—and not the specific internal enemies that he targeted in order to obtain power that appears to be the crucial matter. There were presumably many Nazis who supported the National Socialist Revolution in spite of rather than because of its anti-Semitism. They too were Nazis. I will take it for granted that if Hitler were in Germany today, he would denounce Turks rather than Jews30 but would still attempt to overthrow whatever liberal democracy had replaced the Weimar Republic. He would still seek to establish tyranny and consolidate power. I therefore take it for granted that a Hitler is possible today. I take it for granted that Nazism could be transplanted and adapted to other places and to other times.31 It could—indeed it probably would, given its terrible reputation—call itself something else. This is what makes it dangerous. The definition of a danger ought not to be restricted to that which has already been defeated. If we take the danger of Hitler seriously—whether we call that danger Fascism, Nazism, or anything else—we must not persuade ourselves that it is only the historical Hitler (or one who is identical to Hitler) who is dangerous. This would amount to the view that dangers can be identified only when they cease to be dangerous. A dead man already beaten on the battlefield cannot be a danger: therefore Hitler is not a danger. If people had been deluded enough to believe this in 1949, Strauss would have had no need to coin the memorable phrase reductio ad Hitlerum.


  It is for these reasons that a statement like the following would, under normal circumstances, be simply foolish, short-sighted, historically inaccurate, and, above all, easily refutable:


  
    The Weimar Republic was succeeded by the only German regime—by the only regime that ever was anywhere—which had no other clear principle except murderous hatred of the Jews, for “Aryan” had no clear meaning other than “non-Jewish.”32

  


  But when Strauss writes these words, we are temporarily at a loss: is he lying? Strauss emphasizes the historical exceptionality of Nazism: no regime remotely similar to it ever existed. He offers no reason why this exceptionality should not continue into the future: if anything, he rather suggests that it will. He thus wishes to exempt only one view from his rejection of the fallacious reductio ad Hitlerum: the view that Jews and Jews alone are to be hated murderously. One who holds this view—and only this view—is tainted by the Hitler parallel and subject to refutation on that basis. Armed with that reductio, a Jew (or even a non-Jew who does not hate Jews to the point of murdering them) may express any view or all other views identical to those expressed by Adolf Hitler and still not be subject to refutation or even exposure as a Nazi.


  But how can a Jew be a Nazi? How can a Nazi be a Jew? Very easily, if Strauss is wrong that Nazism had no other clear principle than murderous hatred of Jews. For the time being, I am going to assume that he was wrong: that even the crude list presented earlier at least applies to the Nazis. But it is worth noting from the start that there are actually four logical possibilities: (1) Strauss was correct that the essence of National Socialism was the murderous hatred of Jews and, as a Jew, he could never have sympathized with them in the decisive respect, (2) he was correct about the Nazis and yet, paradoxically, endorsed their project, (3) he was wrong about the Nazis but was, regardless of any superficial resemblances, not one himself, and (4) he was wrong about the Nazis—who had other, more important principles—and that this error is perfectly consistent with and indeed intimately related to his technique and intentions. For now, let me summarize two provisional guidelines relating to the fourth: Nazism is not simply anti-Semitism and one can be a Nazi without having a murderous hatred of Jews just as one could hate Jews and murder them long before Nazis came on the scene. And Nazism is and always will remain a danger for the same reason that it was once a danger. The view that Nazism can only be the historical anti-Semitic phenomenon already defeated on the battlefields of Europe is dangerous because it denies the possibility that it may still remain a danger. The view that Nazis have no clear principle other than hatred of Jews is dangerous because it makes Nazis easier to recognize than they would be if they still existed. Even if this were their only clear principle, they would certainly be smart enough to avoid making this obvious in the wake of military defeat and universal persecution.


  Danger becomes more dangerous when it is defined in such a way that it can no longer be regarded as a danger. What shall we say of those who speak of the dangers of any poisonous movement only in the past tense? What shall we say of those who recognize only one easily identifiable principle as the sign of this danger? These views are in themselves dangerous: we must ask ourselves whether it is overly meticulous historians, complaisant fools, or Nazis who maintain them. We can multiply these alternatives but must never refuse to consider the last one. If we are vigilant, we must be aware that a beaten enemy is not harmless and that we cannot prepare only for the war we have already won. Nor can we expect our beaten enemy to make central to their renewed efforts a principle that is easily identified and almost generally discredited. It is not enough to hope—especially when one loudly proclaims that this hope is a fact—that no such renewal is possible.


  In the wake of a lost war, a proud people, led by skillful manipulators, was turned against the liberal democracy that had arisen in the aftermath of its defeat. The Nazis rejected liberal democracy in both practice and principle. They did everything in their power to build up a blind commitment to a powerful remilitarized Germany infused with fanatical nationalism. They held up the vision of a Third Reich where individualism would be submerged in a unitary state guided by a charismatic leader. Building on long standing prejudices and guided by shrewd political insight, the Nazis created enemies within—enemies who would necessarily be tolerated by the liberal principles that were the basis of the hated democratic regime—in order to destroy it. They could achieve nothing while Weimar stood. Their most dangerous enemies, the only powerful groups that would oppose them to the end, were Socialists and Communists. These groups were divided between themselves about whether the liberal regime should be defended. As the more “tough minded” of the two, the Communists were more dangerous to the Nazis than the Socialists. The Nazis hated the Communists at least as much as they hated the Jews but Jew-hating was easier for the masses to understand. Since Karl Marx was a Jew and could easily be seen by the masses as the friend of the masses, the Nazis could weaken a powerful and potentially popular enemy while fulminating against another enemy who was powerless and despised. But this is only a piece of the Nazi message. Above all it is national pride and the solidarity of all Germans, regardless of class, that constitutes the core of National Socialism. It is indeed a warlike creed, born in the trenches of a desperate war fought at long odds with numerous, wealthy, and implacable foes. The Nazis will emphasize that Germany still has enemies abroad as well as at home; the War is not over and will be renewed. The liberal regime continues to truckle to the nation’s external enemies: it meets their humiliating demands and accepts the conditions of its own servitude. It binds itself to international codes of behavior that are simply the shackles of slavery. The tolerance of the Republic for its enemies both foreign and domestic proves that it is the enemy of German Freedom. This, then, was the Nazi road to servitude.


  Some pages earlier, I offered a description of Nazism in general terms as an example of the sort of procedure I would not be following: a list of general views that one might easily be able to show were shared by Strauss and the Nazis. In the previous paragraph, by contrast, I emphasized what the Nazis actually did in order to gain power in 1933. Long before the Nazis created any concentration camps or murdered even the first of the six million Jews, they were dangerous and needed to be stopped. Without overthrowing the Weimar Republic, the Nazis could not have brought about a single arrest, dismissal, or legal murder. Weimar was deeply flawed but it was infinitely preferable to the alternative; it is therefore deeply disturbing in itself that Strauss considered “a radical critique of liberalism” to be the “urgent task” of 1932.33 It was Plato who taught that Democracy (whatever its self-destructive flaws may be) holds the last ditch against Tyranny in Republic VIII. Although he did not know how to make proper use of it,34 Strauss’s discovery that Democracy corresponds to Hesiod’s Age of Heroes is one of several great contributions he made to Platonic studies.35 Weimar proves to be the Age of Heroes in Germany’s history, and had there been any actual German Platonists in the early 1930s, they would have combated Thrasymachus amidst the shadows of the Cave.


  Plato’s belated entrance into the text must be greeted with a certain amount of fanfare: after all, it was not because of Franz Kindler that this book is called The German Stranger: the reference is to Plato’s Laws. More importantly, this book could not have been written without Plato for the very good reason that a Platonist is writing it. Plato appears to be democracy’s enemy; Strauss’s defenders insist he was its friend and ally.36 It is as a Platonist that I reject both of these claims and it is likewise as a Platonist that I see them as indissolubly linked. For all the previous discussion of National Socialism and Weimar, then, this Introduction would remain incomplete without serious discussion of Plato. And so, with Plato properly installed at the head of the philosophical parade, footnotes are sure to follow.


  To begin with, there are good reasons why there were no true Platonists in Germany during the 1930s. Nietzsche, whose influence during this period was overpowering,37 considered Socrates’ last words in Plato’s Phaedo proof that both of these “great wise men” were “symptoms of decay.”38 Heidegger, the most influential German philosopher alive at the time,39 expressed the same thought in metaphysical terms: Plato’s idea had displaced physis by introducing a cleft (Kluft) between “what is and what appears.”40 Instantiated in Socrates’ cheerful embrace of the final separation of his soul from a mere body,41 the Kluft between Being and Becoming—one might well think of it as a realm-disjoining plateau42 —has long been recognized as the essence of Platonism; hence Aristotle’s unremitting attacks on the chôrismos. Unlike his predecessors Nietzsche and Heidegger, the author of Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy (1983) appears to be a Platonist; in fairness to Strauss,43 he never claimed to be one.44 To put it another way: it is only because his Plato is not a Platonist that Strauss, whose admiration for Plato is certainly very evident, appears to be one. In reality, Strauss is no more receptive to what Nietzsche and Heidegger accurately recognized as Platonism—the absolute existence of transcendent Being and the problematic existential status of everything else—than they were.45 But Strauss has no intention of making it easy for his readers to recognize that Strauss’s Plato is not the actual Plato let alone his antithesis. Thus he never directly repudiates Platonism in print;46 he rather disposes of it in a circuitous manner, primarily by means of “Fârâbî’s Plato.”47


  But Strauss knows exactly what Platonism is, as proved by a letter he wrote to Gerhard Krüger in 1935: “Kant is really the only Platonist among the modern philosophers.”48 By showing the limits of reason in order to make room for faith, Kant created a modern place, beyond space and time, for Plato’s transcendent idea.49 Pre-Kantian German Platonism had its champion in Moses Mendelssohn,50 the first great philosopher who was both German and Jewish.51 As Strauss knew better than any of his contemporaries,52 Mendelssohn fell victim to a vicious attack launched by F. H. Jacobi,53 subject of Strauss’s doctoral dissertation. Mendelssohn’s successor was Hermann Cohen,54 founder of Neo-Kantianism at Marburg University, where Strauss began his studies.55 It is no accident that Immanuel Kant is the only great German philosopher with an Old Testament Christian name:56 like any true Platonist or any believing Jew, Kant is infused with what I will call “the piety of the Kluft”: he knows that he does not know what he does not know, e.g., whether God loves piety because it is pious or whether it is pious because God loves it.57 One alternative requires a human being to know the mind of God, the other diminishes God with an idea.


  German Philosophy is not quite as complicated as its New World students tend to believe: the essential thing to keep firmly in mind is the absolute gulf between metaphysical dualism58 —the Platonic tradition represented by Mendelssohn, Kant, Cohen, and completed in Germany by Franz Rosenzweig59 —and monism, the legacy of the Spinoza revival inaugurated by Jacobi.60 Whether by collapsing the distinction between God and man—a process begun by J. G. Hamann61 and completed by G. W. F. Hegel62 —or by the crude but effective expedient of eliminating God entirely, as Nietzsche and Heidegger did,63 anti-Platonism has a long history in Germany and the whole of this development unfortunately constitutes the philosophical origin of what would finally take the name “National Socialism.”64 I will show that anti-Platonism reaches its theoretical or logical culmination in Strauss, whose improbable and audacious project was to enroll Plato himself in its ranks.65 He did this by means of the phantom (eidôlon) I will call “Plato.”


  The origins of Strauss’s “Plato” will be found in Plato’s Laws, a dialogue in which the reader makes the acquaintance of a mysterious “Athenian Stranger,” prototype for this book’s title. Strauss had read Plato’s Laws before he came to the United States in 1938 but this text could only acquire a deeper significance once the émigré became what he was for us: “the German Stranger.” The decisive importance of Plato’s Laws is indicated by the fact that the last book Strauss wrote without the aid of posthumous editing was The Argument and the Action of Plato’s Laws (1975). This book was in fact the culmination of a process that had already begun in Germany: its frontispiece was the hint from Avicenna that Strauss had discovered in 1929-193066 and that first appeared in print in his last German book, the only one unavailable in English during his lifetime and consequently his most revealing, Philosophie und Gesetz: Beiträge zum Verständnis Maimunis und seiner Vorläufer (1935): “�the treatment of prophecy and Divine law is contained in . . . the Laws.’”67 This hint created a bridge between “Plato” and the philosophical treatment of Judaism, a bridge constructed by Fârâbî and traversed, according to Strauss, by Maimonides, the subject of Strauss’s paid research at the Akademie für die Wissenschaft des Judentum in the early 1930s.68 The importance of Plato’s Laws for the German Stranger will begin to become apparent by analyzing a passage from the first essay he wrote in English: “On Abravanel’s Philosophical Tendency”(1937).69


  
    Judaism on the one hand, Aristotelianism on the other, certainly supplied the greatest part of the matter of Maimonides’ teaching.70

  


  Strauss’s use of the word “matter” is important: he is not denying that Maimonides was deeply influenced by Aristotle. It was this influence that troubled Cohen and led him to suggest that Maimonides was closer to Plato:71 as both Kantian and believing Jew, Cohen was alive to the metaphysical gulf dividing Aristotelianism from Platonism and recognized that only the latter, thanks to the Idea of the Good, was consistent with the transcendent God of Israel. In apparent agreement with Cohen but really against him—and the easiest way to understand Strauss throughout is in opposition to Cohen72 —Strauss claimed that Maimonides was really a Platonist.73 For Strauss, this claim did not mean that Maimonides, as a believing Jew, embraced the piety of the Platonic Kluft dividing the transcendent God from the merely created world; unlike Cohen, Strauss insists that the matter of his thought was Aristotelian. Strauss’s claims about the “Platonism” of Maimonides therefore had less to do with metaphysical matter than political manner:


  
    But Platonic political philosophy provided at any rate the framework for the two achievements by which Maimonides made an epoch in the history of Judaism: for his codification of the Jewish law and for his philosophical defense of the Jewish law.

  


  Strauss is a careful writer, and it is only by combining these two achievements—a description that turns on the distinction between Maimonides’ codification of Jewish law and Jewish law itself—that we come to realize that Strauss’s Maimonides was actually offering a philosophical defense for his codification of Jewish law.74 The meaning that Strauss attached to the word “Platonic” will immediately become clear to anyone who realizes that Strauss is therefore not claiming that Maimonides offered a defense of Judaism despite the fact that he appeared to be doing so. Strauss’s ongoing concern with Maimonides is therefore central to understanding Strauss’s own “Platonism.”75 It will be noted that the words “Platonic political philosophy” will reappear in the title of Strauss’s posthumous book; it is this sense of “Platonic” that proved decisive and to which Strauss remained unfailingly loyal. As Cohen recognized, Platonism as traditionally understood—the Platonism that Nietzsche had in mind when he called Christianity “Platonism for the masses”76 —offers a philosophical defense of Judaism: having added personality and speech to Plato’s transcendent Idea in the noumenal realm of Being, the God of Israel uniquely says “I am That I am.”77 It is against this Platonism, the Platonism that Strauss’s Vorläufer (Heidegger and Nietzsche) still regarded as their open enemy, that Strauss’s “Athens” and “Jerusalem” dichotomy will be deployed: insofar as Maimonides is a philosopher,78 he cannot accept Revelation, and when he appears to be doing so, he is really doing something quite different: he is offering a philosophic defense for his own codification of Jewish law based on “Platonic political philosophy.”


  
    It is open to question which of Plato’s political works was the most important for Maimonides and the Islamic philosophers.

  


  The choices come down to two: Plato’s Republic and his Laws.79 Although Strauss will intimate that he comes down on the side of the latter, his understanding of the former, most clearly expressed in the final paragraph of Philosophie und Gesetz,80 reveals what Strauss thought it meant to follow Plato rather than Aristotle. No Platonist will be surprised to learn that Strauss explicates this difference in relation to the Allegory of the Cave; the amazing thing is how he does so. According to Strauss, Plato is an Aristotelian to the extent that both regard contemplation, the bios theôretikos accessible only to the philosopher, as the best life. But unlike Aristotle, Plato subordinates the philosopher’s good to the city by compelling an involuntary return to the Cave. It is this subordination that prepares for philosophy’s later status under the dominion of revealed religion.81 The philosophers not only continue to philosophize: “they are, as authorized by law, free to philosophize in Aristotelian freedom: they can therefore aristotelize.”82 Naturally Strauss ignores the fact that the basis of the allegory is precisely the Platonic—one is tempted to say “Jewish”—dualism based on the Kluft or chôrismos that Aristotle rejects; it reappears in a strictly political form that separates the philosopher from the city and divorces “Athens” from “Jerusalem” in principle. Precisely because he secretly refuses to acknowledge that the city’s good is the highest good—to say nothing of the fact that he does not acknowledge that the Idea of the Good furnishes the basis for his voluntary and earthly self-sacrifice83 —Strauss’s Maimonides is a “Platonist” because he defends Judaism on an Aristotelian basis.


  
    But it is safe to say that the best clue to the understanding of their teaching is supplied by the Laws.

  


  Strauss would soon enough discover—and it constitutes a great contribution to the better understanding not only of “Plato” but of Plato—the most important clue for understanding Plato’s Laws: the Athenian Stranger is the Socrates who followed Crito’s advice and escaped the hemlock.84 Although Strauss wrote little about Plato’s Phaedo—doing so would have forced him to reject Platonism openly85 —he lavished considerable attention on Crito, particularly in his Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy.86 While Plato’s Socrates drowns out the arguments of his oldest friend by channeling, much like a prophet,87 an inspired speech from the personified laws of Athens, Strauss’s “Socrates” is actually practicing “Platonic political philosophy:” he is justifying, for Crito’s benefit,88 the city’s law in a way that actually reinterprets and rejects it.89 The elderly Socrates dies as a result; Strauss suggests that only an elderly Socrates would have done so.90 The judicial murder of Socrates is useful to Strauss because it can be used to illustrate the permanent antagonism between the city and philosophy; it is inconvenient in that Socrates’ cheerful willingness to undergo death suggests that the philosopher’s return to the Cave is both voluntary and just.91 In short: fabricated for the purpose of maintaining an absolute opposition between “Athens” and “Jerusalem,” Strauss’s “Socrates” does not embrace the metaphysical Kluft or orient his earthly existence to a transcendent Beyond, he does not yearn for the separation of immortal soul from imprisoning body,92 and certainly does not inspire his followers to serve their native city, as Plato’s Socrates did, by playing prophet to the Athenian laws.


  
    I cannot discuss here the true meaning of this most ironical of Plato’s works, although I believe that only the full understanding of its true meaning would enable us to understand adequately the medieval philosophy of which I am speaking.

  


  Although he possessed the most important clue to the true meaning of what I too regard as “this most ironical of Plato’s works,” Strauss never gained a “full understanding of its true meaning”: he never understood Laws as Plato himself understood it. In addition to his silence on Phaedo, his decision to ignore Plato’s Epinomis validates this radical claim: the latter has been dismissed as spurious precisely because it is easy to spot its anti-Platonic qualities.93 Those qualities are also present, albeit in a less obtrusive form, in Plato’s ironic Laws and Plato places them there deliberately: just as the student of Thucydides and Xenophon is challenged to reject on historical grounds the deceptive and anachronistic speech of Aspasia that Socrates repeats in Menexenus,94 so also the student of Plato’s Socratic dialogues is challenged, on ethical grounds, to reject the utterly impious law code created by the cowardly law-breaker Plato called “the Athenian Stranger.”95 Having disobeyed the laws of Athens, the Stranger will create a code of laws for Crete that others will be compelled to obey.96 Having fled the Socratic hemlock, the Stranger will now require the drinking of wine, its antidote.97 As Strauss well understood, the reason the first word of Laws is “God” is because the Stranger, having tacitly rejected divine authorship for the laws of Sparta and Crete, will slowly but surely lay claim to it for his own code.98 Unlike Socrates, the Athenian Stranger really is guilty of impiety and if his attempt to corrupt the aged Clinias should prove successful, the youth of Magnesia are in serious trouble. We need only admit (against Strauss) that Plato was a Platonist, reject (with Strauss) the theory of “Plato’s development,” and learn (from Strauss) that the Stranger was an escaping and cowardly “Socrates” (little more thinkable than a National Socialist Messiah or a Jewish Nazi) in order to see that Plato’s loyalty was to the immortal Socrates of the Phaedo, not to the atheistic theology the Athenian Stranger introduces in Laws.99


  This is not to deny categorically that Strauss’s uncritical reading of Plato’s Laws may be extremely useful for understanding Maimonides or rather his predecessors beginning with Fârâbî; more importantly, Strauss’s reading of Laws is extremely useful for understanding him. To begin with, the experience of reading Plato’s Laws critically, as Plato intended, is the ideal preparation for giving Strauss the reading he too deserves although reading the two in the reverse order may prove considerably easier for us. Regardless of chronological priority, one cannot read either well without having armed oneself beforehand with a healthy suspicion that neither the Athenian nor the German Stranger speaks for Plato. To be sure one stranger is real and the other merely fictional. But if the intrepid Strauss dreamed of making Plato his mouthpiece, the wondrous Plato had already made a puppet out of Strauss: the best way to show that Strauss’s “Plato” is not the real Plato is to show that Plato’s Athenian Stranger is the real Strauss. This project will be revisited in chapter 9. For the present, identifying Strauss as the German version of the Athenian Stranger is hardly damning on Strauss’s own terms; he does not regard the Stranger as an evil person if only because both stand “beyond good and evil.”100 And who could blame Strauss for fleeing the murderous jail-cell of post-1933 Germany for a refuge in a faraway “Crete”?


  On the other hand, we ourselves would need to be cretins to ignore the circumstances under which Strauss actually left Germany in 1932 or to allow first impressions101 to determine our assessment of either Stranger:


  
    At the beginning one receives the impression that the Athenian has come to Crete in order to study there the best laws.102

  


  This sentence comes from Strauss’s masterpiece, the 1954-1955 lectures devoted to the question: “What Is Political Philosophy?” Delivered in Jerusalem, these lectures demonstrate ad oculos Strauss’s own mastery of “Platonic political philosophy;” they will be the subject of chapter 8. For now, it is enough to show that Strauss regards our first impression of the Stranger as wrong:


  
    By this time it has become clear to the reader that the Athenian has not come to Crete in order to study there the best laws, but in order to introduce into Crete new laws and institutions, truly good laws and institutions.103

  


  To the extent that we assume that Strauss favored the laws and institutions of these United States, we fail to recognize that moderation in speech is inseparable from what Strauss was shameless enough to call “Platonic political philosophy.”


  
    For moderation is not a virtue of thought: Plato likens philosophy to madness, the very opposite of sobriety or moderation; thought must not be moderate but fearless, not to say shameless. But moderation is a virtue controlling the philosopher’s speech.104

  


  The crucial point of intersection is that despite their moderation, both the Athenian and the German Strangers have a solution both fearless and shameless to “the theological-political problem.”


  The Athenian Stranger does not reject the divine origin of Crete’s laws in principle and he does not deny the existence of Zeus;105 neither will the German Stranger ever make his atheism explicit in English (as he had in German)106 or directly attack the Declaration of Independence. On the other hand, he will never endorse the view “that governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.” More revealing is his refusal to embrace the crisp and perfect separation of Church and State.107 Without denying the existence of the Olympian gods, the Athenian Stranger introduces new ones—the heavenly bodies108 —and elevates those with knowledge of mathematics and astronomy (or respect for those who have such knowledge) to political leadership through the agency of an all-powerful Nocturnal Council he is shameless enough to call “divine.”109 Inspired by Heidegger’s anti-Platonic rehabilitation of physis, the German Stranger will make exactly the same point by explaining why the word “nature” is not found in the Bible,110 an essential component in his ongoing project to divorce “Athens” from “Jerusalem.”111 There is certainly far less evidence that either Stranger believes in an unseen, transcendent God than that Maimonides or Fârâbî did. But the atheistic German Stranger never protests the fact that the Athenian’s city is filled with “god-talk” or that belief in the city’s “gods” is strictly regulated and enforced; his solution to the theological-political problem is the antithesis of ours. Equipped with a secret police,112 Magnesia is based on an atheistic religion and the Stranger himself functions as its atheistic Moses.113 Strauss “naturally”114 does not deplore any of this: he thus mistakes Plato’s motives for creating his Cretan city. As anachronistic as it may sound,115 Plato’s Laws subjects an anti-Platonic “Socrates”—yet another self-contradiction to join hands with the Nazi Messiah and the Jewish Nazi—to the ancient archetype of the reductio ad Hitlerum.116 It is in any case a serious mis take to apply A. N. Whitehead’s famous remark about “footnotes to Plato” only to philosophers; the son of Ariston was particularly astute at predicting the political means by which the idea would be deformed, attacked, and annihilated.117 This, indeed, was an important component of his ongoing pedagogical project: to show Kluft-cleaving philosophers their obligation to follow Socrates back down into the Cave lest the likes of Thrasymachus administer their poison to an otherwise well-intentioned and capable public.118


  In the chapters that follow, I will show that before he left Germany in 1932, the German Stranger was deeply influenced by two soon-to-become Nazis—not ignorant anti-Semitic thugs but brilliant professors of Law and Philosophy. Their hatred of Weimar was no secret to the young Strauss even at a time when university professors could not openly express such political convictions. More importantly, he drew upon their work to create a radical critique of liberal democracy; ironically, the result was a synthesis (chapter 4) that neither of them could have reached on their own. This need hardly surprise us; Strauss would have surpassed any teachers on such matters and, like Shakespeare’s Richard the Third, could “set the murderous Machiavel to school.” It is ultimately because he had a far clearer understanding of its philosophical origins that Strauss can teach us infinitely more about National Socialism than the two cowardly, utterly repulsive, and lapel-pin-wearing Nazi philosophers, Heidegger and Schmitt. It bears emphasis and demands thoughtful consideration that even a drop of “Jewish blood” was sufficient to bar anyone, regardless of their political convictions, from joining the Nazis. But Strauss did what no mere Nazi could have done or even dreamed of doing: he boldly brought his anti-liberal project to the United States, the most fearsome of his homeland’s Western enemies and the greatest and most powerful liberal democracy there has ever been. No more than the Athenian was the German Stranger intent on learning from others about the best laws and institutions; he had a rather more Machiavellian project in mind. Carefully concealed in the form of commentary on the political philosophers of the past, protected by the tolerance he despised but knew full well how to exploit, he tirelessly promulgated his “Platonic” critique of liberal democracy in the belly of the whale.


  I intend to show why Strauss’s “political philosophy” is dangerous to men and women who love the freedom that only a liberal regime based on unalienable individual rights can give.119 Although this book looks back to the thinkers of the past, it is pointless to deny that democracy will continue to be endangered by those who would persuade its citizens to sacrifice individual autonomy in a quasi-religious commitment to destroying enemies both at home and abroad. But I see the German Stranger’s project as primarily destructive; it was the theoretical foundation of Liberal Democracy in general that he sought to annihilate, not some new form of totalitarianism that he aimed to erect. In any case, he tells us openly that the theological-political problem was at the heart of his project; we need only ponder the implications of the fact that although he gave particular attention to the relationship between religion and the state, he never expressed any support for keeping them separate. Every reader who recognizes the Platonic basis of this separation—and its dependence on I Samuel 8:7 and John 18:36—will, I believe, quickly recognize the force of my principal argument. I will not claim, as Tacitus did, to be writing sine ira et studio (“without anger or zeal”);120 Tacitus wrote after the fall of Rome’s Republic; I have no desire to outlive mine. But I realize that I will only be heeded if I can reveal Strauss’s intentions to any fair-minded reader, not only those who already realize that “Athens” and “Jerusalem” are not the irreconcilable enemies Strauss’s project requires them to be. To the extent of my ability, neither honesty nor integrity, whether personal or academic,121 will be abandoned in the pages that follow if only for the sake of my native land, which demands something better than our best from those who love her.


  I will close this Introduction with the same thought-experiment that led to a discussion of Strauss’s reductio ad Hitlerum. Another German émigré, also of Jewish lineage, coined the phrase “the banality of evil.” Even if all the other works and words of Hannah Arendt should be lost in some future cataclysm (or forgotten through the unstoppable progress of time), her claim to fame will rest on the insight that the crimes of Nazism were perpetrated for the most part by commonplace little men of whom one would never imagine such hatred and evil. To the extent that there was no shortage of non-fictional Kindlers,122 it is not entirely clear that she was right, but Arendt will certainly be remembered as a keen observer of the Nazis. In a larger sense, how could either Strauss or Arendt not be remembered for their remarks connected with Nazism? The rise and fall of National Socialism took place in their native land and was the most important event of their troubled lives. In her biography of Arendt, Elisabeth Young-Bruehl tells a story that illustrates how differently these two Germans of Jewish origin reacted to the rise of National Socialism in the early 1930s. It also explains why one of them coined a phrase dedicated to seeing Nazis more clearly while the other discovered an argument that can conceal them.


  
    Hannah Arendt’s tolerance for intellectuals who failed to understand the darkening political situation grew weaker as her allegiance to the Zionists’ critique grew deeper. Leo Strauss, the author of a much admired critique of quite a different sort, Die Religionskritik Spinozas, met with a curt rejection from Hannah Arendt for his lack of awareness. Strauss, an associate of the Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums, met Arendt at the Prussian State Library and made an effort to court her. When she criticized his conservative political views and dismissed his suit, he became bitterly angry. The bitterness lasted for decades, growing worse when the two joined the same American faculty at the University of Chicago in the 1960s. Strauss was haunted by the rather cruel way in which Hannah Arendt had judged his assessment of National Socialism: she pointed out the irony of the fact that a political party advocating views Strauss appreciated could have no place for a Jew like him.123

  


  No genuine philosopher can rest on authority (the argumentum ad verecundiam)) and each must finally find her or his own way. But a courageous woman’s prior discovery of a truth for which a man has already decided to fight a dubious battle undoubtedly makes the burden of duty seem less difficult to bear and indeed as light as a feather.
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  Chapter One

  

  The Enduring Influence of F. H. Jacobi


  

  



  
    Even if all the reasoning adduced by Spinoza were compelling, nothing would have been proven. Only this much would have been proven: that on the basis of unbelieving science one could not but arrive at Spinoza’s results. But would this basis itself be justified? It was Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi who posed this question, and by doing so lifted the interpretation of Spinoza—or what amounts to the same thing, the critique of Spinoza—on to its proper plane.1

  


  The best place to begin reading Leo Strauss is his “Persecution and the Art of Writing” (1941),2 a brilliant essay that teaches the reader how Strauss himself must be read. The article’s thesis is a simple one: in order to escape “persecution,” heterodox thinkers have developed an “art of writing” whereby they conceal their true views from the censor while their authentic teaching is “written between the lines” and can be detected only by those who know how to read. In more technical language, the art of writing depends on creating an exoteric cover for an esoteric teaching;3 Strauss called this technique “exotericism.”4 The joke of the 1941 article (as will be made clear in chapter 6) is that Strauss’s liberal readers would simply assume that he is describing authoritarian persecution of liberal teachings whereas his real concern is liberal persecution of authoritarianism. In fact, Strauss is both describing and practicing exotericism at the same time in “Persecution and the Art of Writing:” he tells us between the lines that he too must be read between the lines. To the extent that the article appears to be only a description rather than an implementation of the art of writing, it is itself an exoteric text.


  Considered superficially, however, “Persecution and the Art of Writing” teaches Strauss’s readers merely to detect how other writers have used this technique: one is tempted to say that detecting the exotericism of others is precisely the exoteric cover with which Strauss generally conceals his own. It must be remembered that Strauss himself was both writer and reader; most of his writings constitute careful and meticulous readings of other writers.5 Although his writings only describe the exotericism of others, he also never denies the axiom that “one writes as one reads.”6 For now, it is enough to state the obvious: that a reader who can detect the secret teaching of others knows full well how to conceal her own. Given the nature of my own project, then, it is therefore incumbent upon me to state at the outset something that Strauss himself never states: I am not practicing exotericism and have no secret teaching. In the Introduction, I have made public my intention to reveal the secret teaching of Leo Strauss. Strauss, on the other hand, not only claims that others had a secret teaching but he also never denies that he himself had one.


  Reading Strauss is therefore very similar to reading a detective story, a similarity he discusses in “On a Forgotten Kind of Writing” (1954).


  
    As Belaval notes, M. Kojève, comparing my method [sc. of “reading between the lines”] to that of a detective, asserted that there is this difference: that my method cannot lead up to the confession of a criminal. My answer is twofold: I know of cases where the criminal confessed posthumously after having made sure that the detective would not condemn him; and I would be happy if there were suspicion of crime where up to now there has only been implicit faith in perfect innocence.7

  


  Here Strauss compares a skilful writer to a criminal and he professes himself happy only with a reader skilful enough to entertain “suspicion of crime.” Without denying Kojève’s insight, he goes further by claiming that his methods of detection can indeed “lead up to the confession of a criminal.” A less suspicious reader, one who places “implicit faith” in the “perfect innocence” of a skilled writer, could never extract such a confession. Nor could the faithful have discovered exotericism: content with the innocent exterior, they could never penetrate to the subversive secret below it. When Strauss states that he has extracted posthumous confessions and suggests that he would be happy if more readers became suspicious of a writer’s criminal intent, he indicates between the lines precisely the threshold through which he himself must be approached and the kind of readers he wants for himself. Such readers will find their suspicion rewarded by a posthumous confession, stunning in its honesty. There are only two things that the reader really needs in order to learn Strauss’s criminal secret: (1) the determination to read him literally, and (2) an open mind on the crucial question, i.e., the reader must be willing simply to entertain “suspicion of a crime.” Even having seen for themselves the truth, however, they will confront an insurmountable obstacle if they attempt to break the sanctity of the confessional and reveal to others the secret of this thoroughly impenitent criminal.


  Strauss describes this obstacle in the quotation I have chosen as this book’s frontispiece:


  
    One must also consider “the customary mildness of the common people,” a good naturedness which fairly soon shrinks from, or is shocked by, the inquisitorial brutality and recklessness that is required for extorting his serious views from an able writer who tries to conceal them from all but a few.8

  


  To put it baldly, the obstacle is you, the “good-natured” reader who is too generous to entertain suspicion of so heinous a crime. Strauss himself isn’t the problem: he wants to confess, albeit only to the few. Nor do I, trained by him to read between the lines,9 lack the critical skills for bringing his confession to light.10 But unlike Strauss himself, the critic who would expose his secret must persuade the many. Naturally Strauss will never explicitly write that he writes exoterically (nor that he doesn’t), that he too has a secret teaching (nor that he hasn’t), and that he is, in fact, a Nazi (nor that he hates, loathes, and utterly rejects National Socialism and everything it stands for). But even in the absence of such rejections and denials, the secret is safe with you. He counts on the fact that you will not believe me. To attribute so brutal a doctrine to a long-dead and presumably harmless Professor of Political Science must itself seem the height of brutality; to enlighten the public about the clever recklessness with which this master criminal has repeatedly made his stealthy confession can only seem reckless. Strauss doesn’t deny that someone like me will come along long after he is dead: he doesn’t claim that no detective can extract a skilled writer’s posthumous confession but only that it will be most difficult for that detective to persuade the general public that a criminal actually has confessed. As Strauss put it in “Persecution and the Art of Writing”: “Every decent modern reader is bound to be shocked by the mere suggestion that a great man might have deliberately deceived the large majority of his readers.”11 The first thing, then, that the detective must bring to light about Strauss is the threshold fact of his exotericism; the specific content of his secret teaching—will come later.


  Strauss’s first use of the word “exoteric” in “Persecution and the Art of Writing” occurs in a sentence about Gotthold Ephraim Lessing,12 a pillar of German Literature best known today as the author of Nathan the Wise, a play about a humane and tolerant Jew based on Lessing’s friend, Mendelssohn.


  
    Lessing, who was one of the most profound humanists of all times, with an exceedingly rare combination of scholarship, taste, and philosophy, and who was convinced that there are truths which should not or cannot be pronounced, believed that “all ancient philosophers” had distinguished between their exoteric and their esoteric teaching.13

  


  Strauss repeatedly emphasizes the role of Lessing in his own rediscovery of exotericism: no reader of Strauss can escape the first impression that Lessing was the decisive influence on Strauss where the art of writing is concerned.14 As it happens, explaining exotericism by means of Lessing will turn out to be merely Strauss’s exoteric account of exotericism. As befits a detective story where a master criminal is the quarry, the first leads must necessarily be invisible to the many and wrapped in a certain obscurity. After all, few American readers are familiar even with Lessing let alone with the shadowy figure who actually taught Strauss exotericism and who therefore provides, as it were, the key to the confessional: F. H. Jacobi.15


  Aristotle16 makes a useful distinction between those things that are first by nature as opposed to those that are first for us. It is difficult to begin at the true beginning, Aristotle would tell us: we must begin with what is accessible to us. “Persecution and the Art of Writing” is perhaps the best place for us to begin but the true point of origin for Strauss’s exotericism—i.e., that which here is first by nature—turns out to be Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi. This is obvious in a chronological sense when one considers that Strauss’s first publication (1921) was a summary of his doctoral dissertation: “Das Erkenntnisproblem in der philosophischen Lehre Fr. H. Jacobis.”17 As its German title indicates, Americans are here confronted with their own “problem of knowledge”: there is a linguistic as well as a cultural barrier to be considered. Moreover, the detective’s task is hardly made easier by the fact that the popular view of the already obscure Jacobi is that he was a Christian who showed that the only foundation for “rationalism” was a leap of irrational faith.18 To put it more clearly: insofar as F. H. Jacobi is known at all, he is not known to be an exoteric writer. But one fact, to begin with, is perfectly plain: Strauss wrote his doctoral dissertation about Jacobi. And a second point should be made at the start as well: Jacobi was certainly not Jewish.19


  If any reader is determined to sharpen his or her wits, I can think of no better exercise than plunging into the so-called “Pantheism Controversy”20 that followed the publication of Jacobi’s Briefe über die Lehre Spinozas (1785). Strauss explains this book’s significance in the only other passage (aside from the thesis abstract and the quotation that stands at the head of this chapter) that he published about Jacobi, this time writing in English in his 1965 “Preface to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion”:


  
    The formal reception of Spinoza took place in 1785 when F. H. Jacobi published his book On the Doctrine of Spinoza, in Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn. Jacobi made public the fact that in Lessing’s view there was no philosophy but the philosophy of Spinoza.21

  


  Four important names come together in this sentence. At the center is Spinoza, regarded in 1785 as an atheist and the ne plus ultra of dangerous thinking. Then comes Lessing: the most famous and revered German author of his day. After Lessing’s death in 1781, his friend Mendelssohn catches wind of the fact that an obscure novelist named F. H. Jacobi had heard from Lessing’s own lips a most extraordinary thing: that Lessing was a secret Spinozist. Some letters are exchanged between Jacobi and Mendelssohn; the latter is clearly disturbed by Jacobi’s revelation of Lessing’s atheism and attempts to contain it in a variety of ways. This effort fails completely when Jacobi, who presents himself as a Christian opponent of Spinoza and atheism, preemptively publishes their exchange of letters in such a way as to make Mendelssohn appear to be a fool as well as to make public the damning revelation about Lessing’s Spinozism.22


  Strauss never worked as a professor in Germany, the native land he left in 1932.23 His principal scholarly activity was at the Akademie für Wissenschaft des Judentums, where he worked on an edition of the writings of Mendelssohn, the most famous German philosopher of Jewish origin, and later on Spinoza,24 the most famous Jewish philosopher tout court. Strauss was highly qualified for the job: he was, to begin with, Jewish. He had matriculated at the University of Marburg, where the influence of Cohen (1842-1918), by far and away the most prominent Jewish philosopher of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, was still dominant. Strauss had written his dissertation under Cohen’s successor, at the time (and for long afterwards) the most respected Jewish academic in Germany, Ernst Cassirer.25 To top off the already impressive list of credentials for the Mendelssohn project, Strauss had written his dissertation on Jacobi, Mendelssohn’s nemesis. Among the works that Strauss was assigned to edit were Mendelssohn’s various responses to Jacobi’s skillful attack on Mendelssohn himself and the memory of Lessing.26


  Although Strauss published very little about Jacobi, he wrote a considerable amount that remained unpublished at the time of his death. In addition to (1) the thesis itself (1921), Jacobi is discussed in considerable detail in (2) the long introduction to the Jubilee Edition of Moses Mendelssohn’s Gesammelte Schriften that Strauss finished in 1937 but that remained unpublished until 1974,27 the year after Strauss died. Jacobi is also discussed in (3) a fragment written in the United States called “Exoteric Teaching” (1939),28 likewise published after Strauss’s death. Finally, Strauss planned to write (and presumably publish) more about Jacobi: (4) a 1946 draft of a book includes a chapter about Jacobi’s role in the Pantheismusstreit, a chapter that was to follow (and this is highly significant) a reprinting of the seminal article “Persecution and the Art of Writing.”29 That placement suggests my threshold claim: that Strauss regarded Jacobi as an exoteric writer.


  Unlike the book draft and “Exoteric Teaching,” the editorial introductions for the Mendelssohn edition were written in German; like Strauss’s dissertation, they have not been translated into English. But the following translation sets the stage for the problem of Jacobi’s exotericism:


  
    The reception of Spinozism in the last decades of the eighteenth century [i.e., “when F. H. Jacobi published his book On the Doctrine of Spinoza, in Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn”] signifies almost at once a prodigious advance of faithlessness [Unglaubens].30

  


  Strauss would later restate in English the simple fact that Jacobi’s Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn (1785) was responsible for “the reception of Spinozism in the last decades of the eighteenth century;” in German, by contrast, he also reveals that this reception led to “unbelief” (Unglauben). Since Jacobi’s stated purpose seems to have been to promote faith (Glaube),31 the fact that the exact opposite occurred as a result of his book proves that Jacobi was either (1) a most inept writer or (2) an exoteric one. In other words, although Jacobi presents Lessing and not himself as the Spinozist in his remarkable book, he gives a reasonably suspicious reader grounds for thinking that his real purpose was to achieve precisely the result that he in fact achieved: a Spinoza revival that caused a dramatic growth in Unglauben.32


  The dearth of published statements about Jacobi is consistent with the way Strauss discusses Jacobi in his unpublished writings. To take the last example first, the proposed chapter on Jacobi is just that: it records Strauss’s intention to give his reading of Jacobi’s On the Doctrine of Spinoza but does not actually do so. It is parallel to Strauss’s intention to give a reading of Plato’s Gorgias: he never gave it, but made it clear that he intended to do so.33 To pursue this analogy a bit farther, Strauss left behind a number of clues about how he would treat the Gorgias: he would claim that the Socratic oration about the punishment of the wicked in the afterlife was merely Plato’s exoteric teaching34 while Plato’s esoteric teaching was presented through Callicles, who rejects morality on grounds familiar to every reader of Nietzsche.35 I suggest that a Straussian reading of Jacobi’s On the Doctrine of Spinoza (to the absence of which he draws our attention in various ways) would be remarkably similar: he would have distinguished Jacobi’s esoteric teaching from the defense of Christian faith that constitutes the text’s exoteric surface. Given the logic of exotericism, the fact that he declined to publish such a reading is one more indication of the enduring influence that Jacobi exercised on Strauss. More importantly, the words he wrote but did not publish about Jacobi prove conclusively that Strauss practiced exotericism.


  As already remarked, whenever Strauss writes about exotericism, he writes about Lessing, not Jacobi. The fullest treatment of both Lessing and exotericism is in the posthumously published “Exoteric Teaching.” This makes it a logical place to begin listening to Strauss’s posthumous confession. Because Jacobi is discussed there as well, it is also a good place to begin the more serious work of exegesis. In this detective story, then, it is Strauss’s own writings that must be carefully sifted for clues. This will require precisely the kind of careful reading that Strauss believed could be executed only by the few.36 A good place to start is with structure:37 “Exoteric Teaching” is divided into three parts. The first describes three essays of Lessing in order to explain what Strauss means by “Exoteric Teaching.”38 The central section deals with what happened to exotericism after Lessing.39 Finally, Strauss returns to Lessing in the final long paragraph with the important words “I return to Lessing.”40 The last words in the essay are “the exotericism of all the ancient philosophers” (the phrase derives from Lessing)41 while the final sentences adumbrate the history of exotericism immediately prior to Lessing.42 In that sense, the three parts of the essay concern: (1) Lessing’s exotericism, (2) Exotericism after Lessing, and (3) Exotericism before Lessing. The detective’s interest is naturally attracted to “(2)” both because of its central location and its open-ended subject matter.


  Jacobi is mentioned twice in the actual text of “Exoteric Teaching,” the first time towards the end of the second and central section. But his presence can perhaps be detected in that section’s opening sentence. “After Lessing, who died in the year in which Kant published his Critique of Pure Reason, the question of exotericism seems to have been lost sight of almost completely, at least among scholars and philosophers as distinguished from novelists.”43 The words “almost” and “seems” are important (as will soon become clear) and may stand as a validating example of my claim that Strauss must be read literally. Jacobi’s On the Doctrine of Spinoza (1785) could only have been written after Lessing’s death (1781) because the occasion for that text is Jacobi’s decision to reveal to Mendelssohn (who was intending to write a tribute to his dead friend) some information necessary for a correct understanding of Lessing’s legacy, i.e., that Lessing was a secret Spinozist. Strauss does not yet suggest, much less claim, that Jacobi’s On the Doctrine of Spinoza is an exoteric text. He does, however, leave open the possibility that it could be with the word “seems.”


  The bulk of the central paragraph is concerned with Schleiermacher’s failure to understand Plato’s exotericism: Strauss uses Schleiermacher to illustrate the claim that “after Lessing . . . the question of exotericism” was “lost sight of.” Not only did Schleiermacher fail to learn exotericism from Plato’s dialogues, Strauss emphasizes that he failed to learn it from Lessing’s. It is in this context that Strauss mentions Jacobi.


  
    Nor does he [sc. Schleiermacher], as much as allude to Lessing’s dialogues (“Ernst und Falk” and Lessing’s conversation with F. H. Jacobi) which probably come closer to the spirit of Platonic dialogues and their technique than any other modern work in the German language.44

  


  Let me begin the unpacking of this crucial sentence by pointing out that by the “technique” of the Platonic dialogues, Strauss (as the entire paragraph reveals) means precisely exotericism. By way of making that clear, Strauss has already emphasized the distinctions between Socrates, Plato, and “Plato’s Socrates.”45 With those points made, the sentence is simply claiming that Lessing’s dialogues are more genuinely exoteric (i.e., they “probably come closer to the spirit of Platonic dialogues and their technique”) than any subsequent work written in German.46 The apparent meaning of the sentence is thus identical to the apparent meaning of the section’s first sentence: no German has written exoterically since the death of Lessing. The problem arises, of course, when we examine what Strauss is here calling “Lessing’s dialogues.” In the context, a careless reader would suppose that Lessing was a German Plato.47 But it is Jacobi, not Lessing, who was the author of one of what Strauss calls, misleadingly, “Lessing’s dialogues.” And in his On the Doctrine of Spinoza (the work to which Strauss here refers), Jacobi is the “Plato” using Lessing as his Socrates.48 To speak more precisely: one of the two Lessings to whom Strauss here alludes (the other is the real Lessing: i.e., the author of “Ernst und Falk”) is actually what should (and will hereafter) be called “Lessing;” i.e., Jacobi’s Lessing. If (1) that dialogue is exoteric (and Strauss makes clear that it is) and (2) Jacobi wrote that dialogue (as he unquestionably did), then (3) Jacobi wrote exoterically after Lessing’s death. Thus the paragraph’s first sentence needs that “almost” and that “seems” while a sentence near the end of that paragraph reveals why this is the case. A literal reading shows that while Strauss has not actually lied, we will have avoided being completely misled by him if and only if we’ve entertained “suspicion of a crime.” In short: Strauss is writing exoterically about Jacobi’s exotericism.


  Although noteworthy critics have assumed that Jacobi was faithfully recording Lessing’s words in his On the Doctrine of Spinoza,49 Strauss strongly suggests that he is not one of them. In his 1937 introduction to the Mendelssohn edition, (“Einleitung zu »Morgenstunden« und »An die Freunde Lessings«”), the first thing Strauss emphasizes is that both Jacobi and Mendelssohn are guilty of deception at times and he explicitly states that the opening act in the complicated drama was a Jacobian deception (he uses the words “Falschheit Jacobis”).50 This alerts the reader to watch for falsehoods from both men.51 Since the scrupulously honest and rational Mendelssohn did not doubt Jacobi’s faithfulness in reporting Lessing’s words in the dialogue referred to above (a point that Strauss emphasizes),52 it is Strauss himself who, with appropriate discretion, must do so. “Jacobi had also reported another remark by Lessing about Mendelssohn the exact wording of which may perhaps not admit to being ascertained from his [sc. Jacobi’s] account [deren genauer Wortlaut sich freilich nicht aus seinem Bericht eruieren läßt].”53 This is a comical understatement. Now that Lessing is dead, Jacobi is the only living witness54 not only to this remark (a scathing assault on Mendelssohn’s intellectual abilities)55 but the entire dialogue. Therefore, it is not only the genauer Wortlaut that can’t be disinterred from the report (the Latinate word “eruieren” contributes to the humorous effect); neither is it this single remark that is subject to doubt. By admitting that the veracity of this remark is unverifiable (even by the most stringent efforts), Strauss is calling attention to the fact (between the lines) that Jacobi’s veracity throughout his Bericht is unverifiable. In other words, Strauss was well aware, long before he wrote “Exoteric Teaching,” that the dialogue with Jacobi is not one of “Lessing’s dialogues” (which it could only be if Jacobi is faithfully transcribing the exoteric speeches of Lessing?)56 but—because he knew that Jacobi might not be faithfully reporting Lessing’s words—that it should really be understood as Jacobi’s dialogue. Thus exotericism (as practiced by F. H. Jacobi) lived on after Lessing’s death and Strauss knows it. By writing “Exoteric Teaching” as he does, Strauss not only reveals that the art of writing has been passed down to him, but leaves serious students in little doubt as to Jacobi’s role in this transmission. To put it more precisely, Strauss requires his readers to understand the art of reading if they are to detect that not only Strauss but also Jacobi had mastered the art of writing. Those who have done so will be in no doubt where Strauss learned this art.


  It will be seen, then, that the formidable word “exotericism” is neither the marker for any obscure magic art nor a charlatan’s excuse for finding arcane doctrines in texts that really have none. No matter how complex the techniques he reveals others to have used,57 Strauss’s own “art of writing” certainly does not depend on the elaborate allegories employed in a lush variety of esoteric traditions including Kabbalah. Paradoxically, it is really the little words that reveal an exoteric writer’s “secrets.” As Strauss puts it: “Cannot miracles be wrought with such little words as ‘almost,’ ‘perhaps,’ ‘seemingly’?”58 To restate my case, then: reading Strauss well requires reading him (1) literally and (2) with suspicion.


  
    I now read the Theologico-political Treatise differently than I read it when I was young. I understood Spinoza too literally because I did not read him literally enough.59

  


  We should never read Strauss in accordance with our own literal understanding of how things are: to put it crudely, we must entertain the suspicion that he is not offering us the all-American apple pie we like and that, moreover, he knows full well that we like. Reading, not understanding, literally requires us not to assume that he sees things as we do unless he makes it unambiguously clear that he does so, i.e., without using words like “almost,” “seems,” and the particularly misleading “we.” The Enlightenment is a case in point.60 Both the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of the United States are products—one is tempted to call them the most perfect products—of Enlightenment rationalism. It is therefore difficult for Americans to imagine that a thoughtful person could strenuously oppose the Enlightenment let alone seek to reverse or annihilate it. It is particularly difficult for Americans to imagine that a thoughtful person could deny those truths that we hold to be self-evident, especially when he invites us to understand him to be castigating us for neglecting those truths ourselves.61


  The suspicion that I am recommending does not include the open-ended assumption that Strauss is a liar: it would be more accurate to say that he neither unambiguously embraces positions that we find natural nor unambiguously repudiates ones we find abhorrent. The crucial thing here is Strauss’s commitment to intellectual probity or Redlichkeit:62 he repeatedly invites us to misunderstand him but he is honest, indeed brutally so. Naturally this does not preclude the possibility that he, like everyone else, can be dead wrong. But the important point is that while most every reader would be misled by the passage from “Exoteric Teaching” and assume that exotericism lapsed after Lessing, this is only what Strauss suggests or rather only what he intends us to understand. One can deceive without actually lying. In the case of Strauss, if we read literally and with suspicion, the nature of the technique becomes clear, a technique whose power to deceive paradoxically depends entirely on a strictly verbal “probity.” So adamant is his commitment to Redlichkeit that the only document in which he actually lies is prefaced with the remarkable words: “I must warn you: I may commit errors of memory.”63


  The reader is already in a position to detect one of the lies in “A Giving of Accounts” (1970):


  
    In order to form an independent judgment I began, therefore, a fresh study of the Theologico-Political Treatise [by Spinoza]. In this study I was greatly assisted by Lessing, especially his theological writings, some of them with forbidding titles. Incidentally, Lessing is also the author of the only improvised live dialogue on a philosophical subject known to me.64

  


  In fact, Lessing was at best a mere participant in “the only improvised live dialogue on a philosophical subject known to me;” that dialogue’s author was Jacobi. “Falk und Ernst” makes no claim to being an “improvised live dialogue” and, incidentally (to use the word as Strauss has just used it), the subject of the dialogue between Jacobi and “Lessing” is precisely Spinoza. “A Giving of Accounts” is also notable for concealing Jacobi’s influence (and therefore Strauss’s apprenticeship) in a second passage: it is the only place where Strauss alludes to his dissertation but not only suppresses the fact that its subject was Jacobi but also discourages anybody from discovering anything about it by dismissing it as “a disgraceful performance.”65 Strauss is certainly too harsh on himself here. To begin with, it was this “disgraceful performance” that was ultimately responsible for the decision of Robert Maynard Hutchins to bring him to the University of Chicago in 1948.66 In fact, the dissertation is a very remarkable piece of work. Strauss emphasizes Jacobi’s irrationalism67 in such a way as to mercilessly expose the manner in which the meaning not only of “Faith” but “Revelation,”68 and “ Reason,“69 are radically transformed. And Strauss also explains, without any moral objection or even comment, how Jacobi’s epistemology comes to have an ethical dimension in the case of words like “Courage,”70 “Virtue,”71 and “Morals.”72 Although the thesis unquestionably has its disgraceful side, Strauss illustrates Jacobi’s pre-Nietzschean “revaluation of values” with deadly accuracy and perfect sangfroid.


  Before giving further consideration to Strauss’s dissertation specifically, some additional discussion of exotericism in general is in order. Strauss recognized that his discoveries about “the art of writing” would encounter opposition from mainstream scholars;73 he could certainly have predicted that he was bequeathing to his followers the thorny question of whether its discoverer had practiced the technique himself. As controversy about the content of his teaching has grown more heated, many of his defenders have found it best to deny Strauss’s own exotericism outright.74 A turning point now seems to have been reached: despite its consistently apologetic orientation, the recently published Cambridge Companion to Leo Strauss (2009) contains an essay by Laurence Lampert that uses “The Law of Reason in the Kuzari” (1943)75 to demonstrate Strauss’s own use of exoteric writing.76 Prior to employing it himself, Strauss must first have learned what others were doing and Lampert argues that “Strauss’s Recovery of Esotericism” took place in 1938-1939 in the context of Maimonides.77 The piece I have been considering was written in 1939 and therefore pushes Lampert’s date for Strauss’s practice back from 1943. But the principal difference between us is that the use of exotericism in “Exoteric Teaching” involves Jacobi; this is important because Strauss’s interest in this subject obviously goes back to the early 1920s. Having taken a first step that corroborates Lampert’s findings by proving that Strauss practiced exotericism, I will now show that Strauss made that discovery in the context of Jacobi.


  The most important clue to Strauss’s discovery of the vocabulary of “exotericism” is found in his 1946 “Plan of a Book Tentatively Entitled Philosophy and the Law: Historical Essays.”78 Chapter X would have been an expanded version of “Persecution and the Art of Writing” that prepared the way for chapter XI: “A Controversy on Spinoza.” Strauss explains that the connection between the two is based on the idea that “the conditions of literary production by heterodox or not wholly orthodox thinkers” (conditions that led such thinkers to produce exoteric texts) were “radically changed” by “the emergence of modern liberal society.”79 The transition to the Spinoza controversy is indicated as follows: “It would seem to be desirable that I discuss an example from the period of transition, from the period in which the two views of freedom of speech, the older view and the modern or liberal view were still fighting against each other.”80 It is at this point that Strauss writes the following:


  
    The most interesting example within the context of the present subject would be the controversy between Moses Mendelssohn and F. H. Jacobi on Lessing’s Spinozism. While preparing the edition of Mendelssohn’s metaphysical writings for the Jubilee Edition of Mendelssohn’s works, I discovered some unknown material which throws new light on that controversy. A discussion of that controversy would enable me to treat of Spinoza’s philosophy in its relation to Jewish medieval philosophy.81

  


  What was this “unknown material”? An important clue is an error in Strauss’s dissertation that would account for his judging it to be “a disgraceful performance.” In 1921, he cited a passage from volume IV, part 2 of Jacobi’s six-volume Werke (1812-1825) that is really from part 3 of volume IV.82 This mistake is easy to make: volume IV is contained in two separate books, the first of which contains parts 1 and 2. Strauss evidently did not realize this and he makes no reference to the real IV/2 in his dissertation; his erroneous citation proves he was unaware of its existence and therefore of its contents at that time. But in his “writings for the Jubilee Edition,” this error has been corrected: he not only cites IV/3 accurately but also repeatedly cites IV/2,83 in particular Jacobi’s reply to Mendelssohn’s “An die Freunde Lessings,” one of the texts Strauss was editing and an important document relating to the Pantheismusstreit. But Heinrich Scholz, who had brought out a modern edition of these documents in 1916, had included only a truncated version of “Wider Mendelssohns Beschuldigung in dessen Schreiben an die Freunde Lessings,” a version that deleted a crucial passage about exotericism.84 To the extent that students of the Pantheismusstreit depended on Scholz, Strauss could plausibly claim that he had discovered “unknown material.”


  Mendelssohn had been too humane to accuse Jacobi of lying about his “dialogue” with Lessing; instead he had offered the deceased hero’s friends “a hypothesis” that would explain why Lessing would reveal himself as an open atheist to someone whom he barely knew whereas he had never imparted anything like this opinion to his best friend. In the words of Mendelssohn’s biographer Alexander Altmann, he presented the dialogue as “a good-humored attempt on Lessing’s part to pull Jacobi’s leg after having discovered that the man wanted to save his soul.”85 But Jacobi has a far more interesting interpretation of this hypothesis, as he showed after quoting at length Mendelssohn’s description of his “Lessing”:


  
    “So far as, in the first place, Lessing is concerned,” says Herr Mendelssohn: “Jacobi perhaps did not himself believe that Lessing had entrusted a special secret to him but considered him {Lessing} a man” (it is necessary to reproduce here all of this carefully painted picture) “of unstable principles who had the capacity to assert with equal cleverness now this, now that, today theism, tomorrow atheism, and perhaps one day even superstition; who never sought to conceal his assertions but rather, as the mood or spirit of contradiction prompted him, also evidently made it possible for him to know how to have no scruples. He held him to be a mistaken sophist lost in his subtleties, as one who sees truth and error in the same light or the same obscurity; who ultimately prizes wit as much as philosophy; and to whom, given the mood, blasphemy [Gotteslästerung] seems to be strength of spirit.” Masterful!86

  


  By including “{Lessing},” I have indicated Altmann’s attempt to dispel a thought-provoking ambiguity: any reader who has begun to recognize the true character87 of the man who created “Lessing” will get an uncanny feeling while reading this passage because Mendelssohn has given a rather perfect description of Jacobi. And amazingly enough, it is Jacobi himself who acknowledges this. After a few more quotations from Mendelssohn, he writes:


  
    Let someone take all this together and still wonder who could be implicated in this carefully painted picture. The man, whom I have presented as Lessing—he is myself. That is my esoteric character while that of a believer, only my exoteric.88

  


  The passage that follows is too long to be translated here in its entirety but it is noteworthy that Strauss transcribed all of it in his editorial notes to Mendelssohn’s writings.89 Certainly a great deal could be written about Jacobi’s curious “non-denial denial” and one might well wonder about Mendelssohn’s own intentions.90 But it is the two sentences quoted above that must have struck Strauss like a lightning-bolt. Here he found the vocabulary of exotericism specifically applied to the eternal conflict between belief and atheism; this created the bridge between Spinoza and Maimonides to which he referred in 1946. Talk of God proved absolutely nothing: Jacobi had described with perfect clarity how an atheist could pose as a believer if he practiced exotericism. Even while discussing the most sublime religious content, an exoteric writer can conceal an esoteric Gotteslästerung.


  But it is important to realize that it was really only the vocabulary of exotericism that Strauss discovered while working on Mendelssohn at the Akademie; a very misleading impression of Strauss’s doctoral dissertation will result from the assumption that it is a careless piece of work or that its author didn’t recognize Jacobi’s blasphemy from the start. Although Strauss was evidently unfamiliar with “Wider Mendelssohns Beschuldigung” in 1921, the way he treats the final footnote of a far more obscure essay called “über eine Weissagung Lichtenbergs” in his 1921 thesis shows that Strauss fully understood Jacobi’s secret intentions from the start and likewise already knew how to conceal them, albeit in a revealing manner.


  Unfortunately, this footnote is likewise too lengthy to translate here in its entirety. It ends with a discussion of two of the most important words in German philosophy: Verstand (understanding) and Vernunft (reason). Students of Hegel will instantly grasp why Jacobi’s 1801 remarks are important: the distinction between Vernunft and Verstand is central to Hegel’s thinking and it should be remarked that a growing awareness of Jacobi’s impact on Hegel’s development is a crucial element in the contemporary revival of interest in his thought.91 More relevant here is the fact that the distinction between Verstand and Vernunft is central to Strauss’s dissertation: only the latter provides access to God and a discussion of Vernunft is the third of the dissertation’s five parts.92 At the beginning of his discussion of Verstand, i.e., the second part, he uses a quotation from Jacobi that broaches the subject of Vernunft:


  
    “The consciousness of the reason [Vernunft] and its revelations [Offenbarungen] is possible only in an understanding [Verstand]” [n. 34]. And on the other side, God may have no reason [Vernunft] in the strong sense of Jacobi’s conception of reason [Vernunftbegriff] to be discussed later but certainly has understanding [Verstand]. [n. 35] For without this [sc. Verstand], he [er, sc. God] would be no knowing essence [kein wissendes Wesen].93

  


  In the context of Verstand, this early mention of God is curious: it is irrelevant to Strauss’s immediate purpose. Note 35 is even more peculiar: after citing a text from the same source as note 34 to the effect that God does not have Vernunft,94 Strauss qualifies this claim while citing the crucial footnote for first time: “In a more general sense III 236ff. [i.e., the footnote] will defend the rationality [die Vernünftigkeit] of God (in the sense of ordering mind [Greek]) against Fr. Schlegel.” Here then is this footnote’s conclusion:


  
    Here is not the place to go deeper into this extremely important investigation [sc. of the distinction between Verstand and Vernunft]. Only about the human reason [der menschlichen Vernunft], with respect to its difference from the divine [der Göttlichen] here at the conclusion of this footnote [Anmerkung] will yet be found a few more meaningful hints [noch ein paar weiter deutende Winke]. The human reason should be considered on the one side as a capacity to perceive [Wahrnehmungsvermögen] an existent divine outside and over the human [über dem Menschen]; on the other side as a capacity to perceive an existent divine in man [im Menschen], and—as this divine itself [a different font is used for emphasis here]. Were the rational essence [das vernünftige Wesen] not of an originally divine nature, there would be no ways or means to achieve either a true knowledge or a true love of God.95

  


  One can easily understand why Jacobi never actually claims to be God: even in this passage, he allows the credulous to imagine that he believes in a God “outside and over” himself. But the hint he offers here is scarcely subtle and he never promised to give us more than Winke. There are many such hints.96 Although Strauss did not cite the most important of these, he certainly had read and considered it: “I repeat: God is, and is outside me, a living, self subsisting being [Wesen], or I am God [Ich bin Gott; a different and larger font is used here for emphasis]. There is no third.”97 To this extent, then, Jacobi actually does write: “I am God.” Once again, the credulous are invited to understand that Jacobi takes the pious alternative; once again the pointed and font-based emphasis opens up the terrible path actually taken, following Jacobi’s lead, by anti-Kantian German philosophy.98 As Strauss points out, the basis of Jacobi’s polemics against Spinoza and Schelling is that his is no depersonalized pantheism.99 Jacobi’s “God” is always “a person” and the moment we are willing to see blasphemy (Gotteslästerung) lurking under the guise of Glaube, it is easy to see why. Naturally the second Wesen contemplated in Jacobi’s stunning either/or is no less living than the first would be. As for this Wesen being self-subsisting (für sich bestehendes), Strauss’s thesis demonstrates Jacobi’s commitment to the broadest possible conception of human autonomy on the epistemological level: only an instinctual act of faith validates the existence of other people and the external world.100 The young Strauss carefully and explicitly explains how Jacobi’s Vernunft provides sole access to the divine while twice citing a passage emphasizing that human Vernunft is also “this divine itself.” Even before having encountered the explicit vocabulary of exotericism in “Wider Mendelssohns Beschuldigung,” Strauss’s use of “On a Wise Saying of Lichtenberg” (1801) shows that he not only knew from the start that the “God” revealed by Jacobi’s Vernunft was a product of Gotteslästerung but that he also had made a conscious decision not to explain the blasphemy while nevertheless indicating its existence to any interested reader.


  But it is important not to ignore the for the trees: recognizing the Jacobian origins of Strauss’s discovery of exotericism does not depend on obscure footnotes or erroneous citations. Unlike most everyone else who has written about Jacobi, Strauss never suggests that there is any “irony” or “paradox” in the fact that Jacobi’s attack on Spinoza led to a Spinoza revival. Consider, for example, George di Giovanni, certainly the most important Anglophone exponent of the ongoing Jacobi revival:


  
    A measure of the great influence that Jacobi had in his own lifetime, and continued to have in the rest of the nineteenth century, is that he was the first to put in circulation the term ‘nihilism’, and to inaugurate the discourse associated with it. Ironically, however, more often than not that influence did not work itself out in ways Jacobi himself would have wanted. He had been the one to bring Spinoza to the centre of philosophical discussion, and many were to be the young philosophers (Schleiermacher among them) who were first exposed to his pantheism through Jacobi’s intermediary. Rather than rejecting it, however, as Jacobi would have expected, they often embraced it enthusiastically.101

  


  Irony is the Leitmotiv of Jacobi studies; this is even true in the case of scholars writing about Strauss’s work on Jacobi.102 Most importantly, it was true of Cassirer, whose 1920 book Strauss naturally cites in his thesis:


  
    the movement which he had called forth after a short time went beyond him, beyond his own fundamental intuitions, wishes, and tendencies. He was, apart from Lessing, the first who truly grasped the philosophical genius of Spinoza although he never tired of battling the dangers of Spinoza’s metaphysical doctrine; and yet he witnessed Spinoza’s “false doctrine” achieve, thanks indeed to his own influence, a universal historical impact and soon, along with the Critique of Pure Reason, become the spiritual foundation [Grundmacht] of the era.103

  


  One of the refreshing things about Cassirer’s analysis is that he avoids another Leitmotiv, likewise missing in Strauss but almost as pervasive elsewhere, that Jacobi was a Christian or at least sincerely religious. It is only because our own age seems embarrased by theological sincerity that this doctrine is beginning to fade;104 it was a commonplace when Strauss wrote his thesis and it still can be found today.105 Strauss ends his thesis with a discussion of Jacobi’s Christianity that is refreshingly “modern.“106 In any case, all arguments from silence should be supplemented with the the realizaton that Jacobi actually is an exoteric writer and that Strauss, whose ability to spot such things cannot be doubted, was too smart not to realize it. He was also too Jacobian to publicize it: hence the fact he never wrote a book called “Philosophy and the Law” in which “A Controversy on Spinoza” would have followed “Persecution and the Art of Writing.” Beginning with his thesis, Strauss takes a Jacobian approach to the problem of Jacobi’s exotericism.


  In the “Preface” to the thesis, Strauss distinguishes sharply between “Jacobi himself” (in a handwritten correction to the thesis abstract he will even call him “Jacobi-in-himself”)107 and his own concerns in Das Erkenntnisproblem in der philosophischen Lehre Fr. H. Jacobis: “the problems indicated in the title ‘Jacobi.’”108 To begin with, then, the thesis, which explicitly refuses to deal with “Jacobi selber,” indicates that Strauss knew things about Jacobi that he wasn’t going to touch upon in the thesis.109 Nor is this merely a trivial truth: he makes it clear that he is not analyzing Jacobi’s texts as Jacobi wrote them110 but has rather extracted from those (unsystematic)111 texts an account of something Jacobi himself (who produced a most “personal” philosophy)112 never gave: a coherent account of “the problem of knowledge.”


  To turn to the text of Jacobi’s Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza in Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn, consider the introductory passage of Jacobi’s “Letter to Hemsterhuis” in comparison to the approach Strauss takes in The Problem of Knowledge in the Philosophical Doctrine of Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi.113 If Jacobi is (from Strauss’s perspective) unsystematic, Spinoza suffers, according to Jacobi, from the opposite defect: “admittedly he erred in letting himself be enticed into using the formula-method of geometry in metaphysics.”114 It is against this charge that Jacobi’s “Letter to Hemsterhuis” is intended to defend Spinoza: Jacobi claims that the geometrical spirit is “an easily dispensable thing, since even without it Spinoza possessed a most correct sense, a most exquisite judgment, and an accuracy, a strength, and a depth of understanding that are not easy to surpass.”115 Therefore Jacobi—all the while pretending that he himself is no Spinozist—proceeds to present the doctrine of Spinoza’s geometrical Ethics (“here, more or less, is how I conceive the concatenation of Spinoza’s ideas”)116 without reference to their famously difficult and cumbersome geometrical presentation.


  To make the analogy between Jacobi’s method in Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza and Strauss’s own method in his thesis more visible, it is not Spinoza selber that is Jacobi’s topic. Rather, to use other expressions from Strauss, it is Spinoza’s “Gedankengehalf” and “die Gedankenbahn unseres Denkers” (i.e., his “thought-content” or the “thought-path of our thinker”)117 that Jacobi describes in his “Letter to Hemsterhuis.” Strauss, somewhat paradoxically perhaps, claims in the thesis to be presenting the problems “just as they were seen by Jacobi.”118 By comparison, in the “Letter to Hemsterhuis,” Jacobi will resurrect “Spinoza” (who actually appears in a dialogue with Jacobi) in order that the philosopher can explain himself more clearly.119 In fact, Jacobi’s “Spinoza” is eloquent in his own defense and silences “Jacobi,” his interlocutor.120 For those unfamiliar with Jacobi’s Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza, it should be added that Jacobi emphasizes the importance of this “Letter to Hemsterhuis” in at least three significant ways:121 it is the only part of the book mentioned in the Preface (indeed it is mentioned in the first sentence of the Preface),122 it is the first of two expositions of Spinoza that Jacobi included in the decisive central portion of his Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza,123 and (perhaps most striking to contemporary readers as well as making the book accessible to an international audience) it was the only part of the book printed in French as well as German.124


  The strong language used by Jacobi in praise of Spinoza’s “correct sense,” “exquisite judgment,” “depth of understanding” etc. quoted earlier is very striking, and it certainly caught Strauss’s eye as well. But Strauss gives no indication of this in the dissertation. It was only later that Strauss addressed the central “paradox” of Jacobi’s Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza. To state it baldly: why does Jacobi lavish such praise on a thinker he declines to follow and claims to reject? It is only in his “Einleitung zu »Morgenstunden« und »An die Freunde Lessings«” that this paradox is discussed. The most revealing passage is found in the last paragraph of the first of two parts into which Strauss divides his Introduction (i.e., in a central place): “Intellectual daring [intellectuelle Wagemut] was in Jacobi’s case, however, bound up with a no less notable moral cowardice [moralische Feigheit]: he who later claimed proudly that nobody before him—to the detriment of his name—had ever spoken of Spinoza with such respect, with such admiration and love (see “Remarks on “An die Freunde” 118, 11-34) had, on the other hand, a shameful anxiety [schändliche Angst] for a man of his rank [für einen Mann seines Ranges] that he could be presented in public (to the vulgar) [(inkompetenten)] as a Spinozist.”125 Although Strauss presents Jacobi’s Angst (i.e., anxiety) about being exposed as a Spinozist as schändliche (i.e., shameful) and, even stronger, as proof of his moralische Feigheit, this fear could also be viewed—in the later Strauss’s own terms—as cautious, moderate, or prudent. Consider these words from “What is Political Philosophy?” (1954-1955): “For moderation is not a virtue of thought: Plato likens philosophy to madness, the very opposite of sobriety or moderation; thought must not be moderate, but fearless, not to say shameless. But moderation is a virtue controlling the philosopher’s speech.”126 While drawing a stipend for editing the works of Mendelssohn, Jacobi’s foremost antagonist/victim, a younger Strauss uses terms that suggest moral indignation with Jacobi’s approach to Spinoza. The older Strauss, however, will find a term that doesn’t convey this indignation in any way: “political philosophy.”127


  In short, while carefully avoiding the appearance of being a Spinozist, Jacobi yet found a way not only to explicate Spinoza’s doctrine in a more persuasive (ungeometrical) manner than Spinoza selber had done, but he had also given himself the liberty to lavish the highest praise on Spinoza, while making it clear that Spinoza was an atheist! Such are the fruits of Jacobi’s exotericism. In other words, in Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza, Strauss’s Jacobi was practicing “political philosophy;” he was going about philosophy in a political manner that would avoid obloquy. The combination of “intellectual daring” and “moral cowardice” (defined by Strauss as the “shameful anxiety” of being detected) is remarkably similar (in effect) to the philosopher’s shameless thoughts combined with a justifiable concern that could just as easily be called the virtue of moderation as the vice of cowardice. The thought is what’s real for a philosopher; the political philosopher is indifferent to whether the concealment of that thought be called vice or virtue by the sub-philosophic.128 Indeed Strauss’s discovery of “political philosophy” allows the exoteric writer to be both truthful and courageous while remaining within the rational bounds of prudence no matter how irrationalist that teaching may be.129


  Strauss leaves no doubt that he regards Jacobi as a philosopher. In the sentence immediately preceding the one just quoted from Einleitung zu »Morgenstunden« und »An die Freunde Lessings«, Strauss discusses Mendelssohn’s failure to understand Jacobi. “It has been remarked that Jacobi’s spiritual freedom completely escaped him [sc. Mendelssohn], and that Jacobi’s self-movement [Sichbewegen] between Atheism and Christianity remained continuously unintelligible to him; the whole time he really never knew whether in Jacobi he was dealing with an Atheist or a Christian: only for a moment did he rouse himself to the insight that Jacobi was a Philosopher.”130 With this sentence standing directly before the remark about Jacobi’s “moralische Feigheit,” it becomes even less clear that Strauss intends any criticism of Jacobi whatsoever. The fact that Mendelssohn never understood the kind of man he was dealing with made it much easier for Jacobi to get the best of him in their contest. As for the kind of man Mendelssohn was, Strauss also makes that very clear in this same passage: he even uses the English word “gentleman.”131 The distinction between philosophers and gentlemen (carefully distinguished by the older Strauss in “Liberal Education and Responsibility”)132 leaves no doubt that Jacobi’s failure to be a gentleman, like his fear of being taken (by the incompetent) as a Spinozist, only proves to a genuine philosopher (as opposed to a gentleman) that Jacobi was not only a philosopher but a “political philosopher” in the later Strauss’s sense: i.e., he practiced exotericism.


  The time has now come to assert the hegemony of “Chapter 1” over “The Enduring Influence of F. H. Jacobi” because an adequate treatment of Strauss’s debt to Jacobi really merits a book-length treatment in its own right. On a philosophical plane, the appendix to this chapter will indicate an important element of Jacobi’s influence on German philosophy in general. On a more practical level, important work still needs to be done: an adequate account of Jacobi’s thought must also consider his active political life, in particular his tremendous influence on the politics of philosophy in Germany. As the case of Heidegger illustrates, academic philosophers are too often allergic to contextualizing thought in its historical circumstances even when the circumstances in question involve becoming a card-carrying Nazi. The methods by which Jacobi built a philosophical school deserve further study: it is not as thinkers that J. F. Fries and Friedrich Bouterwek deserve resurrection but as charter members of a Jacobian school.133 Nor is it only a case of minor thinkers: a political study of Hegel’s rise to philosophical prominence—beginning with his appointment to Heidelberg the same year he would offer a public palinode on Jacobi—might also indicate the latter’s influence.134 It would be interesting to compare the process by which a Straussian school was created and continues to endure, not only as a matter of comparative academic politics but as a means to acquiring a better sense of Jacobi’s influence on Strauss.


  Between these extremes of theory and practice, there are five major areas of influence that deserve emphasis in this closing summary. The first of these, of course, is exotericism. Albeit not exhaustively, the foregoing has indicated that Jacobi was an exoteric writer and proved that Strauss wrote about Jacobi exoterically. Given the seminal importance of exotericism in Strauss’s thought, this legacy clearly deserves pride of place,135 not least of all because one cannot read Strauss well without understanding him as he understood himself. Above all, Jacobi showed Strauss how an atheist can appear to be a believer. By doing so, he not only influenced the way Strauss read Maimonides but also the way in which Strauss wrote his own essays. If this book were about Strauss’s American reception as opposed to Strauss selber, the German Stranger’s concealment of atheism would be its central theme.136


  The second area involves what Strauss would later call “secularization.”137 The key to Jacobi’s exotericism is his blasphemous use of religious language. His use of Glaube is so important that it deserves independent consideration as the third and central area of influence.138 The general point is: having learned how to deconstruct Jacobi’s theological vocabulary—words like “belief,” “revelation,” and “God”—Strauss discovered what he would later call “political philosophy” and, in particular, “Platonic political philosophy.” Jacobi’s many references to Plato deserve an independent study. But three things are immediately obvious: (1) Jacobi presented himself as a Platonist,139 (2) Strauss wrote about this in his dissertation,140 and (3) Jacobi wasn’t a Platonist.141 And to the extent that Platonism depends on the independent and indeed sole existence of the transcendent Idea—a view to which Strauss and Jacobi (and their followers) are equally hostile—“Plato” is also a word that can be secularized. Jacobi’s use of the word “prophecy” (Vorsehung) is a good example of how he connects “Plato” to more obviously theological conceptions.142 As for Strauss, his “second cave” will receive full attention below. Both men use Platonic imagery against Platonism. Of the many self-contradictions generated by Jacobian thought, an anti-Platonic Plato is by no means the most significant, however: closer to the heart of things are faithless faith and atheistic theology.


  The view that any given proposition is true because of my own personal Glaubensakt might well strike a thoughtful person as a ridiculous position to take and certainly more characteristic of an adolescent than a philosopher. But “decisionism” would become the unofficial “philosophy” of the Third Reich and Heidegger’s vorlaufende Entschlossenheit will play a significant role in what follows.143 The work of Christian Graf von Krockow deserves particular consideration in this regard.144 Ironically, it was Cassirer, trounced by Heidegger in Strauss’s eyes at Davos in 1929,145 who penned the best description of Jacobi’s ci-devant decisionism in 1920:


  
    This revelation cannot be otherwise known except insofar as it is believed—it will not be otherwise grasped except insofar as it grasps us and bores itself into us as an unshakable conviction. Our critical and metaphysical doubt disappears immediately in this decision of faith [Entschluss des Glaubens]: in the decision to let something count as certain, something indeed that is not provable [unbeweisbar] through any conceptual mediation; to recognize something as necessary which does not permit itself in any way to be demonstrated on the basis of something else but rather something which must be taken up by us in freedom or else will be rejected.146

  


  Although Strauss would later call Heidegger “the only great thinker in our time,”147 he possessed one great advantage over this towering figure: he had written his doctoral dissertation on Jacobi. Strauss understood decisionism long before others had the chance to invent it.148


  Although Jacobi is associated with Spinoza’s Ethics in the same way that Strauss will be forever associated with his Theological-Political Treatise,149 the fact that Strauss’s first book was about Spinoza must be understood in the context of Jacobi. On this important subject, the quotation placed at the start of this chapter says it all: Strauss’s Die Religionskritik Spinozas is a Jacobian critique of Spinoza’s critique of religion. And it was not only Spinoza’s system that depended on a prior act of faith: according to Strauss, modern science suffered from the same disability,150 not least of all because it valued facts over values. If Strauss’s critique of the fact/value distinction had been based on a transcendent Idea of the Good, it would have been truly Platonic; following Jacobi, his critique is actually decisionist with a strictly tactical “Socratism” providing exoteric cover.151


  Finally there is Jacobi’s use of what Paul Franks has called “all or nothing.“152 One hesitates to call this merely a matter of style or rhetorical technique although it is clearly both of these things as well.153 The phrase Strauss himself used to describe Jacobi is perfect:


  
    Mendelssohn, older, very cautious in his thinking by nature, and now weakened yet further by more than ten years of illness, searched about for Jacobi’s intentions [Jacobis Intentionen] completely in the dark about this preemptive assault [vorbrechende Angriff]—composed of Atheism and Christianity, of Spinoza and Pascal, of Hobbes and Rousseau—upon everything that oppressed his heart, on everything in the middle [alles Mittlere], this sudden imaginative movement between opposites [Bewegung zwischen den Gegensätzen] was to him [sc. Mendelssohn], whether or not he had known it already from Lessing, actually incomprehensible.154

  


  This passage might well be taken to prove that any conclusion to a chapter on “the enduring influence of F. H. Jacobi” is purely artificial. In the context of Strauss’s famous dualities—whether “Ancients” and “Moderns” or “Athens” and “Jerusalem”—the ability to confuse hapless gentlemen like Mendelssohn with an ongoing and pervasive Bewegung zwischen den Gegensätzen suggests the folly of constructing a list of only five areas of influence. Every one of his readers must have felt at times like the honest Mendelssohn, sincerely trying to figure out whether Strauss’s last word is “Athens” or “Jerusalem” or whether he ultimately comes down on the side of “Ancients” or the “Moderns.”155 But as the following chapter will show, it is Strauss’s ability to attack the middle from two opposite extremes—his absolute opposition to alles Mittlere—that richly deserves to round out the present list. In fact, Strauss’s most important duality is an antinomy: there can be no common ground between “Athens” and “Jerusalem” according to this latter-day Tertullian.156 It was because the Berlin Enlightenment’s Jewish Socrates sought and found this common ground in the dualistic separation of Church and State that he remains the archetypal enemy and principal victim of the Jacobians. In case it isn’t obvious, I am publicly taking Moses Mendelssohn’s side in the Pantheismusstreit against F. H. Jacobi.157


  Although a list of five is no doubt insufficient to capture all of the relevant connections, it is important to the structure of this book and therefore bears repeating. The most important things Strauss learned from Jacobi were: (1) exotericism, (2) a deliberate “secularization” of the language of transcendence, (3) decisionism, (4) a faith-based critique of reason, and (5) an antinomy-based vorbrechende Angriff against alles Mittlere. All of these will play important parts in the chapters that follow.
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  32. Several passages in On the Doctrine of Spinoza, in Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn suggest that the thought behind an action can only be determined from the action itself; see Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 239: “It follows therefore that one ought not to derive the actions of men from their philosophy, but rather their philosophy from their actions;” cf. 213 and 244.


  33. See the “Foreword” to SPPP by Joseph Cropsey (vii).


  34. Myles Burnyeat, “Sphinx without a Secret,” New York Review of Books (May 30, 1985) makes this point. See “Exoteric Teaching” in RCPR 66; note that LS quotes Lessing on Socrates’ speech.


  35. Callicles plays a central role in LS’s writings from an early date (SCR 231 and 239). See also NIPP, 342. For a particularly important passage in the young LS, see the following enigmatic note LS appended to this unpublished draft “Die geistige Lage der Gegenwart” (1932) in GS2, 46]: “The significance of Nietzsche: Socratic question will not be posed seriously, but cut off by an ultimatum [durch Diktat]. Inner opacity [Unklarheit]. Callicles and spirit [Geist] (rank of mankind [Rangordnung]).” In other words, the Socratic Question (“How shall we live?”) is cut off durch Diktat in Plato’s Gorgias: the Rangordnung (a hierarchy based on Geist) is presented by Callicles but left in Unklarheit (by Plato) until FWN. For FWN and Callicles, see E. R. Dodds, “Socrates, Callicles, and Nietzsche” in Plato, Gorgias. A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1959), 387-91. See also WIPP 89.


  36. PAW 25: “The fact which makes this literature possible can be expressed in the axiom that thoughtless men are careless readers, and only thoughtful men are careful readers.” “Careful” means primarily a determination to read only what LS literally wrote and to ask why he expressed himself in precisely those terms and no others.


  37. LS makes this point in a letter of August 18, 1939 to his good friend, Jacob Klein, GS3 580.


  38. RCPR, 63-67.


  39. RCPR 67-69. The third section is confined to the final paragraph (69-71).


  40. RCPR 69. LS calls attention to such words at TOM 45: “A typical expression indicating a digression is the remark “But let us return to our subject matter.” . . . In books like the Prince and the Discourses [i.e., exoteric books], the digressions contain discussions which would not be required to further the primary, explicit, ostensible or partial [i.e., the exoteric] intention but are required to further the full or true [i.e., secret and esoteric] intention.”


  41. LS quotes Lessing’s exact words at RCPR 65 and again, less precisely, at PAW 182.


  42. The Lessing’s modern predecessors are identified as Leibniz, Spinoza, and Descartes at RCPR 71.


  43. RCPR 67. Note that FHJ wrote two novels, as LS points out in his thesis (GS2 283). Compare the earlier statement at 64: “In short, Lessing was the last writer who revealed, while hiding, the reasons compelling wise men to hide the truth: he wrote between the lines about the art of writing between the lines.” If this statement is true, then LS must be said to have revealed without hiding the art of writing.


  44. RCPR 69.


  45. All three are mentioned in two succeeding sentences at RCPR 68-69.


  46. Notice that this final linguistic distinction exempts even a modern German like LS while writing in English, as of course he is now doing in “Exoteric Teaching.”


  47. See Beiser, Fate of Reason, 92 for a similar description applied by contemporaries to MM.


  48. Cf. LS on Plato at RCPR 150 (“The Problem of Socrates”): “The Apology of Socrates is as much a Platonic writing as any other Platonic writing. The Apology of Socrates is even a Platonic dialogue, the dialogue of Socrates with the people of Athens (37a7). It is a Platonic work of art, and not a report.”


  49. Beiser, Fate of Reason, 338n65 expresses a momentary doubt: “This is one part of Jacobi’s report that rings slightly untrue.”


  50. GS2 531. The preceding sentence is the crucial one: “Geradezu besteht die Bedeutung dieser beiden Dokumenten [i.e., MM’s “Morgenstunden” and “An die Freunde Lessings”] vorzüglich darin, daß sie zu den wichtigsten Dokumenten jener denkwürdigen Auseinandersetzung gehören—einer Auseinandersetzung, die von Anfang an durch die Voreingenommenheit der beiden beteiligten Männer belebt und verfälscht wurde” (GS2 531; emphasis mine). The fact that LS calls the controversy “thought-worthy” is worth noting. Michael Zank makes an excellent point, all too easy to overlook, in his magisterial “Introduction” to EW (35): “What distinguishes his [sc. LS] early work from the start is the “dialectical style,” the mental agility, and the intellectual subtlety and is the “dialectical style,” the mental agility, and the intellectual subtlety and independence that he absorbed during his earliest philosophical studies on the Pantheismusstreit between Jacobi and Mendelssohn concerning Lessing.” (Although Zank modestly cites Green at this point, the real insight is his). Studying the controversy would sharpen the wits of even the most acute. It is also worth pointing out that studying the controversy was made infinitely easier only five years before LS’s dissertation was finished by the publication of Scholz, Pantheismusstreit in 1916.


  51. LS reveals that the false step of MM was to pretend that he already knew of Lessing’s Spinozism (in its “purified” pantheistic form) before he discovered it by reading FHJ’s account of his dialogue with Lessing. See GS2 598-99. Note that MM (eventually) lied because he believed that FHJ was (initially) telling the truth. For “purified pantheism” see Beiser, Fate of Reason, 102-5. LS challenges the reader to find the lies told by FHJ after indicating to them only the first one. Heinrich Meier does well to point out that this text “reads like a detective story” (GS2, xxxi).


  52. GS2 554. “Auch in diesen »Erinnerungen« [written by MM] findet sich nicht der leiseste Zweifel an der Zuverlässigkeit von Jacobis Bericht” (emphasis mine). LS finishes by stating that there is no indication of the “purified” Spinozism MM would later claim he had known earlier to be Lessing’s conception. Since this will eventually be revealed as MM’s mendacity, and since LS has already written that both men falsified, this single sentence may indicate the locus of two lies, or rather, one lie that led to another (see previous note).


  53. GS2 542; translation by Bernd Schelling.


  54. LS makes it clear that he is aware of this in a footnote to “Exoteric Teaching.” In RCPR 275n9, LS uses the Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza to justify the claim that Lessing believed that Leibniz as well (along with “all the ancient philosophers”) wrote exoterically. LS writes: “In a private conversation, published only after his death, Lessing said to F. H. Jacobi about Leibniz:” (emphases mine). The unusual precision of this statement (cf. PAW 182) draws the careful reader’s attention to the fact that FHJ could have lied without fear of detection. It should be remarked that this footnote constitutes, strictly speaking, the first time FHJ is mentioned in “Exoteric Teaching.”


  55. Especially in context, the passage adds to the comedy initiated by what LS has just said. The punch-line is that FHJ claims that Lessing told him “that although Mendelssohn was a bright, upright, and outstanding fellow, he was no metaphysician” (LS quoting FHJ in GS2 542).


  56. It is difficult to see how even this could be true unless Lessing (like Socrates, in the Greater Alcibiades, for example) had led his interlocutor (FHJ) around, as it were, by the nose. But this is hardly the case. In fact, it is FHJ (in FHJ’s dialogue) who resembles (as Plato’s Socrates does not) a Protean Socrates (cf. Euthydemus 288b7-8) while “Lessing” seems quite baffled by him and overmatched. But since we are dealing not with the real Lessing but only with “Lessing,” this need hardly surprise us.


  57. See in particular “Literary Character of the Guide for the Perplexed” (1941) at PAW 38-94.


  58. PAW 78; the word “we” is discussed at 82-84.


  59. LAM 257/SCR 31.


  60. Cf. di Giovanni, “Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi” (opening words): “Polemicist, socialite, and literary figure, Jacobi was an outspoken critic, first of the rationalism of German late Enlightenment philosophy, then of Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, especially in the form that the early Fichte gave to it, and finally of the Romantic Idealism of the late Schelling. In all cases, his opposition to the philosophers was based on his belief that their passion for explanation unwittingly led them to confuse conditions of conceptualization with conditions of existence, thereby denying all room for individual freedom or for a personal God.”


  61. NRH 1-2.


  62. See EW (Michael Zank), 6.


  63. JCPM 459 (“A Giving of Accounts”).


  64. JPCM 462. See David Janssens, “The Problem of the Enlightenment: Strauss, Jacobi, and the Pantheism controversy.” Review of Metaphysics 56 n.3 (March, 2003), 605-632, 629n70: “Referring to Jacobi’s conversation with Lessing in ‘A Giving of Accounts,’ Strauss praises the latter as ‘the author of the only improvised live dialogue on a philosophic subject known to me.’”


  65. JPCM 460.


  66. See Edward C. Banfield, “Leo Strauss” in Edward Shils (ed.), Remembering the University of Chicago: Teachers, Scientists, and Scholars (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 494: “Strauss was recommended to Chancellor Hutchins for appointment by Edward Shils, the chairman of a committee the other members of which were Theodore Schultz and Hans Morgenthau. Strauss had come to Shil’s attention in 1936 when he read Strauss’s dissertation.” Edward Shils account of the decision in “Robert Maynard Hutchins” (in the same volume) leaves no doubt that Hutchins hired LS because of Shils (192): “He [sc. Hutchins] said simply something like, “Who is the best of them?” I replied that Strauss was very much the best. He then replied, “All right, let’s have Strauss.” That settled the matter.”


  67. This aspect of FHJ’s thought is hammered into the reader’s head: consider GS2 256, 261, 274, and 280. Note that all of these structurally crucial usages are emphasized by LS.


  68. Like “Faith,” the meaning of the word “Offenbarung” is broadened beyond recognition: our knowledge of reality originates from our experiencing our bodies, and from this we become aware of other realities besides our own bodies. It is this “revelation of nature” (“die Offenbarung der Natur”) that compels us to believe. See GS2 268-69. In other words, without “faith” and “revelation” there is no rational basis to reject solipsism. “The feeling of existence [Daseinsgefühl] is the highest certainty” (285). Of course this too is only a “feeling” and merely the most basic of what LS calls “irrational certainties” (249).


  69. Vernunft is FHJ’s term for the faculty that gives us access to God and values (GS2 270). LS notes (271) that FHJ follows Hume in claiming that our idea of God, like all other ideas, is “reducible to sensible impressions.” For a recent treatment of the (concealed) influence of Scottish Philosophy on both JGH and FHJ, see Manfred Kuehn, Scottish Common Sense in Germany, 1768-1800: A Contribution to the History of Critical Philosophy (Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004).


  70. GS2 252: “Doubt is theoretical cowardice—faith is theoretical heroism.” Doubt leads to Cartesian dualism and various artful (i.e., dishonest) attempts to “know” the external world; the necessity of faith locates courage in my own Glaubensakt (244-52).


  71. The thesis contains the first instance (cf. RCPR 163 and WIPP 64) of LS taking the two terms of the Socratic “virtue is knowledge” as convertible (GS2 275): “The word of Socrates that virtue is knowledge permits itself, with equal right, to be reversed: this virtue-knowledge, the knowledge of the ethically relevant, already presupposes virtue [schon von sich aus Tugend voraussetzt].” Thus “virtue” is the basis of “knowledge of God [Gottes-Erkenntnis]” while the transcendence of God depends on Glaube; cf. 274: “The transcendence of God will therefore not be compromised if ‘God in mankind itself will be born’ must be the case.” In other words, “virtue” could be said to consist in the knowledge that “God” depends entirely upon one’s own “reason.”


  72. GS2 280: “Every goal that the heart affirms is morally good.” It is difficult to miss the parallel between LS’s FHJ and FWN at GS2 276-79. Consider, for example, the fact that FHJ’s “will-based affirmation [willensmässige Bejahung]” of “divine things,” of “the true, good, beautiful” (276) is indistinguishable from FWN’s “will to power.” Immediately after the sentence referring to willenssmässige Bejahung, LS writes (276): “Of the identity of this basic urge [Grundtrieb] with the religious instinct [Instinkt], we will not permit ourselves to doubt [werden wir nicht zweifeln dürften].” This is a characteristic instance of LS’s sense of humor: FHJ’s “religious instinct” is compatible with self-deification. Naturally I don’t mean to suggest that LS is making any of this up: he has simply discovered a well-concealed “proto-Nietzsche” beneath the exoteric surface of the “religious” FHJ.


  73. PAW 22-37 (“Persecution and the Art of Writing”).


  74. E.g., Catherine H. Zuckert and Michael Zuckert, The Truth about Leo Strauss: Political Philosophy and American Democracy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006).


  75. PAW 95-141.


  76. Laurence Lampert, “Strauss’s Recovery of Esotericism” in Steven B. Smith (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Leo Strauss, 63-92 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2009).


  77. Lampert, “Strauss’s Recovery,” 65-66n7. See also Michael Zank, “Leo Strauss’s Rediscovery of the Exoteric” in Yossef Schwarz and Volkhard Krech (eds.), Religious Apologetics and Philosophical Argumentation, Series: Religion in Philosophie und Theologie (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 185-202.


  78. JPCM 467-70.


  79. JPCM 470; cf. RCPR 70-71 (“Exoteric Teaching”; emphases mine): “How near he [sc. Lessing] apparently came to certain romantic views on his way from the philosophy of enlightenment to that older type of philosophy, we may learn from what F. H. Jacobi tells us in an essay of his which is devoted to the explanation of a political remark made by Lessing. According to Jacobi, Lessing once said that the arguments against papal despotism are either no arguments at all, or else they are two or three times as valid against the despotism of princes [n22]. . . . Jacobi elsewhere says in his own name, but certainly in the spirit of Lessing, that that despotism which is based “exclusively” on superstition is less bad than secular despotism [n23].” The last emphasized passage is a joke for the reader who has already discovered FHJ’s “Lessing”; the other four help the reader to make that discovery. LS mentions FHJ four times in the notes to “Exoteric Teaching,” one of which was discussed above. At RCPR 275n18, LS quotes a letter from FHJ to JGH to the effect that Lessing’s “irritation over the idiocy of people grew to the point of fury” because his Education of the Human Race was not considered an “un-Christian writing but to be almost the opposite”; it is impossible to imagine that a dedicated exotericist would have had this reaction. In n22, LS gives an important clue (when connected with n21) as to how to read FHJ’s Etwas das Lessing gesagt hat, on which see Beiser, Fate of Reason, 62-63. LS alludes to this text when he mentions another statement of Lessing’s (“According to Jacobi, Lessing once said”) to the effect that “the older view” (of free speech) requires “the nonsuperstitious minority” (i.e., the philosophers) to “voluntarily refrain from openly exposing and refuting the “superstitious” beliefs” of the others (RCPR 71). Of the new, or modern, form, LS writes at RCPR 71: “Now, secular despotism could easily be allied with the philosophy of enlightenment, and therewith with the rejection of exotericism strictly speaking.” Finally, n23 gives an indication of how well FHJ knew Lessing’s writings.


  80. JPCM 470. It is impossible to reconstruct LS’s argument but the key point seems to have been that the philosophy of the Enlightenment in general (and enlightened despotism, presumably even when exercised by the people or in their name) denies one of the chief pillars of exotericism: that “even the best political constitution is bound to be imperfect” (RCPR 66). Therefore enlightened despotism (“Robespierre’s despotism” is the example at RCPR 71) abrogates its own commitment to “the right of everyone to freedom of speech” (JPCM 470) because it refuses to admit that philosophers know “there are certain truths that must be concealed” (RCPR 66). In other words, heterodox views can only be false (as opposed to true but secret, as in the older exoteric dispensation) in a regime that regards itself as perfect. Precisely because the Enlightenment rejects the need for exotericism, those who question Enlightenment have all the greater need for practicing it.


  81. JPCM 470.


  82. GS2 288n154.


  83. GS2 535, 542-44, 547-48, and 551; for the correct citation of IV/3, see 566.


  84. Scholz, Pantheismussteit, 334: “Editorial preface: The following treatise originally consisted of a personal and an objective section. The personal section, which is entirely without philosophical significance, we have deleted; the text gins at the start of the objective treatment.”


  85. Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn, 704; in addition to 703-4 see 710-12 and 729-36.


  86. Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, Werke in six volumes (Leipzig: Gerhard Fleischer, 1812-1825), cited by volume number as here IV/2 204-5; I have followed as closely as possible the translation in Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn, 730 which naturally does not include FHJ’s observations and also deletes the passage “today . . . scruples.” Naturally LS and Altmann knew each other; in a letter to Altmann cited at GS2 xxxii (Heinrich Meier), LS reveals that he directs those he calls “meine besseren Schüler” to Lessing. One is inclined to think he directed his best students to FHJ.


  87. Cf. GS2 570 (“Einleitung zu »Morgenstunden« und »An die Freunde Lessings«”): “His [sc. FHJ’s] moral cowardice becomes clearer when one defines it more specifically as a combination of ultra-sensitivity on his own behalf and a brutal lack of consideration for others [brutaler Rücklosigkeit gegenüber anderen]. Its root is an unbounded self-love [eine ungezügelte Eigenliebe] that presented itself as a love of freedom.”


  88. Jacobi, Werke IV/2, 206. It was my own initial inability to track down exactly this reference at 46n16 in Daniel O. Dahlstrom, “Jacobi and Kant” in his Philosophical Legacies: Essays on the Thought of Kant, Hegel, and Their Contemporaries, 43-66 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2008) that alerted me to LS’s oversight.


  89. Moses Mendelssohn, Schriften zur Philosophie und Ästhetik, III/2 of Gesammelte Schriften; Jubiläumsausgabe, edited by Leo Strauss (Stuttgart/Bad Canstaat: Friedrich Fromann, 1974), 324-25; these notes are not included in the otherwise commendable edition of Heinrich Meier.


  90. Jacobi, Werke IV/2, 206-7: “I must state that this esoteric hypothesis of my opponent has a great advantage over his exoteric one. It recommends itself through a certain inner likelihood that proceeds more from a process than one that appears to spin itself, fragile and crumbling, out of pure fancy and shifting circumstances. Presumably it would also have become expressly dominant if its open and detailed assertion would have been compatible with the brotherly love of a Mendelssohn. In this respect, the last Will of my opponent [MM was dead] is in fact a masterpiece of art. Everyone, according to his viewpoint, according to his way of thinking and spiritual constitution, according to his prejudices and inclinations, can in his own way, just as he likes, find me as hateful and loathsome as pleases him. Even those are taken care of who will not be dissuaded that I wrote the truth”


  91. In addition to di Giovanni, “Jacobi” and his translation of Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, see Rolf Ahlers, “Review: Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi: Werke, vol. 1, Schriften zum Spinozastreit (1998), vol. 2, Schriften zum transzendentalen Idealismus (2004), vol. 3, Schriften zum Streit um die gottlichen Dinge und ihre Offenbarung (2000).” Journal of the History of Philosophy 43 n. 4 (October 2005), 491-493.


  92. After some brief preliminary remarks (GS2 241-43), the five parts are: (1) on methodological doubt and faith (244-52), (2) on Verstand (253-62), (3) on Vernunft (the center of 262-83 is 270-77), (4) “The Doctrine of Being” (283-88), and (5) “Towards a Philosophy of Religion” (288-91).


  93. GS2 253.


  94. Jacobi, Werke, II 9-10; see Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 540-41 (from the 1815 Preface to David Hume on Faith).


  95. Jacobi, Werke, III 239. The note ends with four lines from Goethe: “Were not our own eyes sunny bright, How could we perceive the light? If within us did not live the power of God, How then could we by what’s divine be awed?”


  96. Jacobi, Werke, III 212-13, 216, 224, 233-37, 238, 240, and 242; “the manifest secret” (RCPR 161) of FHJ’s “Weissagung Lichtenbergs” is that its purpose is to provoke readers into taking their own salto mortale: to recognize God within, to subjectivize Spinoza’s substance (240) as GWFH did; cf. Volker Rühle, “Jacobi und Hegel. Zum Darstellungs- und Mitteilungsproblem einer Philosophie des Absoluten.” Hegel-Studien 24 (1989), 159-182.


  97. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 524; “Jacobi to Fichte” (1799). Emphases are in accordance with Jacobi, Werke, III 49.


  98. See “Appendix to Chapter One: Self-Deification in German Philosophy.”


  99. GS2 290: “God is personal, an I, even if there is no corresponding You, and one must indeed guard oneself from deriving the personality of God from the human I. God as reason [Vernunft] ordering the world must be personal. Because “there is no reason other than in person.” [n163] This is the basis for Jacobi’s violent polemic against Jacobi and Schelling.” LS’s n163 cites the source of the quoted words (IV [sic] xxiv f.), a passage consistent with his analysis but then quotes the crucial footnote a second time.


  100. Instinkt is emphasized in the thesis abstract (EW 56); see also GS2 275.


  101. di Giovanni, “Jacobi” (emphases mine). If FHJ didn’t precisely coin the term nihilism, he gave it currency. See Beiser, Fate of Reason, 82: “Like the egoist, the nihilist is someone who denies the existence of everything independent of the immediate contents of his own consciousness, whether external objects, other minds, God, or even his own self.” Beiser doesn’t give enough credit to FHJ’s theology. See also Michael Allen Gillespie, Nihilism before Nietzsche (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), particularly 64-67.


  102. Benjamin Lazier, God Interrupted: Heresy and the European Imagination Between the World Wars (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), 75, 94, and 105.


  103. Ernst Cassirer, Das Erkenntnisproblem in der Philosophie und Wissenschaft der neueren Zeit, vol. 3 (Berlin: Bruno Cassirer, 1920), 17; cf. GS2 241n1.


  104. di Giovanni, “Jacobi” (emphasis mine): “And as for the religious outpourings that pervade his writings, and often mar them, they must be measured against what Jacobi himself had to say about his religiosity when confiding to Reinhold late in life. As he said, his problem, the source of his many ambiguities, was that, though temperamentally endowed with a Christian heart, his mind was just as temperamentally pagan. (Jacobi, 1825-27: vol. 2, 478) And there are testimonies to the effect that he always kept himself at a psychological distance from Christian believers.”


  105. See Benjamin Crowe, “F. H. Jacobi on faith, or what it takes to be an irrationalist.” Religious Studies 45 no. 3 (October 2009), 309-324, especially 322-23. Consider also the “Conclusion” of Norman Wilde, Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi: A Study in the Origin of German Realism” (New York: AMS, 1966), a reprint of the only item on LS’s bibliography (GS2 291) in English.


  106. GS2 291: “The essence [Wesen] of Christianity demands that it is not for the sake of nature that one believes in God—nature conceals God—“but for the sake of the supernatural in man [im Menschen] that alone reveals and proves.”” The quotation from FHJ is found in Von den Göttlichen Dingen und ihrer Offenbarung (III 424). As the title indicates, this is a crucial text for illustrating FHJ’s esoteric self-deification.


  107. For “Jacobi selber,” see GS2 243. For the handwritten addendum, see EW 58.


  108. See EW 60n5 for Zank’s translation of GS2 243.


  109. EW 58: “Thus, I did not present “Jacobi-in-himself,” but rather only insofar as I needed him. Especially his “introspection” [Innerlichkeit] came off badly.” I take this to mean that LS dod not make FHJ’s self-deification explicit, i.e., that FHJ’s “God” was truly within.


  110. See LS’s hand written addendum to the thesis abstract at EW 58: “A non-Jacobian approach to the Jacobian problems.”


  111. GS2 283.


  112. GS2 244; cf. Cassirer, Erkenntnisproblem, 17 on Persönlichkeit.


  113. See Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 204-15 for the “Letter to Hemsterhuis.” Its place in Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza will be discussed below. The English translation of the title of LS’s thesis is Zank’s (EW, xii).


  114. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 204


  115. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 204.


  116. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 205.


  117. GS2 244; “Gedankengehalf is found on 241 (translations mine); compare Meier, Denkbewegung (sc. Denkbewegung refines Gedankenbahn).


  118. From the thesis abstract at EW 53


  119. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 206-214.


  120. Not only does FHJ not reply (“At this point I leave Spinoza...”) to the last speech of “Spinoza” (Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 213-14) but the end of that last speech occupies the arithmetical center (reckoned by the original pagination, hereafter in [ ]’s) of the text as a whole ([102-108] of [215]). This may well have had a formative influence on LS’s emphasis on the importance of the central passage in interpreting a text.


  121. The great interest that “Lessing” shows in Hemsterhuis may perhaps be said to constitute a fourth. See Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 197-98.


  122. The first sentence of the “Prefatory Note” reads (Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 179): “I have named this book after its occasion and most of its content, since even the Letter to Hemsterhuis should here be counted as a supplement to my letters to Mendelssohn.” If that first sentence doesn’t reflect “the art of writing,” then FHJ makes his exotericism more explicit by forthwith distinguishing between two types of readers (emphasis is FHJ’s): “For the moment I have no more to say to the attentive and enquiring reader whose only concern is the truth. If a different sort of reader takes up this book, it is not my fault.”


  123. Since the latter part of the first of the two expositions occupies the numerical center of the work, taken together, the “Letter to Hemsterhuis” and “a new exposition of Spinoza’s system” (Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 216) are unquestionably the book’s center.


  124. See Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings 600n64. Scholz does not include the French version: another scandalous oversight. A minute comparison between the two versions—a task I propose for the otherwise unemployed scholar—will almost certainly reveal something about FHJ’s secret intentions.


  125. GS2 570. The word “Beisetzung” in the phrase “mit Beisetzung seines Namens” (translated—most inaccurately—as “to the detriment of his name”) means that FHJ has, to his detriment, published this work not under an assumed but rather under his own name. But there is a double entendre lurking below the surface: Beisetzung is also the customary word in German (thanks again to Bernd Schelling) for lowering the casket into the earth at burial. This suggests that because he has written in his own name FHJ has been forced to bury himself alive in the role of an ignorant Schwärmer (i.e., “a holy roller,” or “religious enthusiast”) and that only those who bother “to dig him up” [i.e., recognize the existence of “Lessing” and his exotericism generally] will know better.


  126. WIPP 32. The lecture series in which this sentence is found is the subject of chapter 8.


  127. LS reveals the meaning of “political philosophy” in the essay “On Classical Political Philosophy” (1945), the third selection in What is Political Philosophy? (WIPP 93-94; emphasis mine): “From this point of view [i.e., that up to which the essay as a whole has led; roughly speaking, the perspective of “Classical Political Philosophy”] the adjective “political” in the expression “political philosophy” designates not so much a subject matter as a manner of treatment; from this point of view, I say, “political philosophy” means primarily not the philosophic treatment of politics, but the political, or popular, treatment of philosophy, or the political introduction to philosophy—the attempt to lead qualified citizens, or rather their qualified sons, from the political life to the philosophic life.” Only the exoteric meaning of political philosophy (see WIPP 10) suggests that LS writing on Spinoza’s Theologico-Political Treatise is any closer to “political philosophy” than the way FHJ wrote about Spinoza’s Ethics. The thoughtful reader will also begin to get an inkling of what LS actually means by “philosophy.”


  128. WIPP 94 (“On Classical Political Philosophy”): “The attempt to answer this question [sc. “What is virtue?”] leads to a critical distinction between the generally praised attitudes which are rightly praised, and those which are not; and it leads to the recognition of a certain hierarchy, unknown in the pre-philosophic life, of the different virtues.” If virtue is simply knowledge, it is no vice to conceal it from those unable to understand it (cf. RCPR 163).


  129. PAW 139n139 (“The Law of Reason in the Kuzari”).


  130. GS2 570. Hereafter this sentence will be referred to as “the Sichbewegen passage.” Compare MM’s more accurate Verdacht (suspicion) recorded by LS at GS2 556. For the pre-Christian locus classicus of “sichbewegen zwischen Atheismus und Christentum,” see Plato’s Gorgias (482e2-483a4; W. D. Woodhead translation): “For, Socrates, though you claim to pursue the truth, you actually drag us into these tiresome popular fallacies, looking to what is fine and noble, not by nature but by convention. Now, for the most part, these two, nature and convention, are antagonistic to each other. And so, if a man is ashamed and dares not say what he thinks, he is compelled to contradict himself. And you have discovered this clever trick and do not play fair in your arguments, for if a man speaks on the basis of convention, you slyly question him on the basis of nature, but if he follows nature, you follow convention.” One is inclined to say that LS failed to treat Plato’s dialogue fully because Callicles is in fact a double-edged sword. It was Callicles who said to Socrates (Gorgias 485d1-e2; Woodhead): “when I see an older man still studying philosophy and not deserting it, that man, Socrates, is actually asking for a whipping. For as I said just now, such a man, even if exceptionally gifted, is doomed to prove less than a man, shunning the city center and market place, in which the poet said that men earn distinction, and living the rest of his life sunk in a corner and whispering with three or four boys, and incapable of any utterance that is free and lofty and brilliant.” This attack on philosophers generally applies far better to an exoteric philosopher who secretly agrees with Callicles than it does to Socrates, who openly opposed him. Socrates never whispers.


  131. GS2 570.


  132. LAM 9-25 (“Liberal Education and Responsibility” 1962), especially 13: “This means that philosophy transcends gentlemanship. The gentleman as gentleman accepts on trust certain most weighty things which for the philosopher are the themes of investigation and of questioning. Hence the gentleman’s virtue is not entirely the same as the philosopher’s virtue.”


  133. Jacobi, Werke, III 355-56; FHJ’s influence on Fries (GS2 252n27) establishes a connection between the dissertation and LS’s 1923 “Das Heilige” (EW 75-79).


  134. In addition to Terry Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 326-31 and 377-98, see Hegel: The Letters, translated by Clark Butler and Christiane Seiler (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), 128-30, 147-55, 161-65, 231-33, 254-59, 330-53, and 342-60.


  135. LS’s use of the words Rang and inkompetenten in the passage about Wagemut and Feigheit quoted above show how closely connected exotericism and elitism are in LS’s mind; see PAW 34: “They [“an earlier type of writers” who wrote exoterically] believed that the gulf separating “the wise” and “the vulgar” was a basic fact of human nature which could not be influenced by any progress of popular education: philosophy, or science, was essentially the privilege of “the few.””


  136. Lewis S. Ford, “The Controversy Between Schelling and Jacobi.” Journal of the History of Philosophy 3 no. 1 (April 1965), 75-89 at 78: “Though forgotten today, Jacobi was extremely influential at the time. He was President of the Academy of Sciences in Munich [GWFH was a high school principal in Bavaria between 1809 and 1817], and widely regarded as [in Schelling’s words] “the pope of philosophy.” The orthodox applauded his defense of the faith against the ravages of Kantianism.”


  137. TWM 83 and 95.


  138. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 231 (Letters on Spinoza): “Through faith we know that we have a body, and that there are other bodies and other thinking beings outside of us.” FHJ is following JGH; see Johann Georg Hamann, Sokratische Denkwürdigkeiten in Sämtliche Werke, ed. Josef Nadler (Vienna: Herder, 1949), I 73: “Our own Dasein and the Existenz of all external things must be believed by us and cannot be produced on any other basis.” JGH’s self-contradictory Socrates also proved contagious (I 71): “er wußte daß er nichts wußte.” Cf. GS2 411 (“Cohen und Maimuni” 1931).


  139. A programmatic statement is Jacobi, Werke II 28-29.


  140. GS2 271.


  141. Jacobi, Werke, III 445: “Our own firm conviction is this: Those “immediate, inexpressible, individual discoveries [Erkenntnisse] of Vernunft that enter Verstand only as dark representations” are themselves [in sich]: light of the highest discovery; that of which, with Plato, Spinoza says: “that it makes manifest both itself and the darkness.”” The first addendum (Beilage A) to Von den Göttlichen Dingen is, as Cassirer recognized (Erkenntnisproblem 30n1) an extremely important text. See GS2 276n118. FHJ concludes it by implying that Plato’s Idea of the Good is within; throughout he is arguing against “Kant’s anti-Platonic teaching” (442).


  142. Jacobi, Werke, III 440.


  143. For “forward-running decidedness,” see Sein und Zeit §§62-74. In chapter 4, the decisionism of CS—along with MH, the foremost Nazi intellectual—will be considered in detail. It was Karl Löwith who showed in 1935 that CS’s decisionism was shared by MH. See Martin Heidegger and European Nihilism, edited by Richard Wolin, translated by Gary Steiner (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995), 137-69. Löwith therefore emphasized that decisionism was “contentless” (153). Although intended as a devastating criticism, this does not go far enough, as will be shown in chapter 5.


  144. In addition to his Die Entscheidung; Eine Untersuchung über Ernst Jünger, Carl Schmitt, Martin Heidegger (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 1990) see Christian Graf von Krockow The Germans in their Century, 1890-1990, edited and translated by Reicke Schweitzer (Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 2009), 129-164 (“The decision”).


  145. WIPP 245-46 (“Kurt Riezler”).


  146. Cassirer, Erkenntnisproblem, 17; cf. Otto Friedrich Bollnow, Die Lebensphilosophie F. H. Jacobis (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1933).


  147. RCPR 29 (“An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism”).


  148. The term was coined in 1922 by CS; see Carl Schmitt, Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, translated by George Schwab (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 33: “The classical representative of the decisionist type (if I may be permitted to coin this word) is Thomas Hobbes.” See Paul Hirst, “Carl Schmitt’s Decisionism” in Chantal Mouffe (ed.), The Challenge of Carl Schmitt (London: Verso, 1999), 7-17.


  149. For FHJ on the Treatise, see Dale E. Snow, “Jacobi’s Critique of the Enlightenment” in James Schmidt (ed.), What Is Enlightenment? Eighteenth-Century Answers and Twentieth-Century Questions, 306-316 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996).


  150. JPCM 305 (“Freud on Moses and Monotheism”): “We must go a step further. If the premises of science are not of such a character that they can be denied as absurd, science as such is radically hypothetical. In addition, science is unable to prove that science is good, for value judgments are impossible for science. Science itself rests, then, ultimately on a nonrational choice.”


  151. The only time LS uses the word “decisionist,” he rejects it as the basis of a pseudo-Socratic definition of philosophy (“nothing but knowledge of ignorance”) in deference to “zetetic” search that must not find what it seeks (OT 196): “What Pascal said with anti-philosophic intent about the impotence of both dogmatism and skepticism, is the only possible justification of philosophy which as such is neither dogmatic nor skeptic, and still less “decisionist,” but zetetic (or skeptic in the original sense of the term).” FHJ called this passage from Pascal “mein großes Thema” and used it as the frontispiece for his David Hume (Jacobi, Werke, II 1, IV 230; Main Philosophical Writings, 237, 254).


  152. See Paul Franks, “All or nothing: systematicity and nihilism in Jacobi, Reinhold, and Maimon” in Karl Ameriks (ed.), Cambridge Companion to German Idealism, 95-116 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2000).


  153. Michael Zank (EW 27) has shown that LS’s early writings are “permeated by the diagnosis of irreconcilable opposites.” But he specifically rules out the possibility that LS learned this predilection for antinomies from FHJ (26): “Strauss was to retain and develop the rhetoric of radical opposites that he applied to Jacobi. But he did not learn it from Jacobi.” I respectfully disagree, not least of all because it is by no means only a question of rhetoric.


  154. GS2 545; LS’s words “vorbrechende Angriff” suggest the Sturmangriff tactics of the German Stosstruppen during the World War; see Bruce Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics; Innovation in the German Army, 1914-1918 (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1989).


  155. In fact, LS’s description of FHJ fits LS: he moves between these alternatives at will (cf. the Sichbewegen passage) and by virtue of this Bewegen zwischen den Gegensatzen, he is “a philosopher” in the same sense that FHJ was. Cf. OT 196: “Philosophy as such is nothing but genuine awareness of the problems, i.e., of the fundamental and comprehensive problems.”


  156. Called “the radical-minded Tertullian” at SCR 277n30.


  157. Something the noble Kant was too cowardly or too prejudiced to do; see Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn, 705-7; only a hard heart will shed no tear for the nobler MM while reading his letter to Elise Reimarus (708), used as a go-between by FHJ.


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter One

  

  Self-Deification1 in German Philosophy


  The title of this appendix should really be: “Towards a History of Self-Deification in German Philosophy.” In briefly addressing this huge subject, a quick plunge in medias res is requisite: Heinrich Heine’s Zur Geschichte der Religion und Philosophie in Deutschland, (1835) is a good place to start.2 To begin with, Heine (1797-1856) forms a chronological bridge between Hegel (d. 1831) and Nietzsche (b. 1844); Terry Pinkard, an eminent Anglophone student of German Idealism,3 brings out Heine’s connections to both in his introduction and notes to a long overdue translation of this important text.4 In Book II, Heine digresses before moving from Leibniz to Wolff and the digression ends with a blistering attack on F. H. Jacobi. To be more precise, it ends with a description of the three factions that made war on Spinoza’s pantheism.


  
    Beside the Rabbi of the Amsterdam synagogue, sounding the battle call on the ram’s horn of faith, walks Arouet de Voltaire, playing the piccolo of satire on behalf of deism. Between is that whining old woman Jacobi, tending the canteen wagon for these crusaders.5

  


  Despite the accuracy of Heine’s insights about Jacobi’s character and philosophical insight,6 he makes the twin mistakes of regarding this “quarrelsome sneak” as both a Christian and opponent of Spinoza; he does not realize, for instance, that separating Spinozism from its geometrical form was Jacobi’s program,7 to say nothing more about the fact that Jacobi had made Heine’s own enthusiasm for Spinoza possible in the first place.


  A more obvious symptom of Heine’s misunderstanding of Jacobi is that he aligns him, presumably qua Christian, with both the Enlightenment (Voltaire) and the Jews.8 But even the mistakes of an insightful thinker like Heine are anchored in important insights. Heine recognizes the relationship between Enlightenment deism and Judaism and calls the Jews “the Swiss guards of deism.”9 Particularly important in this context are Heine’s later remarks about Mendelssohn:


  
    I am rather of the opinion that Moses Mendelssohn saw in pure Mosaism an institution which could serve as a last line of defense for deism, as it were, for deism was his most inner faith and his deepest conviction.10

  


  And perhaps because he enrolls himself among the pantheists, Heine also gives a clear-eyed account of deism:


  
    The God of the pantheists is different from the God of the deists in that the former is in the world itself whereas the latter is entirely outside of, or, to say the same thing, above it.11

  


  Despite the curious mix of insight and error with respect to Jacobi—whose enmity to Mendelssohn proves that he was the enemy of both Judaism and Enlightenment deism—Heine’s awareness of the link between the two, a link that Strauss will devote his life to severing,12 leaves a mark on his chaste and humane pantheism: there is no hint in Heine of personal self-deification. How could there be? Even as a pantheist, Heine is too Jewish to succumb to such nonsense. But he is, unfortunately, also too naive to have recognized what others were doing;13 this is probably why Hamann is not mentioned in On the History of Religion and Philosophy in Germany.


  Once self-deification is recognized as not only antithetical to Judaism but as the deliberate attempt to annihilate its influence, it is not difficult to detect the specific but necessarily well-concealed tendency in German Philosophy that leads to the Holocaust. It is not simply Hamann’s “irrationalism,” as suggested by Isaiah Berlin,14 that reveals this disturbing continuity. A radical critique of the Enlightenment required defeating the captain of its “Swiss Guards”: hence the concerted attack on Mendelssohn spearheaded by Hamann and Jacobi. Only men who masqueraded as Christians could have spearheaded this opening assault: this was the only way to dissolve the link between deism and Judaism embodied in Mendelssohn and symbolized in his friend Lessing’s Nathan der Weise.15 This, then, is the inner meaning of the Pantheismusstreit. But Hamann and Jacobi’s concerted attack on the Enlightenment through Mendelssohn was merely the outward sign of an inward and spiritual disgrace: its secret, rotten core was self-deification, the last word in the pantheist alternative to deism. A necessarily “personal” God could and would be deployed against deism and, at the start of this poisonous process, the personal “God” necessarily takes a Christian form in order to overthrow “Jewish” deism. In short: Hamann initiated the hijacking of German Protestant Christianity16 while Jacobi links the Magus of the North to Hegel, who completed it.17


  It is not difficult to show the historical and spiritual link between Hegel and Hamann; the key text illustrating this link has recently been translated.18 Although Hegel’s 1817 review of Jacobi’s collected writings has not yet been translated,19 it is only a question of time before the decisive impact Jacobi had on Hegel is recognized:20 both German and American scholars are now doing important work on this subject.21 The trick, then, is not to illustrate the continuity between Hegel and Hamann or Hegel and Jacobi but to use them to reveal the link between the apparently Christian Hegel and the openly anti-Christian Nietzsche.22 Naturally this project can only be sketched here: the train of thought that links Hamann, Jacobi, Spinoza,23 Hegel,24 Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Strauss.25 But an awareness of this link is extremely important for catching Strauss.25 But an awareness of this link is extremely important for catching sight of Strauss’s intentions and philosophical significance. Despite the fact that Hegel stands at the center of this process, Strauss was able to avoid getting bogged down amidst the intricacies of this tremendously complex philosopher;26 this was an enormous advantage to him. When he wrote his dissertation on Jacobi for Cassirer, he did not consider Jacobi in the context of Hegel—this was the traditional and all but inevitable point of entry—but in the con- or rather sub-text of Nietzsche.27 But Strauss did not invent or impose a link between Jacobi and Nietzsche; he discovered it. And it was this discovery that allowed him to advance the most dangerous underground tendency in German Philosophy.


  The first step toward detecting this tendency is the recognition that Jacobi is an exoteric writer. This recognition is timely because the study of Jacobi today stands at a crossroads: the traditional view that Jacobi was a religious enthusiast, a man of faith in the traditional sense, is giving way to a more accurate picture of a man whose “faith” was not Christian;28 the traditional view that Jacobi was the enemy of Spinoza is being replaced by an elucidation of the Spinozist elements in his position.29 This transformation would be salutary if it had been made possible by an awareness of Jacobi’s exotericism: unfortunately, the latest scholarship has managed to pierce his exoteric surface without acknowledging that, and therefore why, Jacobi needed to provide himself with one. To begin with, a non-Christian reading distorts Jacobi’s historical position and ends up blaming his Jewish victim Mendelssohn for misunderstanding him as a Christian.30 More importantly, a failure to grasp why Jacobi needed an exoteric surface prevents the post-Christian reading from penetrating to the heart of his radical intentions. As the previous chapter has shown, Jacobi’s deliberate “secularization” of Christian language is central to his project.31 In other words, his decision to use the language of “faith,” “God,” and “revelation” is not only motivated by an immediate political purpose (and his historical circumstances generally) but because he is appropriating theological language for a necessarily secret purpose that makes mere atheism seem pious by comparison. Despite its great advance on the traditional picture, then, contemporary Jacobi scholarship is confronted with a paradox of its own making: precisely by purging him of theology, it fails to recognize how radical an atheist Jacobi really was.


  But there is another side of the contemporary story: “radical orthodoxy” takes Jacobi’s “theology” seriously.32 Although this is a far more serious error than ignoring his exotericism,33 it at least counteracts the anachronism that vitiates the post-Christian reading. This current is best considered in the context of Hamann. To begin with, an awareness of Jacobi’s exotericism will inevitably lead to a long over-due exoteric reading of Hamann.34 But precisely because the latter is the darling of “radical orthodoxy,” he is far more difficult to purge of theology than Jacobi. In his eagerness to rehabilitate the “kenotic” theology of Hamann for post-Christian philosophers brought up on Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Derrida, John R. Betz has inadvertently opened the door to an exoteric reading of Hamann in the last chapter (“After Postmodernity: Hamann before the Postmodern Triumvirate”) of his After Enlightenment: The Post-Secular Vision of J. G. Hamann.35 Betz is both passionate and detailed about the myriad similarities between Hamann and Nietzsche;36 he distinguishes them primarily on the basis of Christianity. Because “Hamann’s profoundly kenotic, incarnational, and anti-Gnostic understanding of Christianity leads him to find God in the world,”37 even this difference tends to vanish: Betz’s Nietzsche has simply misunderstood Christianity itself, particularly by distinguishing Christ from Dionysus.38


  
    Thus, whereas Nietzsche presumes to oppose Dionysus to Christ, for Hamann Dionysus is nothing but a mythological prefiguration of Christ, the real Dionysus and true wine-bringer (John 2:1ff.; Acts 2:13), who brought the gift of the Holy Spirit (John 4:10-14) brings peace (John 14:27; 20:21), joy (Rom. 14:17), abundant life (John 10:10), and—as many a saint has reported—even intoxication.39

  


  Once having recognized Jacobi’s exotericism, the reader will find it easy to prove that Hamann had shown the way towards merely playing the Christian while actually recreating Christ in his own Dionysian image.40


  Most importantly, the connection between Nietzsche and Hamann’s Dionysian Christ brings the discussion back to Strauss. In his late “Note on the Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil” (1973), Strauss concludes his account of Nietzsche’s “atheistic or, if you wish, non-theistic religiosity”41 with a secretive and certainly anomalous42 reference to self-deification:


  
    There is an important ingredient, not to say the nerve, of Nietzsche’s “theology” of which I have not spoken and shall not speak since I have no access to it. It has been worthily treated by Karl Reinhardt in his essay “Nietzsche’s Klage der Ariadne” (Vermächtnis der Antike, Göttingen 1960, 310-333; see also the remark of Reinhardt at the end of his eulogy of Walter F. Otto, ib. 379).43

  


  Naturally only the reader who tracks down these references could realize that the “nerve” in question is Nietzsche’s Selbstvergottung as Dionysus;44 Laurence Lampert has ably elucidated the implications.45 The point is, of course, that Strauss wrote with great caution about self-deification, not only as a young man in his dissertation about Jacobi but even as on old one about Nietzsche; it was only in Philosophie und Gesetz, published the same year Reinhardt’s article originally appeared (1935), that was he was somewhat less cautious.46 The time was ripe: as Walter Otto’s Dionysos. Mythos and Kultus (1933)47 and Heidegger’s Holderlin lectures of 1934 indicate,48 the process initiated by Hamann in the eighteenth century had finally come of age.49 Without meaning to do so, Lampert’s commentary on Strauss’s Nietzsche essay suggests the terrible reason why this should have been the case (emphasis mine):


  
    But even though Strauss avows no access to Dionysus and Ariadne, he has exhibited the crucial matter: being the last disciple and initiate of the god Dionysus is not the incidental preoccupation of an aesthete enamored with antique religion. It is instead one of the ways in which the philosophy of the future sets out to rule religion by reviving the earthly religion akin to its own profound eros. Dionysian or earthly religion belongs to the new philosophy as its corollary in another mode, the mode of god-creation that has always formed a part of the human picturing of the world with respect to the highest and the best things. The vindication of God implicit in the teachings of the will to power and eternal return points to a particular, non-theistic conception of the gods, one with a long tradition predating our particular theistic conceptions, through a tradition now dead thanks to the predatory tyranny of the religion of the jealous God, a grave, centuries-long event in our history, the most fateful event since the advent of philosophy.50

  


  It is in the shock of the recognition scene these italics are intended to provoke that we must revisit Strauss’s apparently fallacious claim: “The Nazi regime was the only regime of which I know which was based on no principle other than the negation of Jews.”51 The terrible truth is that Strauss was not lying. He knew better than any other man that the basis of the Jew qua Jew is Judaism and Rosenzweig proved that Judaism lives as long as there is a single Jew. Embodied in a regime, National Socialism was committed to the physical negation of the Jews but the spirit animating that regime was committed to negating what Lampert aptly calls “the predatory tyranny of the religion of the jealous God.” Considering it in a more sympathetic light, Cohen showed that this “tyranny” continues to bring us blessings too numerous to mention.52 I would add that not the least of these is that it blocks the path and earns the undying enmity of those willing to use self-deification as a means to an end as well as those for whom Selbstvergottung is an end in itself. Against the most radical of these, stood the Enlightenment successors of Moses and Immanuel: in the terrible history of self-deification in German philosophy, Nietzsche is therefore no more than an obstreperous epigone. The crowing paradox of that history is that even though Hamann and Jacobi never joined the National Socialists, Mendelssohn was and will forever remain the Holocaust’s first and paradigmatic victim.


  Footnotes


  1. The German word is Selbstvergottung; see Karl Reinhardt, “Nietzsches Klage der Ariadne,” Die Antike 11 (April 1935), 85-107 at 107.
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  Chapter Two

  

  The Double Envelopment of Cultural Zionism


  Historians continue to debate the influence that the ideal of “double envelopment” exercised on German strategy in the First World War.1 The classical model was the Battle of Cannae,2 where Hannibal had encircled the Roman legions in 216 B.C. and annihilated them. Even if Count von Schlieffen’s famous Plan, fatefully implemented in A.D. 1914, depended on crushing only France’s left flank, he was clearly attracted to these ancient Vernichtungsgedanken.3 Thoughts of annihilating the enemy are naturally attractive to the bellicose but bellicosity need not be confined to actual soldiers: even where letters to those one might be otherwise inclined to call “friends” were concerned, Strauss unquestionably knew how to deliver a vernichtende Kritik.4 Unlike Karl Löwith, Strauss may have showed no interest in helping his Vaterland gain a military victory in 1916 but his literary attack on Cultural Zionism during the 1920s showed that he too must have once dreamed of Cannae. In turning both flanks of his enemy, by attacking first from the Right and then from the Left, Strauss proved himself to be Jacobi’s ablest student by launching his own vorbrechende Angriff auf alles Mittlere.


  Strauss’s first public enemy was Cultural Zionism. National pride in the achievements of one’s people might seem so natural that it is difficult to imagine that any Zionism would assiduously reject every cultural component and, to the extent that the national language of Medinat Yisrael is Hebrew, Zionism and Cultural Zionism are difficult to distinguish. But Strauss did not find this difficult: he was able to attack Cultural Zionism from two directions because it occupied a middle ground between Jewish Orthodoxy and the political realism that had characterized Zionism from the start. It was Theodor Herzl’s insistence on breaking with traditional Messianic hopes by operating within the framework of Realpolitik that made it possible for Zionists to see Cultural Zionism as a new departure. What made this new departure both inevitable and attractive was the Weimar efflorescence aptly called “the German Jewish renaissance of the 1920s.”5 Prepared by Cohen and distilled to its essence in Rosenzweig, German Jewish thought reached a height in Weimar that it had not attained since Mendelssohn. The Jubilee Edition of Mendelssohn’s writings, the Akademie itself, and the Frankfurt Lehrhaus where Strauss first got the chance to teach; all of these were by-products of this Jewish Renaissance. While neither Cohen nor Rosenzweig were Zionists, it was virtually impossible for those who were, not to feel the magnetic attraction of the great revolution taking in Jewish thought. Among Strauss’s contemporaries, those who felt this attraction most strongly were the Cultural Zionists.


  Other than the synopsis of his thesis on Jacobi, all of Strauss’s early publications are concerned with Zionism.6 Strauss would later remark: “When I was seventeen, I was converted to Zionism—to simple, straightforward political Zionism.”7 There are three things to be noted about this apparently simple and straightforward account: (1) in “converted,” Strauss uses a word with strong religious overtones; this suggests that Political Zionism was something like a religion for the seventeen year old, (2) Strauss was seventeen in 1916, the year of the terrible battle for Verdun; wherever he was “converted” in 1916, it wasn’t at the Front, where so many of his generation were being slaughtered in quite another national cause, and (3) although the words “simple, straightforward” may well apply—Strauss’s Zionism was nothing if not “Political“— this should not be taken to mean that his Zionism was somehow mainstream, unreflective, or otherwise “simple.” Certainly his Zionism was “straightforward” in the sense that it was uncompromising, radical, and polemical.8 In fact, there is something to be said for the view that Strauss’s Political Zionism distanced him from one war but landed him in the midst of another; in this sense, Political Zionism was both a surrogate war and a surrogate religion. In either case, his early publications are best understood as battles in a single ongoing war against Cultural Zionism. The strategy Strauss used in this war was double envelopment. This war was not characterized by a positive defense of Political Zionism but rather aimed at a vernichtende Kritik of Cultural Zionism. Rather than show that Cultural Zionism rejected an ideal Political Zionism, Strauss aimed to show that it was too close to two other positions that those he sought to persuade found equally unacceptable: Orthodoxy and Liberalism.9


  It is difficult for the Anglophone intellectual to grasp the bottomless depth of post-War Germany’s opposition to Liberalism but it really shouldn’t be: to say nothing of the status of the word “liberal” among us today, the success of the National Socialist Revolution in 1933 was both predicated on and impossible without a well-nigh universal opposition, especially because the KPD was anti-Liberal as well. An explanation of this culture-wide phenomenon will be found in the next chapter. For the present, it is enough that Liberalism was in bad odor among young German Zionists during the 1920s. Against Liberalism, Strauss’s Zionism is warlike and it uses Orthodoxy as its weapon: to the extent that cultural Zionism is devoted to humanitarian values as opposed to hard-headed political facts,10 it is radically dishonest when it fails to acknowledge the Biblical origin of the values it accepts in practice without being able to defend them in theory. Having used Orthodoxy to bludgeon Liberalism, Strauss then pivots and turns on Orthodoxy. Against his merely apparent former ally, Strauss will offer an alternate belief, one neither compromised nor vitiated by the atheist conclusions of Modern Science. But the important thing to grasp from the start is that even though Strauss situates his Zionism in opposition to both Orthodoxy and Liberalism, he does not take on these two opponents simultaneously but implicates Cultural Zionism by attacks on both, one after the other.


  It is this diachronic aspect of Strauss’s double-edged attack on Cultural Zionism that suggests the actual von Schlieffen Plan of 1914: Germany would first turn its full fury on France, the nimbler of its foes, and then wheel round to shatter the primitive legions of the Czar. As opposed to von Schlieffen’s ancient dreams of double envelopment, this comparison not only captures the “first one and then the other” aspect of Strauss’s strategy but also offers a pleasing analogy: republican France is to authoritarian Russia what Liberalism is to Orthodoxy. But Strauss was not battling two enemies but rather a single enemy, albeit an enemy with both a left and right flank: hence the superiority of the double-envelopment analogy. In fact, the imaginative reader would do well to keep both analogies in mind simultaneously. But the important thing is to jettison the presumption that we are dealing with a mild mannered student of philosophy and/or political activist in the Zionist cause. Instead, we are dealing with an intellectual warrior trained by Jacobi who could attack alles Mittlere from either side at will, a warrior who knew that “in the wars of the mind no less than in real wars, freedom of action spells victory.”11


  Strauss’s initial campaign against Cultural Zionism depends on a critique of Liberalism that sets him on Herzl’s Right: Strauss’s Political Zionism differs from Herzl’s in that it repudiates the principles of the French Revolution.12 In the Revolution are to be found the origin of Jewish Emancipation, the roots of the World War,13 and, most importantly, Liberalism itself. Although he will eventually reveal himself to be no less opposed to Orthodoxy,14 Strauss’s principal weapon in both campaigns is the Bible: “The argument between Orthodoxy and Liberalism, and even more the argument of both of these parties with Zionism, cannot dispense with reliance on the Bible.”15 It would have been significantly more straightforward for Strauss to admit that his own form of Political Zionism depended decisively on severing any connection between or synthesis of Orthodoxy and Liberalism based on the Bible. Here then is Jacobi’s legacy: like Cultural Zionism, Mendelssohn had occupied a middle ground between Enlightenment rationalism and Judaism. The trick is to make your believing enemy look like an atheist.


  Strauss is particularly skillful—and can seem almost like a believer in the process16 —at distinguishing traditional Judaism from more modern and mystical versions that situate “God”17 within the realm of the individual believer’s “inner experience.”18 Strauss was perfectly familiar with the literary tricks by which God could be superseded by a fraudulent inner “divinity” of the believer’s own choosing. Any modern attempt to rebuild bridges to a pre-modern biblical belief is, according to Strauss, radically dishonest.19 He delights in using the Bible against Liberalism: tolerance from the Germans, for example, can scarcely be expected by those who take Joshua 9:7 seriously.20 On the other hand, Strauss discovers in Joshua 1:9 a text that decisively undermines Orthodoxy itself.21 Using the evolutionary conception of Biblical narrative developed by Julius Wellhausen, Strauss is prepared to uncover a hidden narrative that valorizes the political over the theological,22 Saul over Samuel, and the Kings at the expense of the Prophets.23 In other words, Strauss could use the Bible against both Liberalism and Orthodoxy.


  Although both Liberalism and Orthodoxy were dangerous in themselves, it was their fusion in Cultural Zionism that was Strauss’s sole enemy.24 In fact, this fusion was dangerous not so much to Zionism per se but to Strauss’s own “simple, straightforward political Zionism.” Perhaps because it was unwise to attack too directly towering figures like Martin Buber,25 Cohen,26 and Rosenzweig27 in whom synthetic elements were clearly evident, the Zionist form of Strauss’s fusionist opponent would finally wear the human face of Ernst Simon.28 Born the same year as Strauss, Simon volunteered for the Army and was sent to Verdun.29 There he was bitterly disillusioned by the War and the rampant anti-Semitism he encountered in the Army and would eventually immigrate to Palestine in 1928. Backed by his non-Zionist friend Rosenzweig,30 Simon’s was the powerful and highly principled voice of Cultural Zionism between 1923 and 1928. In opposition to Strauss, Simon takes the Prophets seriously, not the Kings.31 More importantly, Simon saw the Biblical inheritance of the Jewish people to be the essence of what he called “its true right to life.”32 As the title of his collected essays makes clear,33 Simon was primarily a builder of bridges.34 Although (or perhaps because) Strauss’s Political Zionism will eventually divorce itself from any sort of cultural element, he nevertheless published seven articles, almost half of his Zionist output, in Der Jude under Simon’s editorship.35 It appears that after overcoming his own initial suspicions about Strauss, Simon came to regard his divisive contemporary as usefully reminding readers that a facile, modern Judaism, one not grounded in the Bible but colored by the latest trends in German Philosophy, is a dishonest, halfway measure.36 In short, Simon’s Cultural Zionism was a pluralistic attempt—and hence liberal enough to find a place within it for Strauss37 —to integrate Zionism with Orthodoxy in the common cause to renew the Jewish Volk either in Palestine or Germany. In short, as editor of the journal Buber had founded in 1919 and as member of Rosenzweig’s Freies Judisches Lehrhaus in Frankfurt, Simon stood at the center of the German Jewish Renaissance of the Weimar years;38 along with Buber and Scholem, he would later notably support the bi-national Brith Shalom position ono the Palestinian Question.39


  Strauss’s Zionist affiliation was, by contrast, with the Jüdischer Wanderbund Blau-Weiss; the colors of Israel’s flag explain the name.40 The first time that Strauss crossed swords with Simon was during the 1923-1924 debates that swirled around the amalgamation of Blau-Weiss and the KJV or Kartell jüdischer Verbindungen that included Simon’s own Saronia fraternity in Frankfurt. Strauss’s first Zionist article (“Antwort auf das »Prinzipielle Wort« der Frankfurter”) is a fascinating literary artifact emerging from this struggle: he is responding to a document co-authored by Simon along with, among others, Erich Fromm. This 1923 “Response” will be considered in considerable detail in an appendix; for now, it is sufficient to point out that Simon’s “Word of Principle” aimed to prevent the amalgamation of the KJV with Blau-Weiss on the grounds that Strauss’s organization was both authoritarian in structure and devoid of Jewish content; this was one bridge that even Simon was unprepared to build.41


  Blau-Weiss had long been a divisive element in the German Jewish Youth Movement. In a 1918 festival (Nationaljudischer Jugendtag), Walter Moses—at that time, only one of several leaders of Blau-Weiss—made the remarkable claim that “what our fathers considered valuable is worthless to us.”42 In other words, the Zionism of this Moses was radically incompatible with Orthodoxy or indeed with any form of Cultural Zionism. Despite Buber’s efforts to discover common ground with Blau-Weiss at this three-day festival,43 other Zionist leaders not only accused Moses of precipitating generational conflicts, but also of “alienating young Zionists with his elitist, dogmatic, and essentially un-Jewish beliefs.”44 It is particularly interesting that Strauss put his tremendous intellect at the service of an organization that eschewed ideology to an extent that led to charges of “anti-intellectualism.”45 A further irony about Blau-Weiss is that although it often played a divisive role, it was remarkably cohesive internally: “All the Blau-Weiss members dressed identically in brown shorts and blue shirts with ankle length boots.”46


  By the time that Walter Moses led an ill-fated 1924 expedition to Palestine47 —a disaster from which Blau-Weiss never recovered—Strauss was already lecturing at the Frankfurt Lehrhaus, had joined the Saronia fraternity, and was writing for Simon’s Der Jude48 There is no reason to doubt that he was practicing Realpolitik in doing these things rather than rejecting the underlying principles to which he had been converted at seventeen. Evidence for this interpretation can be found in the fact that by 1928 (writing now in Der jüdische Student), Strauss will implement the “Russian” phase of his double-envelopment strategy by openly attacking the fusion of Zionism with traditional Jewish theology49 and insist on a radical separation between the two50 on the basis of “honest atheism.”51 But well before clarifying that basis, Strauss will insist (in the Jüdische Rundschau in 1925)52 that it is only by a tacit negation of Judaism’s doctrinal basis that the philosophical fusionists of Cultural Zionism can dishonestly persuade themselves that they are reviving Judaism.53 Of course it wasn’t apparent at first, i.e., during the anti-Liberal or “French” phase, that Strauss was rejecting Orthodoxy.54


  In “Das Heilige,” his first publication in Simon’s Der Jude, Strauss appears to be taking seriously the transcendence of God.55 Because he was aware of the connection between Rudolf Otto and Fries,56 this important document illustrates the continuity between Strauss’s dissertation and his subsequent attack on Cultural Zionism; having discovered Jacobi’s secret teaching, it is easy for Strauss to show that basing access to God on inner intuition or experience precludes His transcendence. And in the second article published there (“Der Zionismus bei Nordau”), Strauss points out that there are two other doctrines—aside from the transcendent God—that are essential to Orthodoxy: the Chosen People await their Messiah.57 Before emancipation and the temptation to assimilation that it opened,58 these doctrines had ensured the survival of the Jewish People and reflected its “will to existence.”59 “On the other hand, by aiming at what is miraculous, at what is unattainable by human effort, these same ideas had prevented faith from leading to action.”60 In other words, Strauss knows that Zionism and Orthodoxy are incompatible because the latter substitutes prayer for purposive human action, i.e., Political Zionism.


  But this is old hat. The important thing is that Strauss appears to criticize Nordau from an Orthodox perspective while in fact endorsing Nordau’s critique of Cultural Zionism’s secularization of these doctrines as “missionism,” i.e., the Jewish People’s ongoing and redemptive cultural mission to civilize and enlighten mankind.61 It is precisely Strauss’s apparent willingness to present Messianism and the Chosen People doctrine as radically different from mere “missionism” and nineteenth century Zionist nationalism62 —i.e., his willingness to take Judaism’s contribution to Zionism seriously63 —that must have encouraged Simon to believe that Strauss’s was a more radical form of Cultural Zionism than his own.64 This was a serious mistake: Strauss’s adherence to Blau-Weiss had already prepared him to ground a completely secularized version of the Chosen People,65 Messianism,66 and even a transcendent God—one based on “the internal legitimacy, the Jewish necessity”—in a radical and utterly distinctive “political Zionism” that was simultaneously anti-Orthodox and anti-Liberal.67


  Every reader of Strauss is aware that he referred to “a change of orientation” in his autobiographical “Preface” to the English translation of Spinoza’s Critique of Religion.68 This “change” is usually interpreted—Strauss abets this interpretation without literally confirming it—as being intimately connected with his rediscovery of exotericism.69 In chapter 5, a careful reading of this passage will show the real meaning of Strauss’s “change of orientation” between 1928 and 1932. But evidence has already been presented in chapter 1 against the traditional view: Strauss’s encounter with Jacobi had long since led to his rediscovery of exotericism.


  By way of confirming that evidence, Strauss’s 1924 article “Der Zionismus bei Nordau” constitutes the earliest example of Strauss’s own use of it.70 There is evidence, to be sure, that Strauss was “writing between the lines” in his thesis, his “Reply to Frankfurt,” and his first essay in Der Jude; in each instance he was concealing his own views and presenting himself as something he was not.71 But his article on Nordau is the turning-point: without using the word—if my theory about “unknown material” is correct, he didn’t yet know the word—he nevertheless calls attention to Nordau’s exotericism. Strauss shows that Nordau is undermining Herzl while appearing to support him.72 And while doing this, Strauss does exactly the opposite thing: he appears to attack Nordau while actually praising him.73 Since Nordau died in 1923, there is reason to think that “The Zionism of Nordau” is Strauss’s funeral oration to the Zionist theoretician he followed,74 a Machiavellian politician he continued to admire, and an exoteric writer to whom, along with Jacobi, he paid his highest compliment by refusing to reveal their secrets.75 A rewarding study could be made of Nordau’s Degeneration76 by following Strauss’s hints and thereby revising the traditional view that Nordau himself—early in life a victim of “persecution”—actually opposed the “degenerates” he so vociferously lambasted while yet doing so much to publicize.77 But that is another story that must be left for someone else to tell.


  Nor is this the only example of what Strauss will later call “exotericism.” Perhaps the most striking thing about Strauss’s Zionist writings is his familiarity with and reference to anti-Semitic literature. When Strauss calls for a Zionism that “learns from European nationalism and anti-Semitism,”78 what he really means is that Liberalism itself, as the German anti-Semites were claiming, was a Jewish phenomenon; certainly Liberalism was the ultimate basis not only of emancipation and assimilation, but of Zionism as well. “How was it possible for the Jews to become emancipated in Germany? The Jews owe their admission to the circumstance that the Jewish spirit has gained mastery over Germany; for liberalism is nothing but secularized Judaism.”79 Here, Strauss is paraphrasing a prominent anti-Semite in his 1924 article “Paul de Lagarde” and invoking, not for the first time, what I will call the “Verjudung-hypothesis” by claiming that Liberalism itself is Jewish:


  
    Thus, and only thus, may one put the question: how could the so-called assimilation take place in spite of the inner alienness of Germanism and Judaism? And the answer to this question cannot but take the general form given to it by Lagarde: only through a kind of “Jewification” [“Verjudung”] of the German spirit was this assimilation possible.80

  


  Allowing this Verjudung-hypothesis to stand without a refutation allows Strauss to make two important points: (1) that a Liberal solution to the Jewish Problem is impossible because the German anti-Semites regard Liberalism itself as Jewish, and (2) that a watered down form of Judaism like Liberalism—and thus the enlightening “missionism” championed by Cultural Zionists—is alien to “the internal legitimacy, the Jewish necessity” of the pre-Liberal messianism of the Chosen People. In regards to (2), Strauss’s use of Joshua 9:7 shows that pre-Liberal Judaism is just as hostile to assimilation and mutual tolerance as the virulent anti-Semitism of Germans like Lagarde. But Strauss is far more outspoken about the implications of (1). Assimilation is not only selfish, individualistic, and egotistical,81 it is counter to the fundamental spirit of any legitimate State.82 Any society that is a Gemeinschaft rather than a Gesellschaft will not long endure the Liberal basis of Jewish emancipation.83 Moreover, the German anti-Semites have more than one good reason to wish the Jews gone: not only are Jews responsible for Liberalism but their very presence weakens Germany.84 Having availed himself of “the specific immunity of the commentator,”85 Strauss rejects in his own name “the existence-as-citizens of the German Jews” because any justification of that existence must depend on the Liberalism resulting from the French Revolution.86 Strauss exhorts his readers to abandon their fearful faith in any Liberal solution:87 only the same commitment to Gemeinschaft visible among the Germans can save the Jews.88 Despite its disturbing spiritual proximity to National Socialism, Strauss’s emphasis on “the power of the Jewish people” and his call for “internal legitimacy, the Jewish necessity” of post-Liberal Zionism would resonate with Cultural Zionists who were intent on forming an alliance with traditional Orthodoxy.


  But if Strauss uses both anti-Semitism and Orthodoxy against Liberalism, he would also employ atheism, Realpolitik, and Liberalism, against Orthodoxy. Strauss knows that Political Zionism was always antithetical to the Biblical Tradition89 but he was less than explicit about the implications of this antithesis in the articles he published in Der Jude between 1923 and 1924. Thereafter, however, he abruptly declared war on Orthodoxy: “Zionism has a single Jewish enemy, and that enemy is Orthodoxy. To the Orthodox, we the non-Orthodox are traitors and infidels.”90 By 1928, he is explicit about the fact that only on the basis of this antagonism can Strauss’s “simple, straightforward political Zionism” exist: “Political Zionism, wishing to ground itself radically, must ground itself in unbelief.”91 This war against Orthodoxy requires that Strauss ally temporarily with Enlightenment Liberalism.92 This leads Strauss to ridicule any notion that Zionism’s victory through the Balfour Declaration has any providential aspect and constitutes anything more than Herzl’s Realpolitik.93 In fact, the alliance between Zionism and Great Britain puts neither Orthodox spokesmen94 nor the British in a favorable light.95 Only Herzl’s willingness to lie judiciously emerges unstained from this transaction.96 In fact, there is a peculiar dialectic of honesty and deception at work in Strauss’s Zionist writings. Strauss insists that we must be honest with ourselves about “God” and the fatuous foundations of Cultural Zionism in the age of atheism but at the same time he fully recognizes the value of deception, especially the value of deceiving the people.


  But the most interesting aspect of deception is more personal and it is here that one keenly feels the absence of a detailed biographical study of Strauss. Corresponding to a gap in our knowledge about Jacobi’s political activities is our lack of information about Strauss’s. Most accessible would be testimony from more of those whom Strauss tried to recruit for Blau-Weiss and the KJV in Germany;97 this would help us to understand how he built a student movement in the United States. But evidence about his covert strategies for surviving in more liberal environments will be harder to find; for the present, our only evidence is literary. Although the writings belonging to the second phase of his attack on Cultural Zionism are far more revealing on the theoretical plane, it is the earlier phase, when he insinuated himself among his enemies, that offers a clearer indication of Strauss’s future political practice. Despite the failure of the Blau-Weiss amalgamation with the KJV, Strauss himself seems to have earned the respect of his Frankfurt opponents and thereby gained entrance to their inner counsels. In the seven articles published in Simon’s Der Jude between 1923 and 1924, Strauss seems to fly under the banner of Rosenzweig’s “New Thinking.”98 In Strauss’s hands, this approach involves asserting Orthodoxy’s claims in a radical style that undermines any merely Liberal fusion of Zionism with traditional Judaism. But having infiltrated not only Der Jude but also Rosenzweig’s Frankfurt Lehrhaus, something happened in 1924-1925 that alienated him from Simon, Saronia, Frankfurt and Der Jude.


  Before examining several documents relevant to this shift, two general remarks are in order. The first is that there is a sense in which Strauss was “under cover” from the start: as an old man he recalled that he was “furtively” reading Schopenhauer and Nietzsche in high school.99 But he doesn’t date his fascination with or rather absolute devotion to Nietzsche until his twenty-second year,100 when he finished his dissertation. This makes sense when one recalls that Strauss’s Jacobi—to say nothing of Jacobi selber—was remarkably Nietzschean. The decision to write a dissertation on Jacobi under Cassirer already demanded being suaviter in modo and given the affinities between Cohen and both Mendelssohn and Kant, only “a doubting and dubious adherent of the Marburg school of neo-Kantianism”101 would have found such a topic congenial in the first place. In this context, there was precedent for the 1923-1924 involvement with Simon, the Lehrhaus, and Der Jude. By the time of his departure from Frankfurt, he had already secured, thanks to a publication about Cohen and Spinoza in Der Jude, a position at the Akademie in Berlin.102 As if writing Jacobian introductions to Mendelssohn’s writings were not surreptitious enough, we know that Strauss eventually needed to conceal his intentions from Julius Guttmann, his supervisor in Berlin.103 In short: long before he came to the United States, Strauss had learned to live and thrive in environments that he could at least temporarily blind to his own intentions.


  The second general point is that the different phases of Strauss’s literary campaign against Cultural Zionism can be distinguished in relation to the publication venues of his articles. Leaving aside his Jewish publications at the Akademie,104 there are three of these to be considered: the comparatively liberal Judische Rundschau, the neo-Orthodox or Cultural Zionist Der Jude, and the radically political Der jüdische Student. After his first article in the latter (February 1925), he never publishes in Der Jude again: he had thereby traded a temporary and strictly political alliance with Orthodoxy for a temporary and strictly political alliance with Liberalism. As a “liberal” opponent of conservative “Russia,” Strauss could now attack Cultural Zionism as a modern atheist and man of science; as “orthodox,” he had already crushed liberal “France” in stage one of his Schlieffen Plan. Meanwhile, his publications in the Rundschau span the period between early 1923 and late 1925 and therefore bridge the shift in fronts from West to East; here his intent was simply to drive a wedge between Orthodoxy and Cultural Zionism without making either his political tactics or radical presuppositions entirely explicit.


  In the absence of archival evidence, our only clue about the cause of Strauss’s change of fronts is a letter that Rosenzweig wrote to Simon in December 1924:


  
    Dear Ernst: Leo Strauss speaks in January at the Lehrhaus on “Theory of Political Zionism.” I am allowing him to do so gladly because the really dumb Zionism [der richtige dumme Zionismus] has not been voiced at the Lehrhaus in a while, only the heretical; and at least he [sc. Strauss] represents it [sc. “dumb Zionism”] with the outward appearance of the spirit [mit den dehors des Geistes]. But now I would like, in February and in direct connection, likewise in two or three hours with discussion following, to have him shot down [totreden lassen] before the same audience, i.e., with a correspondingly formulated counter-position. Would you do it?105

  


  The content of Strauss’s talk is unknown to us but it was almost certainly consistent with two articles he published in Jüdische Rundschau between June and October 1924,106 the latter being also the last month in which he published the last of seven articles in Der Jude.107 Between the publication of his first Zionist article attacking Frankfurt (January 1923) and the two just mentioned, he had only one more publication in the Rundschau;108 there would then be two more there after the first article Strauss published in Der jüdische Student (February 1925). It would seem, then, that Strauss’s position “under cover” in Frankfurt became untenable and that his response was three-fold: (1) attacks on Simon and neo-Orthodoxy in Jüdische Rundschau, (2) a more direct and honest approach associated with his openly atheistic publications in Der jüdische Student, and (3) a physical and professional move to Berlin, where he once again went under cover at the Akademie. The humane but gullible Rosenzweig never counted him an enemy.109


  His professional labors, first on Mendelssohn and then on Spinoza, must have kept him busy from the start because his furious pace of publication slackens somewhat. His first piece in Der jüdische Student is a noteworthy document that calls for an alliance with Liberalism;110 naturally this has led to some confusion about Strauss’s intentions.111 “Comment on Weinberg’s Critique”112 demonstrates both the extent of Strauss’s considerable intimacy with Frankfurt113 and constitutes his second open attack upon it. On a more positive note, a short plan of action for Der jüdische Student, also published in 1925, is a clear statement of the central importance of “the Zionist decision.”114 In a more public setting, he turns decisively against Orthodoxy in “Ecclesia militans” (Jüdische Rundschau; 1925)115 and then, in the same venue later that year, openly attacks Simon in “Biblical History and Science.”116 Since this attack involves defending the same Simon Dubnow that Strauss had attacked in an article in Der Jude the year before, it would seem to constitute an abrupt change of orientation. In accordance with the strategy of double-envelopment, however, there really was none: Strauss had simply exchanged one of his enemy’s flanks for the other.


  But the clearest literary evidence of this strategic shift is his openly atheistic 1928 review of Freud’s The Future of an Illusion and a 1929 response to the criticism that this review provoked, both published in Der jüdische Student.117 The first of these has been translated and is thus readily available; the other was only recently brought to light and deserves close attention.118 To begin with, Strauss leaves no doubt about his basic position: “Political Zionism is the organization of unbelief in Judaism; it is the attempt to organize the Jewish People on the basis [Boden] of unbelief.”119 Starting from the atheist premise that sharply distinguishes him from his opponents in the Orthodox and Cultural Zionist camp,120 Strauss calls for a Political Zionism that (1) questions its own ideological neutrality,121 (2) learns from the Communists the usefulness of merely temporary alliances,122 (3) meets head-on the objection that this hard-headed approach will not be “attractive,”123 and (4) makes a temporary alliance with the Orthodox and Cultural Zionists in the clear consciousness of its own radical unbelief.124 It is in the light of “(2)” that Strauss’s publications in Der Jude must be considered: he himself had temporarily allied with Simon for strictly political ends, as he tacitly admits in “(4).” But it is the implications of “(1)” and “(3)” that reveal even more about Strauss’s intentions. Only by the use of repellant tactics will Political Zionism be able—on the basis of its radical religious neutrality, i.e., a complete emancipation from moral constraints that would prevent the use of such tactics—to attract a popular following:


  
    Neutrality (“religion as private matter”) would permit the use of the Machiavellian political Zionism of a Nordau [den machiavellistischen politischen Zionismus eines Nordau], which would not shrink from using as a tactical measure the traditional Messianic longing [die traditionelle Messiashoffnung] as “dynamite”—for believers, this is proscribed.125

  


  It is with this passage in mind that must reconsider “The Zionism of Nordau” (1923).126 There is, in particular, one sentence in “Der Zionismus bei Nordau” that now requires some further comment, if only because it is the first of many times in Strauss’s writings that he uses the words “possible and necessary.” He will write in 1965, for example: “Considerations like those sketched in the preceding paragraphs made one wonder whether a return to Jewish orthodoxy was not both possible and necessary.”127 This phrase must be considered literally: if “necessary” implies (and this would be the natural understanding of the word) that the action in question not only needs to be done but can be done, then the word “possible” is unnecessary. But Strauss adds it notwithstanding. Therefore he is suggesting that there exist actions that are necessary but impossible. What might those be? If there is no God, for example, a return to Jewish Orthodoxy is scarcely possible. But what if such a return were still somehow necessary? With this question in mind, consider the sentence Strauss wrote in 1924:


  
    The ideas of Chosenness and of the Messiah uphold under all circumstances the faith [den Glauben] in the possibility and necessity of holding out the faith [den Glauben] in a national future—on the other hand, by aiming at what is miraculous, at what is unattainable by human effort, these same ideas prevent that faith from leading to action.128

  


  To begin with, one is instantly struck by the repetition of the word “faith,” especially since “faith in” could easily have replaced “ideas of.” What Strauss seems to be saying is that “the ideas” of the Messiah and Chosenness uphold faith in a national future; so it has unquestionably done for centuries. But what he literally says is that these “ideas” uphold the faith in the faith in a national future. As we now can see in the light of Nordau’s “dynamite,” such ideas can and must be made the basis for a “Machiavellian political Zionism.” The word “possible” usually means that something “may possibly exist as real,” but it cannot be denied that faith in something that cannot possibly exist is nonetheless possible. In other words, even if “the ideas” are false, those “ideas” nevertheless (“in all circumstances”) uphold both the possibility and necessity of “holding out” that faith for the sake of “belief in a national future.”


  If we regard the coming of the biblical Messiah as possible, we will await Him. But if we await that miracle, we will not act to attain that which is attainable “by human effort.” A faith in something possible (but hardly necessary)— e.g., that the Messiah will restore the Chosen People to Zion—prevents “that faith from leading to action.” But to maintain a faith—upheld by “the [mere] ideas of Chosenness and of the Messiah”—in the “possibility and necessity” of a baseless faith (at least where “what is miraculous” is concerned), then a national future attainable by human effort finally becomes possible. In other words, only if we have previously decided that those ideas are false can we then decide to reenact them—through a faithless faith that is possible and necessary if we are ever to attain a national future by human effort—in the full knowledge that it is only our act of faith (Glaubensakt) that makes that otherwise baseless faith both possible and necessary. This, then, is the application of Jacobi’s decisionism (chapter 1) to Nordau’s “political Zionism.” And insofar as only those who use these articles of faith as “dynamite” will know that the “Messiah” and the “Chosenness” in which all the others can and must believe (for the sake of prompting them to action) is baseless and merely re-enacted, then Jacobi’s exotericism comes to the aid of his decisionism in a Zionist setting. Finally, the full knowledge that one must put one’s faith in something that doesn’t and cannot exist (i.e., in nothing) might well be regarded as the veritable essence of an affirmative nihilism. Ecce homo!


  In short, although it scarcely betokened a radically new stage in Strauss’s development thanks to the enduring legacy of F. H. Jacobi, the 1929 “Zur Ideologie des politischen Zionismus” was Strauss’s “last word” as a Zionist. It could really only be a last word because he was publicly recommending a tactic that could be effective only as long as it was kept secret. It is his “last word” also in the sense that it is retrospective: Strauss is belatedly revealing what he had been doing all the time: he had implemented Nordau’s Zionism through a temporary alliance with Orthodoxy between 1923 and 1924. By speaking this word aloud, Strauss ipso facto became, qua Zionist, a party of one. But the most striking thing about this apparently self-destructive “last word” is that he deliberately calls it “Towards an Ideology of Political Zionism;” it is manifestly put forward not as a last but only as a first step towards a distant goal. And it cannot be denied that even though Strauss had spoken his “last word” as a Zionist, he was hardly as isolated as one might think, at least in relation to the wider German context of 1929: his Machiavellian form of “political Zionism” was not, unfortunately, without a contemporary analogue.


  
    Political Zionism strictly understood was then the movement of an elite on behalf of a community constituted by common descent and common degradation for the restoration of their honor through the acquisition of statehood and therefore of a country—of any country: the land which the strictly political Zionism promised to the Jews was not necessarily the land of Israel.129

  


  This is the description that Strauss gave of Political Zionism many years later in his autobiographical “Preface to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion” (1965). The highly general nature of this definition strongly suggests the terrifying analogy:


  [image: The Ultimate Enemy The Powers Intermediate Alliances The Friend Liberalism Anti-Communism (Britain) Perpetual Peace Nationalism National (Germany) Socialism Communism Anti-Individualism (Russia) Figure 1. Perpetual Peace as Enemy]


  To be sure, post-Versailles Germans still had a country, no matter how weakened, truncated, and divided it now was. But despite the fact that they were a racial Gemeinschaft (the German word behind Strauss’s “community”), the Germans had no State worthy of the name: the Weimar Republic was merely a Gesellschaft of autonomous individuals. Could it reclaim its position as “the Chosen People”? Certainly not without a new “God” and a charismatic “Messiah.” Like the Jews (as Strauss describes them), the Germans had suffered a “common degradation,” they were easily encouraged by “an elite” to yearn for “the restoration of their honor.” Like post-Balfour Cultural Zionism, the Weimar Republic leaned heavily on British influence and was caught between victorious Liberalism on the West and the Bolshevik menace in the East.130 In short, when Strauss suggested in 1929 that an atheist elite make use of the popular appeal of a “Messiah” in order to unite the Jewish People under the banner of his own lonely form of “Political Zionism,” he was doing so at the same time that the Nazis were accomplishing something similar in Germany as a whole.


  The strategic difficulty Strauss faced in the 1920s thus has an eerie parallel: from the National Socialist perspective, only a true Nationalism—both anti-Communist and anti-Liberal—could achieve the required “restoration of honor.” But this restoration would require a Second War in which Germany would once again face potent enemies in two different fronts. The most dangerous of these enemies was structural: the mere maintenance of the status quo as reflected in “Perpetual Peace” (figure 1) as institutionalized in the League of Nations and Kellogg-Briand. This must be shattered. More specifically, an alliance of Liberal Britain and Communist Russia against a resurgent Germany must be prevented. Given the familiar realities of a two-front war, it was good policy to combine either with the Communist enemy against the Liberals or with the Liberals against the Communists: enough common ground could be discovered with each to make it possible to defeat both. In this process, the Jewish Question would inevitably play an important part: a collective recognition of the Verjudung-hypothesis would simultaneously undermine the foundations of Weimar Liberalism, promote the creation of an exclusively German Gemeinschaft, and, ironically, bring about the victory of Zionism.1


  Strauss clearly understood the anti-Semitic mindset very well. On the basis of a Jewish historian’s response to the Franco-Prussian War,2 he had already supplied evidence that Jews would prove, as Strauss himself had already proved in 1916, unreliable Germany’s wars;3 they had thus brought anti-Semitism down upon themselves.4 Nor does Strauss come anywhere close to repudiating the Verjudung-hypothesis that links his own Zionist attack on Liberalism to the National Socialist assault on Weimar. But the most revealing aspect of the parallel is the intellectual equivalent of the two-stage von Schlieffen Plan that Strauss implemented in the 1920s. Between 1923-1924, he took advantage of Cultural Zionism’s liberal tolerance for his radical notions by making a temporary alliance with Orthodoxy and Rosenzweig’s “New Thinking:” these were the years when he wrote his articles for Der Jude. By 1928-1929, he was prepared to mount an open attack against Orthodoxy in the name of “honest atheism.” The structural parallel with figure 1 is easy to see:
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  Between an anti-Liberal “French” (1923-1924) and an anti-Orthodox “Russian” phase (1928-1929)—the first based on “New Thinking” and the second on “Honest Atheism” (figure 2)—the period between 1925 and 1928 was evidently one of transition; perhaps it is not entirely accidental that these were also Weimar’s best years and therefore not happy particularly ones for its enemies. In any case, while Strauss’s troubling proximity to National Socialism can be elucidated in relation to his own radical brand of Political Zionism, the visible and obvious point of contact is Heidegger, as Chapter 3 will show. As it happens, Strauss has left us—and it seemed to Scholem that he was taking a considerable risk by doing so5 —an account of these transitional years in his 1965 “Preface” to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion. The “Preface” in fact constitutes a bridge between this chapter’s concern with Strauss’s Zionism and the next one that will describe his encounter with Heidegger.


  It is useful to consider Strauss’s own account of the years 1925-1928 with particular reference to the dialogue between Rosenzweig and Heidegger, both proponents of the “New Thinking.”6 The principal characteristic of the “New Thinking”7 is its attitude toward Revelation, beautifully described by Strauss:


  
    This experience [sc. revelation] is not a kind of self-experience, or the actualization of a human potentiality, of the human mind coming into its own, into what it desires or is naturally inclined to, but of something undesired, coming from the outside, going against man’s grain; it is only awareness of something absolute that cannot be relativized in any way as everything else, rational or nonrational, can; it is the experience of God as the Thou, the father and king of all men; it is the experience of an unequivocal command addressed to me here and now as distinguished from general laws or ideas which are always disputable and permitting of exceptions; only by surrendering to God’s experienced call which calls for one’s loving Him with all one’s heart, with all one’s soul, and with all one’s might can one come to see the other human being as his brother and love him as himself.8

  


  The rejected approach to Revelation—“the human mind coming into its own,” etc.—is characteristic of “cultural Zionism.” The New Thinking, on the other hand, does not idealize the claims of God as “the Thou, the father and king of all men.” Hillel’s crash course in Torah notwithstanding, this is certainly the most Christian statement in all of Strauss’s writings: it is Jesus who identified the twin commandments upon which “the whole Law and the Prophets depend” (Matthew 22:36-40). But we must not be persuaded too easily that Strauss has found God: he had long since learned from Jacobi how to sound like a Christian for a non-Christian end.9


  The key words in this lyrical passage are: “something undesired, coming from the outside, going against man’s grain.” These words, given the context, would seem to suggest the transcendent God. But Strauss uses very similar expressions a second time a few pages later: “In other words, the biblical experience is not simply undesired or against man’s grain: grace perfects nature, it does not destroy nature.”10 Unlike what he has already suggested is a true experience of the “something undesired,” what Strauss calls “the biblical experience” is precisely “desired.” This will constitute a principal difference between Rosenzweig and Heidegger: Rosenzweig’s God is ultimately comforting while Heidegger’s post-theological “God” is not.11 It will be Heidegger alone who captures the “experience of an unequivocal command addressed to me here and now as distinguished from general laws or ideas which are always disputable and permitting of exceptions” although this perfectly atheistic “command” is scarcely found in the Bible.12 But Strauss’s central point is: since both Rosenzweig and Heidegger experience Revelation precisely as an experience, it is that experience itself—apart from its theological or post-theological interpretation—that must be examined.


  
    The very emphasis on the absolute experience as experience compels one to demand that it be made as clear as possible what the experience itself conveys, that it is not to be tampered with, that it be carefully distinguished from every interpretation of the experience, for the interpretations may be suspected of being attempts to render bearable and harmless the experienced [sic] which admittedly comes from without down upon man and is undesired, or to cover over man’s radical unprotectedness, loneliness, and exposedness [footnote 23].13

  


  This, then, is the third time that Strauss refers to the “undesired” experience but now the biblical lyricism of the first passage has completely vanished. Since we were told the second time that “the biblical experience” is in fact “desired,” we are therefore compelled to return to the lyrical passage in order to discover precisely what Strauss means when he writes: “the experience of God as the Thou, the father and king of all men.” In fact, however, he tells us what he had meant in Footnote 23: “Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, sect. 57. Consider C. F. Meyer’s Die Versuchung des Pescara.”14


  In a brief section called “Death as God: A Note on Martin Heidegger” in his Leo Strauss and the Theological Political Problem (2006), Heinrich Meier demonstrates that this enigmatic footnote is based on the equation “God is death.”15 This demonstration constitutes a nice piece of detective work involving not only a willingness to “consider” C. F. Meyer’s novella in the context of Sein und Zeit but also a fragmentary note that Meier found in an unpublished 1948 lecture called “Reason and Revelation.”16


  
    Heidegger’s orientation towards “death or nothingness” as the unstoppable, all-decisive possibility of Being that each Dasein “enters into” is no less suited than the religious claim by the “wholly other” “to cover over man’s radical unprotectedness, loneliness, and, and exposedness,” to whose defense, after all, that orientation seems to have devoted itself.... Death claims man wholly; it commands him, fills him with angst, and elevates him; it makes him receptive to the call like a God.17

  


  For a “political Zionism” that is prepared to make a Machiavellian use of the “Messiah” in order to realize the political objectives of “the Chosen People,” the identification of a post-Nietzsche “God” completes a ghastly triad.18 The new “God”—i.e., the “God” that survives Nietzsche’s word “God is Dead”19 —is death: “God is Dead” gives way to “Death is God.”


  The sensitive reader will already begin to see that Heidegger’s “New Thinking” in fact mediates Strauss’s “Political Zionism” and his esoteric “change of orientation” (see chapter 5) that occurred between 1929 and 1933. In fact, Strauss’s decision for Heidegger in the otherwise unknown20 dialogue with the brilliant and pious Rosenzweig determined the entire exoteric course of his subsequent thinking, as the following passage suggests:


  
    It was obvious that Heidegger’s new thinking led far away from any charity as well as from any humanity. On the other hand, it could not be denied that he had a deeper understanding than Rosenzweig of what was implied in the insight or demand that the traditional philosophy which rested on Greek foundations must be superseded by a new thinking.21

  


  This is an important text because it indicates that Strauss believed that Heidegger’s deeper understanding of the Greeks to some undetermined extent counterbalances his Nazism, i.e., his abandonment of both “charity” and “humanity.”22 Regardless of the short-term fate of the National Socialism openly embraced by Heidegger in 1933, much of Strauss’s later career will be devoted to superseding “the traditional philosophy” (in particular Platonism) on the basis of rethinking the “Greek foundations” along Heideggerian lines. But all of this must be regarded as premature: the critical period between 1929 and 1933—and the textual proof of Strauss’s Heideggerian orientation—will be considered over the course of this book as a whole. For now, however, it is 1925-1928— the silent years of Strauss’s Zionist period—that concern us.


  Strauss’s ostensible purpose in the “Preface” is to inform the reader about “the theological-political problem”23 that occupied him at precisely this time. In other words, Strauss’s concern with Spinoza’s Theological Political Treatise is explicated in relation to the theological and political crises of Weimar.24 It is Strauss’s concern with the Weimar context that explains why Heidegger and Rosenzweig—the greatest German philosophers alive at the time—are not only discussed before Strauss introduces Spinoza into the text but are used there to explain why he turned to the study of Spinoza. The result is an extremely complex blend of autobiography, philosophy, and intellectual history.25 The complexity is exacerbated because the quarrel between Heidegger and Rosenzweig, a quarrel that necessitates the turn to Spinoza for adjudication,26 involves three other giants as well: Heidegger’s teacher Nietzsche,27 Rosenzweig’s friend Buber,28 and the German-Jewish thinker who was not only Spinoza’s principal modern enemy29 but Strauss’s as well: Cohen.30


  Of the five, it is the last who is not only least known today but also by far and away the most decisive for understanding Strauss’s Political Zionism. Cohen was opposed to Zionism.31 A s the founder of the Marburg school of Neo-Kantianism, as a Jew, as Germany’s foremost academic philosopher at the turn of the century, as a Liberal, progressive, patriotic German courageously committed to making explicit the eternal validity and ineradicable influence of Judaism,32 Cohen represents what might be called “the Liberal Solution to the Jewish Question in Germany.”33 Strauss repeatedly points out that this solution was refuted by History in 1933;34 it is a curious position for this self-proclaimed anti-historicist to take.35 In fact, it is useful to bear in mind that the triad of Orthodoxy, Cultural, and Political Zionism—so vital to understanding Strauss’s Zionist project—collectively constitute the middle ground of what might be called “Jewish Particularism” in a more fundamental triad of Solutions to the Jewish Question:


  [image: Leo Strauss Hermann Cohen (1) National Socialism (2) Jewish Particularism (3) Liberal Assimilation Political Zionism Orthodoxy Cultural Zionism Figure 3. Three Solutions to the Jewish Problem]


  Cohen managed to steer a proud and principled path between Jewish Particularism and Liberal Assimilation (figure 3)—he remained a Jew while promoting Liberalism as a German patriot—and thereby furnished a basis for Cultural Zionism even though he himself opposed Zionism in principle.36 Did Strauss, Jacobian enemy of alles Mittlere, steer an equally proud and principled path between Jewish Particularism and National Socialism?37 According to the German Stranger, the Nazi Revolution proved Cohen wrong. But Cohen has not yet been proved wrong in these United States. To put it another way: just as the Liberal Solution failed in Germany no thanks to Cohen, that Solution still survives here no thanks to Strauss.


  Strauss does not enter into a debate with Cohen about Zionism in the “Preface” (nor indeed elsewhere):38 they quarrel over Spinoza.39 In this quarrel, Cohen is on the attack while Strauss—who in no way mitigates but if anything deepens Cohen’s charges40 —presents the case for an even more subtle and unscrupulous Spinoza than the one Cohen feels called upon as a Jew to condemn.41 But the quarrel with Cohen about Spinoza explicitly arises from Strauss’s prior struggle with Rosenzweig: only if Spinoza’s “Critique of Religion” is utterly baseless is a return to Orthodoxy possible.42 To put it the other way: unless Spinoza’s critique is sustained, Rosenzweig’s exhortation to return to Judaism’s God demands consideration.43 Once again, the decisive voice is Jacobi’s, he who had “lifted the critique of Spinoza on to its proper plane.” Naturally Strauss does not find Spinoza’s critique to be utterly baseless: the book he is introducing in fact revives it, albeit on the purely decisionist basis he had learned from Jacobi and that was entirely absent from Spinoza, a rationalist.44 But since Strauss has already set up the dualism between Rosenzweig and Heidegger—has indeed already indicated to the careful reader that he endorses the latter by means of the three “undesired . . . from outside” passages—the rejection of Rosenzweig on the basis of Spinoza’s critique tacitly enthrones Heidegger once again. As presented by Strauss, even in 1965—perhaps this constituted the grounds of Scholem’s astonishment—the principal difference between Heidegger and Rosenzweig is not that one is a thoroughly objectionable Nazi and the other a brilliant and sympathetic Jew: it is Cohen and not Heidegger who is refuted by National Socialism.45


  Instead, Strauss employs Buber to inadequately combat Heidegger on behalf of Rosenzweig46 while using Nietzsche to shield Heidegger from his own merely apparent criticisms.47 The decisive question between Rosenzweig and Heidegger (as mediated by Buber and Nietzsche) is their two opposite responses to the exact same experience:48 Rosenzweig situates radical human finitude in the context of God and Heidegger does the same in the context of Death.49 Strauss will argue that neither of these responses is guided by reason but only by faith; the difference is that the Buber-Rosenzweig faith offers security50 while the Nietzsche-Heidegger version—in accordance with “intellectual probity”51 —does not.52 In contrast with a “new thinking,” Strauss will ultimately endorse a “new fortitude” that honestly embraces the atheistic implication of our existential situation.53 At the outset, however, he rejects the view that an alternative should be chosen on the basis of either the security it promises or the despair it forces us to embrace;54 he suggests, or indeed insists, that he was originally inclined towards Rosenzweig.55


  Rosenzweig advocates, and indeed embodies, a return, if not precisely to Orthodoxy, then at least to a faithful and God-oriented Judaism56 in sharp distinction to the complete rejection of Orthodoxy by the Machiavellian Spinoza57 and the rationalized idealization of Judaism found in Cohen.58 Cohen recognizes that Spinoza is dangerous but fails to grasp what Strauss alone has discovered: the ultimately decisionist basis of any effective attack on Orthodoxy.59 According to Strauss, neither Modern Science nor the systematic monism of Spinoza’s Ethics (even when temporalized by Hegel) can refute Orthodoxy: both must presuppose the falsity of Orthodoxy.60 Strauss’s Spinoza easily defeats Cohen on the question of whether Judaism is rational: it isn’t (since it rests on faith) and therefore Cohen’s idealizations are refuted, if only by history.61 Strauss therefore avoids not only Cohen (and the Liberalism he represents)62 but also the rationally baseless liberal element in Spinoza himself upon which—as Rosenzweig had shown—Cohen’s own critique of Spinoza depends.63 It’s pretty impressive: Strauss uses Rosenzweig to undermine Cohen’s attack on Spinoza64 so that Spinoza’s “critique of religion,” purged of its Liberal elements by Jacobian decisionism and thereby placed “beyond good and evil” in Nietzsche’s sense,65 can courageously resist the comforting decisionism of Rosenzweig’s “new thinking” (revealed by Buber to aim at mere security) and give the palm to Heidegger’s faithless faith or, more precisely, to Strauss’s own decision for it.66


  It would be difficult to argue that Strauss’s retrospective self-portrait is historically accurate. Although he had been exposed to Heidegger in 1922 and tells us that he immediately shared his discovery with Rosenzweig,67 the Heidegger described in the 1965 “Preface” only emerged in 1927, with the publication of Sein und Zeit.68 It is also significant that Strauss doesn’t mention Sigmund Freud in 1965: it is Freud’s critique of religion that is presupposed by the solution to the “theological-political predicament” Strauss described in 1965, not Spinoza’s.69 More importantly, Strauss’s turn to Spinoza (and therefore the basis of his first quarrel with Cohen)—presented in the “Preface” as required for adjudicating Rosenzweig’s or Orthodoxy’s claims—in fact predates the 1925-1928 period: Strauss’s longest piece in Der Jude was his 1924 “Cohens Analyse der Bibel-Wissenschaft Spinozas.” Refuting Cohen on the basis of Spinoza in 1924 was an important part of Strauss’s 1923-1924 project in its “French” phase to turn his enemy’s Liberal flank: Cohen’s passionate defense of a rationalized Judaism obviously lent considerable support to the “missionism” of the Cultural Zionists even if Cohen himself would not have become one.70


  This, in fact, is the single characteristic Jacobian move visible throughout Strauss’s career: the radically honest atheist (though hardly self-identified as such) accuses the Liberal, scientific, progressive and humane synthesizer of an intellectually dishonest atheism. In fact, the principal thing to be learned from Strauss’s Zionist writings as a whole is that the open atheism of the anti-Orthodox “Russian” period (1928-1929) was not only concealed from view during the anti-Liberal period (1923-1924) but will remained concealed thereafter when Strauss continues his ongoing and lifelong assault on Liberal Democracy, the Enlightenment, and the individualism anchored in the Natural Rights of Mankind. One is inclined to say that all of these are avatars of the synthetic harmonization he first attacked in the form of “Cultural Zionism.” But one might also say that Jacobi’s best student remained intent throughout his life on a vernichtende Kritik of Moses Mendelssohn.


  Even if the process by which Strauss arrives at his solution is retrospectively distorted in a few minor details in the “Preface,” the solution itself is the decisive thing, and about it, Strauss speaks the truth. This solution derives from Jacobi, Nietzsche, and Heidegger but its final form must be recognized as Strauss’s own. It is not particularly easy to describe because it is consciously shot through with self-contradiction.71 But in its Straussian form, the self-contradiction at its core is palliated by exotericism: only the wise will grasp the self-contradictory nature of a faithless faith based on “the new fortitude” while the vulgar, in order to receive national redemption, will be given an atheistic theology in which to believe.72 Apart from the 1928 Freud review and his 1929 defense of it against Max Joseph, the other texts in which this “solution” is described (the 1935 “Introduction” to Philosophie und Gesetz, and the last two paragraphs of the 1965 “Preface”) will be considered in chapter 5.


  But the essential point of continuity is that Orthodoxy cannot be overcome by Reason—this was the flawed Modern basis of Enlightenment—but only by an equally irrational Faith. Strauss learned this from Jacobi. Once Orthodoxy has been unmasked as a self-deceiving instance of the Will to Power (Nietzsche’s discovery), an elite converted to a “new honesty”—sharply distinguished from an outdated “love of truth”73 —will joyfully embrace an equally irrational but far more honest Will to Power of their own. This “final atheism,” this “new fortitude,” this Redlichkeit will speak the “secularized” language of Revelation in the full awareness not only that “God is Dead” but that “Death is God.” But unlike Heidegger, Nietzsche, and Freud—i.e., those who openly reveal their impieties in accordance with their respective commitments to courage, honesty, and scientific objectivity—Strauss discovers that it would be unwise to say a public farewell to Reason. As Shadia Drury was the first to point out, it is the content of Strauss’s teaching that requires that it be kept secret.74


  Three principal sources shaped Strauss’s thinking: (1) his rediscovery of Jacobi, (2) his highly distinctive form of “Political Zionism,” and (3) the philosophers to be considered in the next two chapters. Given that two of these—Heidegger and Schmitt—were card-carrying and highly public Nazis, it is logical to assume that the disclosure of Strauss’s secret depends on them. This is not the case. It would be useful to consider the foregoing triad of influence in Hegelian terms: (1) the logical form of Strauss’s secret teaching—the synthesis of exotericism, “secularization,” and decisionism—depends entirely on Jacobi. Only its (3) completed development—qua the particular historical phenomenon called “National Socialism”—is manifested in Strauss’s Hegelian synthesis of Heidegger and Schmitt. But as is always the case in Hegel, it is (2) the second moment—the moment of negativity, differentiation, and antithesis—that is the most interesting. In this particular case, that second moment is Strauss’s assault on Cultural Zionism. Precisely to the extent that National Socialism is nothing except “the murderous hatred of Jews” (see Introduction), a radically political form of Zionism from which all theological and even cultural elements of Judaism have been completely purged on moral and political grounds can only be considered its Hegelian antithesis. And from Hegel’s perspective, of course, antithesis necessarily gives way to the identity of opposites, the coincidentia oppositorum.


  Rather than directly pursue the forward course by which this solution will eventually become Strauss’s strictly esoteric teaching (compelled as he was to provide it with an exoteric cover in the United States), the purpose of this chapter has been to examine the distinctive form of Political Zionism out of which it originally emerged. Strauss’s Zionism is not simply a pose like Jacobi’s Christianity. Naturally this hardly makes him a Jew any more than his Spinoza was a Jew except, that is, in a strictly ethnic sense.75 It would also be a profound mistake to understand Strauss as Jewish in any “cultural” sense: this particular “Political Zionist” must be understood as exactly as he understood himself.76 Strauss regarded the existence of God, the Jews as His Chosen People, and their patient expectation of the coming Messiah as false doctrines: he believed that “the spirit of Judaism” was responsible for having effeminized the Jews and he repeatedly quotes the words of Spinoza to that effect:


  
    If the foundations of their religion did not effeminate their minds, I would absolutely believe that they might again restore their state, under auspicious circumstances, considering the fact that human things are mutable.77

  


  But having recognized this “truth,” Strauss goes beyond Spinoza: the distinctive element in Strauss’s Political Zionism is his recognition that the falsity of these foundational doctrines hardly makes them useless as long as they aren’t actually believed by the “philosophers” who make use of them. And this recognition—implying a prior decision for both exotericism and “secularization”—indicates the core of Strauss’s secret teaching.


  The point of intersection between National Socialism and an utterly perverted conception of “the Chosen People” isn’t a pretty thing to look at but it’s hardly impossible to see: the Germans are enslaved, in bondage to Versailles, and must be led out of this post-War Egypt into the Promised Land of Volksgemeinschaft by a new Moses. Naturally this People can only be a People if they have an enemy; as it happens, they have enemies both without and within. The Weimar Gesellschaft, itself a manifestation of Verjudung, tolerates many other such manifestations: in addition to the Jews themselves, there are the friends of Communism and Liberalism. Unlike them, the Germans have nothing to fear from their post-Nietzsche “God.” The false, old, idealized God, the God of the Jews and other weaklings, chose His “Last Men.” A strong and healthy Volk, by contrast, will now do the choosing for themselves: they are the self-chosen people and will therefore be all the stronger as a result. They will require every bit of that strength and therefore must not be constrained by any kind of slave morality from using any means necessary and possible to accomplish their redemptive and liberating task. Having been betrayed the first time, Germans now have a job to do and a Second War to win. A decorated First World War Held, otherwise a perfect nullity, has proved that he has repeatedly talked with an affirmative nihilism’s almighty “God” face-to-face, year after year, in the trenches of the Western Front. This “Messiah” will now deliver his People from bondage to liberalism’s Egypt; the People who freely choose both him and his “God,” having smashed the “last men” of both West and East, will reclaim for themselves a New Zion. One need only wonder whether there is room in this nightmare fantasy for another Chosen People in order to behold the desperate darkness of National Socialism in a new light.


  In a chapter already grown to considerable dimensions, the most decisive fact about Strauss’s Zionism has scarcely been grazed: the fact that Walter Moses, with Strauss’s eloquent support, became the Führer of Blau-Weiss two months before Mussolini’s 1922 “March on Rome.” This chapter has now traced the course of Strauss’s Zionist career in its broad outlines—above all by distinguishing its principal opponent and two complementary phases—without fully examining its substance, i.e., its origin. That origin is rather complicated and only one of the sources, Strauss’s own 1923 “Response to Frankfurt,” has been translated; meanwhile, the best work on the historical background of the subject is an unpublished doctoral dissertation. Therefore a careful consideration of Strauss’s first Zionist article will be relegated to the following appendix. Although such a meal is not to everyone’s taste, there will be compensations. In addition to elucidating the origin of his “Political Zionism,” a consideration of Strauss’s first Zionist article will cut off in advance a principal avenue of escape that will become increasingly attractive to his apologists when the going gets rough: his support for the 1922 Machtergreifung of Walter Moses shows that Strauss was already a mere Fascist a good ten years before the National Socialist Revolution of 1933.
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  188. SPPP 235 (“Hermann Cohen”): “He [sc. HC] interprets Jewish thought by �idealizing’ or �spiritualizing’ it, i.e., by thinking it through and by understanding it in the light of its highest possibilities.”
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  190. LAM 254-5/SCR 29; this is the fourth of LS’s five debts to FHJ.


  191. LAM 247/SCR 21.


  192. LAM 246/SCR 21.


  193. LAM 253/SCR 27-28.
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  205. EW 220: “Thus it is not in accord with Spinoza’s wishes that he be inducted into the pantheon of the Jewish nation. Under these circumstances it seems to us an elementary imperative of Jewish self-respect that we Jews should at last relinquish our claim on Spinoza.” For LS’s identification with Spinoza, see the final sentence of “The Testament of Spinoza” (EW, 222). LS acts in accordance with Spinoza’s caute.
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  Appendix to Chapter Two

  

  Strauss’s First Zionist Publication


  A meaningful analysis of Strauss’s first Zionist publication, his 1923 “Antwort auf das »Prinzipielle Wort« der Frankfurter,”1 requires from the reader a considerable amount of historical background: even Strauss himself begins by contextualizing his “Response” with some “remarks for the orientation of the reader.” The question of the day was the fusion between the KJV and Blau-Weiss: Frankfurt’s “Ein prinzipielles Wort zur Erziehungsfrage” had opposed that fusion. This document is, of course, extant and was co-authored by Ernst Simon. “Frankfurt’s” objection (in Strauss’s own formulation) was: “the alleged aversion, indeed the spiritual incapacity, of Blau-Weiss to entertain the demand for �Jewish content.’”2 In short, “Frankfurt” speaks for Cultural Zionism. It is noteworthy that Strauss supports fusion and is at pains to show the common ground between “Frankfurt” and “Breslau.” In Strauss’s words: “The term “Breslau” refers to the German Jewish and power-politics oriented wing of Blau-Weiss, which, in recent months, attained a leading position within Blau-Weiss.”3 The precise nature of “Breslau’s” position is preserved in other documents: in addition to (1) Frankfurt’s “Word” (December 29, 1922) and (2) Strauss’s “Response” (January 30, 1923), the Jüdische Rundschau (February 16, 1923) also published (3) the “Prunn Constitution” of the “Breslau"-dominated Blau-Weiss including (4) the speech of Walter Moses, the leader of Blau-Weiss, that introduced that Constitution. Three other documents must also be considered: (5) “A Collective Call” from the “Hamburg” faction that quit Blau-Weiss in response to the “Prunn Constitution” (also published in the Jüdische Rundschau of February 16, 1923), and finally two articles by Gershom Scholem (at the time he was called “Gerhard”) attacking Blau-Weiss: (6) “Youth Movement, Youth Work, and Blau-Weiss” published in Blau-Weiss Blätter (August, 1917) and (7) a “Clarification” of December 8, 1922 demanding that the Jüdische Rundschau (in which it too appeared) publish the “Prunn Constitution,” as it would eventually do in February 1923.


  Scholem’s original (1917) objection to Blau-Weiss was that it lacked “Jewish content.” Following the example of the German Wandervogel Youth Movement, Blau-Weiss, according to Scholem, involves “absolutizing the wander ideal” without any regard for Jewishness: “Jewry is a foreign growth in Blau-Weiss.”4 But he became sensibly more alarmed after the promulgation of the “Prunn Constitution” in August 1922. This was due not only to the contemptuous style with which its adherents dismiss Judaism,5 “the unimportance of content,” and its celebration of “passion and strength [Leidenschaft und Kraft],” but also to the militarization of its rhetoric,6 its extraction of a life-long loyalty oath from its young followers,7 and above all to its dictatorial leadership:


  
    Starting from 1918, a current was visible—first weaker, then gradually stronger—which by now alone represents Blau-Weiss. This tendency was up until now not characterized by a certain fixed program nor by any definite intention but much more through the personality of its undisputed leader [Führers], who, in a four-year fight [Kampf] using every available means [mit allen Mitteln] has brought himself to mastery [zur Herrschaft]: Walter Moses.8

  


  Furnished with an army, this “second Moses” sets a dangerous precedent or at least follows one.9 Scholem demands that the “Prunn Constitution” (with its introductory speech by Walter Moses) be printed by the Jüdischer Rundschau so that all real Zionists can see for themselves h o w great an “abyss”10 divides them from today’s “Breslau” dominated Blau-Weiss:


  
    While the by-laws [Gesetze] of Blau-Weiss disclose absolutely no kinship with “bankrupt” Judaism, they certainly do so—in address and execution—with the characteristically German Youth Groups both in what they say and above all in what they don’t say but rather presuppose, intimate, and conceal.11

  


  It is striking that Scholem—famous in later life for plumbing the mystical depths of the Kabbalah—is already able to hear what the spokesmen of Blau-Weiss leave unspoken. More striking is the fact that the twenty-four-year-old Strauss belonged to a Youth Group that practiced its own form of exotericism. But most striking of all is the fact that Leo Strauss belonged to a Bund with a Führer whose members adopted a demeanor (Haltung) that Gershom Scholem was generous to call only “semi-fascist” in his 1977 memoirs.12 It is noteworthy that in a strangely diffident correspondence spanning forty years—including some unusually frank self-characterizations on Strauss’s part13 —neither man ever mentioned Blau-Weiss and therefore the sharp antagonism that had marked their first encounter.14 It is also noteworthy that Scholem was gathering materials relating to Strauss’s biography after the latter’s death: it was these notes that guided Heinrich Meier to Strauss’s “Towards an Ideology of Political Zionism” (see chapter 2).


  Consideration of the “Prunn Constitution” does absolutely nothing to rebut Scholem’s claim that Blau-Weiss under the “Breslau” leadership of Walter Moses had adopted a semi-fascist Haltung in August 1922, several months before Mussolini’s “March on Rome.”15 When the Jüdische Rundschau finally published the document in the aftermath of the failed fusion16 of Blau-Weiss and the KJV, its Editor—acknowledging in the process the call of “Gerhard Scholem u. a.”17 —emphasized (without any further comment in order to suggest that they were incriminating on their face) nine objectionable passages from the document: (1) the exact wording of the oath administered upon receiving the Blau-Weiss lapel-pin (the “Blau-Weiss Nadel” was bestowed on the so-called “Nadelwanderer,”18 the highest of three levels of membership), (2) the assertion of the absolute power of the central leadership of Blau-Weiss (die Bundesleitung)) to appoint (or replace) the leaders (Führer oder Führerschaftsleiter)19 of the local organizations, and the following “basic laws” (Grundgesetze): (3) a member’s obligations to Blau-Weiss encompass every aspect of the member’s life (die ganzen Bereich seines Lebens umfassen), (4) the commands of the Bundesletung (or its appointed deputies or committees) must be obeyed, (5) the complete authority of the Bundesleitung over the group’s personnel,20 (6) every wearer of the Blau-Weiss pin “stands at the disposition of the Bundesleitung,” (7) every decision of the Bundsleitung must be obeyed unconditionally, (8) no member can join any other organization without permission of the Bundesleitung and must resign from any already joined if ordered to do so, and (9) “obligations of a material kind” can be demanded by the Bundesleitung corresponding to “the greatness of Blau-Weiss’s mission.”


  Although the Bundesleitung consisted of three members, the warlike speech of Walter Moses that introduces the “Prunn Constitution” leaves no doubt that he alone is the Führer of the new Blau-Weiss.21 Since it is important, impossible to obtain in English, and of reasonable length, it may be of some value to offer it to the reader in its entirety:22


  
    Blau-Weiss, long shot through by the fundamental contradiction between inner preparedness [Bereitschaft] and external realization—a contradiction that wouldn’t allow the fruits of its wondrous development to become ripe—and now filled with the awareness that finally the tough training of all its awakening and still sleeping powers must enter an era of unknown obligations and demands, gives itself23 today its first regulations [Gesetz].


    It has been a decade since the founding of Blau-Weiss. At that time, its highest goal was the liberation of Jewish Youth from the last traces of the ghetto, to awaken itself body and soul to a fresh and primal life, to overcome with a new sensibility the ignoble attitude of a constricted environment. Freedom was the watchword of the hour. To live in beauty seemed a moral obligation. The Zionist Will has united itself with this program. During the long years of the War—cut off from every hope or possibility of realization—a generation could forge idea and reality into one. “Back to Nature,” its deepest human experience at the time, also gave a direction to its future political mission. Callings that had previously been unheard of for Jews were now embraced with passion: soon enough there was a common resolution to become farmers, gardeners, and craftsmen, signifying the only legitimate manifestation of the Zionist Will.


    While Blau-Weiss has thus necessarily lost to the call its most valuable men and its future leaders, it was tacitly working out its educational mission. It grasped ever more clearly its authentic attitude and formed its general human and political goal into a clear and formidable whole. The figure of the Führer, of the Jew, of Zionist reality, took on a meaningful form. One now recognized oneself as very far removed from the first motivating and sentimental beginnings. The ideal of a beautifully developed inner life evaporated before stronger demands; the image of the eternal youth and the experience-rich moment of vision [des erlebnisreichen Augenblicks] gave way to that of the man and the deed.


    An entire generation must falter at such a turning point. It can’t accomplish on its own the inner transformation which elevates achievement over a beautiful attitude, hard and manly demands over patient friendship, the everyday reality of tireless construction [den Alltag des unermüdlichen Schaffens] over the festive emotion of togetherness.


    Blau-Weiss now has the difficult crises of this transition behind it. It has resolved itself [sich . . . entscheiden] in the face of the catastrophic Zionist situation. It knows that whoever today expects deliverance from without, betrays himself and his mission. In that Blau-Weiss grasps the full dimensions of its unprecedented call, it has confidence only in itself, in its men, in its strength; thus it can accomplish for itself all of the extremely difficult tasks of its construction.


    This demanding mission requires leaders and armies: leaders to give orders and armies to serve, both combined into a strictly regimented organization. The epoch of that first untrammeled hedonism is over: the pledge to Blau-Weiss now becomes the beginning of an ever more lasting obligation. Freedom and obedience will be combined, leading to a new attitude [Haltung]. The expectation of a fulfilling life through the triumph [Triumph] of freedom will be dissolved through the hardened faith [harten Glauben] in the victory of strength [den Sieg von Kraft].


    From now on, in the midst of such an army of permanent preparedness [in dauernder Bereitschaft], the name “Blau-Weiss” will become the symbol, under which are always found the best. It will become the flag of the proudest band: whoever serves it, whether as a leader or as a soldier, is well protected and advances into life; whoever loses faith [abfällt], becomes an enemy and dies off among the bourgeois.24

  


  About this speech there is much that could be said, but the reader’s own response is sufficient for my purpose. I will content myself with pointing out two things: (1) the crucial importance of the World War in causing or justifying the transformation between the free self-discovery of the old Blau-Weiss and the militarized obedience of Prunn. There can be little doubt—although I’ve been as yet unable to verify the fact—that Moses fought in the War and did so with distinction (or, at the very least, was believed by his followers to have done so):25 the persona required for such a speech (and the audience for which it alone could be effective) is that of the battle-hardened hero addressing the bright-eyed youth. In short, the War has made Moses one of Nordau’s Muskeljuden and has given him the authority to become the Führer of Blau-Weiss. (2) The student of German Philosophy is struck by the reversal of Heidegger’s terminology that nevertheless leaves intact the content of his thought. In Sein und Zeit (1927), the (authentic) Augenblick26 constitutes a radical break from the inauthentic Alltäglichkeit of the “they.”27 But despite the fact that Moses uses those terms with opposite connotations in 1922—everyday labor has replaced a moment of vision for a militarized Zionism—the content of Moses’ speech is perfectly Heideggerian: Moses’ audience has “resolved itself” to fulfill its mission and embraces preparedness.28 Strauss was well prepared to discover in Heidegger “the only great thinker in our time.”29


  It is also easy to sympathize with both the “Hamburg” faction that broke with the revolutionized Blau-Weiss after Prunn30 or with the more articulate spokesman for “Frankfurt” who resisted amalgamation with it. Given the circumstances, their resistance was remarkably temperate. It is the Führer-principle as well as the absence of respect for Jewish Tradition that provokes “Frankfurt’s” “Word of Principle.” But the “Frankfurt” intellectuals append these two objections to a more pervasive critique of the whole orientation of the Jewish Youth Movement in Germany: it is too enmeshed in German culture:


  
    An assimilated Jewish Nationalism has—against its own will—destroyed the foundation of all national life: the bridges between generations. The Jewish National Youth Movement has certainly contributed to this basic error. It has proclaimed the autonomy of the youth (or even the Bund) as its highest goal.31

  


  The Cultural Zionists of “Frankfurt” deplore the generational conflict that cuts the youth off from the wellsprings of their own lost Jewish heritage. This too is a result of its opening itself to cultural impulses that are not only foreign but actually inimical to its particular situation:


  
    It thereby follows the example of the German Youth Movement. But what in their case was the consequence of a non-national attitude that understood itself in contrast with the national self-destruction of Europe, must constitute— among a youth whose goal is a nation’s renewal—the most dangerous assault on national development. It is therefore certain that the previous German-Jewish generation—with certain exceptions—cannot be Führer on our Jewish path.

  


  In the wake of the World War, the German Youth Movement seeks radical renewal. But the source of a distinctively Jewish renewal cannot be radical alienation from the tradition of their elders because that Tradition itself is the source of their renewal.


  
    This hardly relieves us of the duty to become, in humility, students of the veritable Führer among those earlier generations of our Volk, whom we can make alive again and thereby become the living Führer of the next generation, especially in the urban centers. The connection between the generations and the deep respect of the youth for the old is the condition for and expression of all genuine national culture.32

  


  Since the Jewish Youth must humbly draw nourishment from the long-neglected roots of its Tradition, the self-moved autonomy of the German Youth Movement—already poised to decisively embrace the Führer-principle—is antithetical to the achievement of Jewish needs.


  
    Therefore the decisive rejection of the reigning principle in the youth movement—that of Führertum—is the precondition for any Jewish National Youth Movement. The return to a national Gemeinschaft is only possible when the youth as a whole, including its present day “Führer,” become learners once again, i.e., human beings committed to the path of a genuine Volk and the achievement of its own character as expressed in language, literature, form, and song.33

  


  This then is the voice of Cultural Zionism: to a liberal sensibility schooled in the excesses of National Socialism, its call for a Volksgemeinschaft is already ominous enough. But this call is mitigated by the fact that the movement sees a source of guidance outside of itself—the Torah, Hebrew, and the entire Jewish cultural inheritance—and, most encouraging of all, emphatically rejects embracing Führertum as an organizing principle.


  It is important to grasp that “Frankfurt” could easily be attacked from a liberal perspective while “Breslau” could be stoutly defended from a Zionist one. Strauss himself will do neither of these things. It could easily be shown that Blau-Weiss, despite the claims of both Scholem and “Frankfurt,” hardly lacks “Jewish content:” alone among all German Zionists, “Breslau” is actively promoting actual, practical, and imminent migration to Palestine. In comparison, these so-called “Cultural Zionists” are in fact bourgeois German Jews cravenly carving out comfortable niches for themselves here in their real Heimat. Meaningful Zionism, on the other hand, requires action and purposive action requires leadership: that is what Walter Moses is providing. The “Prunn Constitution” is not the semi-fascist bogey its opponents imagine: it simply creates an apparatus whereby a loquacious, theoretical, and lethargic “Zionism” can achieve a practical and truly Jewish result: the colonization of Eretz Israel. There are clear indications in the speech of Walter Moses—to say nothing of other spokesmen for Blau-Weiss published in the Jüdische Rundschau during the Winter of 1922-192334 —that something like this “stout defense” was in fact the core of “Breslau’s” strength: the Führertum of Moses was merely a means to the end of Palestine. It is therefore noteworthy that the young Strauss never mentions Palestine in his “Response.”35


  Nor should the words “the young Strauss” be misunderstood: his “Response” is not only a polished and powerful performance but it also articulates themes and concerns that are characteristic of the mature man: there can be no question here of “a youthful indiscretion.” Its only “immature” aspect is the fact that the actual circumstances under which it was written permit absolutely no confusion about where Strauss’s loyalty lies: he is a member of Blau-Weiss and is defending “Breslau.”36 Naturally he is already a very subtle man: he hardly engages in public hero worship where Walter Moses is concerned. On the other hand, he says nothing negative about Moses either, despite the fact that a liberal ear might conceivably be fooled on that score.37 In fact, the subtlety of the performance is pervasive: Strauss suggests at the outset that he may be sympathetic to the earlier and less dictatorial tendency of the pre-“Prunn” Blau-Weiss, a tendency vastly more acceptable to his “Frankfurt” audience.38 In fact, what makes Strauss’s “Response” such a revealing document—quite apart from the Greek proverb that “the beginning is half of the whole”—is that both its point of departure (i.e., Strauss’s membership in Blau-Weiss) and its ulterior end are perfectly visible. Blau-Weiss had the reputation of being anti-intellectual: Strauss himself feels obliged to explain the fact that one of its members is engaging in thoughtful critique.39 But no reader—and the very nature of a “Response” makes it self-evident that Strauss’s most attentive readers will be “Frankfurt” itself—will be able to doubt for a second that Dr. Strauss is a formidable intellect. In other words, we not only know with certainty where Strauss’s loyalty lies in January 1923, we can intuit—given the fact that he became acceptable enough to “Frankfurt” that Simon began publishing Strauss’s articles in Der Jude the following April—that gaining this acceptance was in fact the actual purpose of the “Reply.” When Strauss joined the Saronia fraternity and the KJV in 1924, we can be certain—on the basis of one of the Grundgesetze of the “Prunn Constitution” emphasized by the Editor of the Jüdische Rundschau—that he at least had the permission of the Blau-Weiss Bundesleitung in order to do so. Indeed one is inclined to wonder when (or even whether) Strauss threw away his Blau-Weiss lapel-pin.


  Clearly visible in “Response” is not only Strauss’s lifelong concern with what he called “the theological-political problem”40 (see chapter 5), but references to both Hobbes41 and Spinoza,42 the thinkers Strauss repeatedly associated with that problem. The new Blau-Weiss has been accused of eliminating any theological dimension from its politics;43 this hardly means that either Political or Cultural Zionists can dispense with “belief.”44 In fact, the rigid separation of politics and religion has been an enduring legacy of Liberalism45 and it is characteristic of any Zionism, even one that falsely claims to be able to return to a non-German content.46 Cultural Zionism’s return to “Jewish content” is based on the illusion that Zionism in any form is related to traditional Judaism.47 In short, the central thrust of Strauss’s “Response” is to justify the lack of “Jewish content” in the new Blau-Weiss as the inevitable result of Jews moving—thanks to Liberalism and/or Germanization—outside the sphere of the ghetto, i.e., out of a galut mentality that was indistinguishable from “Jewish content” but is now unacceptable to any Zionist, or indeed any modern German Jew.


  
    This is precisely what constitutes our present-day dilemma, namely, that Germanization was supposed to have just the formal significance of a fortuitous path to the necessary goal of entering into reality, while, in fact, this path has deviated, and has had to deviate, from the content which alone could fill this reality; for the attitude which held this content together like an iron ring, the spirit which was alive in them, was the spirit of galut.48

  


  This move will remain the central theme of Strauss’s Zionism: any synthesis like Cultural Zionism that tries to blend Liberal and Orthodox elements—that fails to grasp the absolute incompatibility of Philosophy and Revelation, Athens and Jerusalem—is radically dishonest and is vulnerable to an attack from either the Orthodox or the atheistic position. Unlike the Cultural Zionists, Strauss realizes that (1) emancipation from the ghetto’s “Jewish content” and (2) post-emancipation Zionism’s “goal of entering into [national] reality” are inextricably linked and therefore that honestly embracing Germanization is the inevitable result of moving beyond galut.49 Strauss shares the aspiration of leaving behind both the ghetto and “the German-Jewish world”50 but he rejects the Cultural Zionist’s dishonest path towards that common goal.51 And although he avoids stating his case too directly—as he will do by word and deed in 1929—Strauss leaves little doubt that it is the Jewish element in “the German-Jewish world” that is expendable:


  
    Thus we maintain that there exists a German-Jewish tradition, one that is not at all without merit. Measured by handed down “content” this tradition may well signify a dilution and castration of such content, but measured by the totality of national needs it has a decidedly positive significance.52

  


  In other words, the racialist power politics of “Breslau”53 are better adapted to achieve Zionism’s ends than a return to Orthodoxy even if such a thing were possible, which it isn’t. Strictly political means are required to bring about national ends;54 traditional Judaism is completely inadequate to perform this task.55


  It is noteworthy that basic themes in Strauss’s thought—themes that will not only characterize his later Zionist writings in German but which will reappear in English as central to his “Political Philosophy”—are already visible in 1923. Along with Liberalism, it is Modern Science that has created “our present-day dilemma;” the emancipation of the Jews from the ghetto and therefore “the Jewish Problem.”56 Cultural Zionism’s attempt—like any Liberal attempt—to preserve traditional religious principles in a post-Modern Science environment is bound to fail:57 true religion, i.e., the Orthodoxy that does not surrender to Modern Science’s account of the nature and origins of the external world, is not an “internal” matter.58 Those who demand the return to “Jewish content” are ignoring the atheistic implications of Modern Science.59 To preserve God in the e.g. idealized form of a sublime ethical content inherent in the Jewish People60 and their traditions, is inescapably atheistic.61 But by the same token, Strauss can also use God—i.e., faith, Revelation, and Jerusalem—to undermine atheistic Modern Science. This, as noted earlier, is the primordial ploy of Straussian polemic: the radically honest atheist accuses the Liberal, scientific, progressive and humane synthesizer of an intellectually dishonest atheism.


  
    It seems to us that what “religion” is must be determined by the biblical sense, rather than by the linguistic usage of certain literati, and that one must say one’s “yes” or one’s “no” to what has been so determined. Any mixing is sacrilege.62

  


  When we assume Strauss is defending God63 or the tradition that honored Him,64 we miss the point: he is attacking a mere “belief” in God for the sake of a “belief” in something else. Strauss is at pains to show that real religiosity (a subject about which this atheist is repeatedly and pervasively shameless enough to speak) isn’t a matter of belief65 Our ancestors, claims Strauss, did not “believe” in God;66 they “lived” the “Jewish content” that “Frankfurt”—with utmost hypocrisy—now wishes to restore in some amalgam of Zionist and Orthodox elements:


  
    Let us not even mention the banal nonsense which believes that the national encounter [Erlebnis]—the humble and reverent experience of the people forces [Volkskräfte] that tower over us—is religion. I simply do not think that even the members of the Frankfurt group are capable of such nonsense.67

  


  In his “Response,” Strauss deftly drives a wedge between Orthodoxy and Cultural Zionism in the same way he will later sharply distinguish the Ancients from the Moderns:68 this will allow him use both “Athens” (atheistic reason) and “Jerusalem” (religious faith) against Liberalism’s attempt to synthesize them.


  Strauss’s reply to “Frankfurt’s” charge that Blau-Weiss’s position is devoid of “Jewish content”—it is the position he justifies rather than the charge that he refutes—involves him in a discussion of “belief.” Belief is also central to Strauss’s defense against “Frankfurt’s” second charge (once again, he justifies rather than refutes): the shocking (and un-Jewish) decision of Blau-Weiss to embrace the Führer-principle. Having dispensed with the need for “Jewish content,” the “un-Jewish” aspect of the Führerprinzip becomes a side issue and Strauss never addresses it directly in his “Reply.” But he does justify that principle and does so on the basis of “belief,” as will become clear below. In fact, the entire spirit of the Prunn Constitution is decisionism: the young hero-worshippers, filled with pride in their hard-won lapel pin and their battle-hardened Führer, take an open-ended, life-long oath to fulfill what “the second Moses” himself called “unknown obligations and demands.” If a radically honest atheism is the basis upon which Strauss will attack Cultural Zionists and other Liberals,69 it is purely irrational decisionism that forms the basis of that “atheism from intellectual probity,” as will become clear in chapter 5. But decisionism—the need for an originating “act of faith”—also points backwards to chapter 1: the broad use of “Glaube” is the content of Jacobi’s thought and therefore the central theme of Strauss’s dissertation. By the time that Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger will embrace decisionism, Strauss has not only already embraced it on the theoretical level in his academic work on Jacobi but has practiced it on the practical/political level as an intellectual foot-soldier for (and an oath-taking member of) post-Prunn Blau-Weiss. To state the case boldly: Strauss was a decade ahead of Schmitt and Heidegger when it came to actions rather than words, while Strauss’s decisive early encounter with Jacobi had made him a past-master where “decisionism” was concerned.


  Since the “lived” Judaism of the ghetto is no longer an option, the Cultural Zionists must make a decision to believe in the Tradition.70 In fact, it is only on the basis of a pure and otherwise content-less decisionism that a post-assimilation Jew take the first step towards “belief” in “God.”71 Terrified by “Breslau” because it lacks “Jewish content,” “Frankfurt” fails to realize that the act of faith its “Cultural Zionism” requires already presupposes precisely the lack of this content:


  
    This act of faith is necessary even though it may pose the danger of demanding something “non-Jewish,” i.e., something which would have been absurd in the life of the earlier times, but which is unavoidable given the needs of the contemporary Jewish situation.72

  


  The Cultural Zionists have made their choice for Buber’s internal-mystical “Judaism,” Strauss has made another choice, a decision for politically effective (and fully Germanized) means to achieve a Zionist end. This decisionist symmetry is the basis for Strauss’s defense of the Führerprinzip, the only time in the “response” that he mentions Walter Moses:


  
    One should not let oneself be deceived by the political demands of Walter Moses. What he calls “political” is political in the ancient sense of the word, rather than in the modern sense that is relevant for us. What is hidden behind this absolute negation of the sphere of the “private” is not a modern Leviathan, but rather the pagan-fascist counterpart of that, which, in the case of the Frankfurt faction, bears a mystical-humanitarian stamp.73

  


  This crucial text shows that Strauss was already meditating a move beyond—or rather behind—Thomas Hobbes (see chapter 4). And there is also, in embryonic form, the return to the Ancients. The ongoing critique of Liberalism—the assault on “the sphere of the private”—is already in operation. But never again will Strauss make the mistake of identifying the basis of his anti-Liberal return to a pre-Hobbesian horizon as “pagan-fascist.” Instead, he will call it “taking Plato seriously,” i.e., reviving Callicles, Thrasymachus, and the Athenian Stranger. Never again will Strauss become a partisan, or at least he will never again announce that he is one, as he did in 1923:


  
    In the conflict between Breslau and Frankfurt (between Frankfurt and Blau-Weiss), I am compelled—on grounds which obviously lie on a different plane than those just mentioned—to side with Breslau (Blau-Weiss).74

  


  He had made his decision, and it proved to be a characteristic and revealing one. Although he would never again do so publicly, this original decision is perfectly consistent with his all of his later words and deeds. He never repudiated it and thus never called attention to it.


  The more complicated part of Strauss’s decisionist defense of the Führerprinzip involves an historical analysis and critique of “Frankfurt’s” equally decisionist “belief” in a “mystical-humanitarian” alternative. Although the pre-Prunn Blau-Weiss was too sentimental to subject its own “belief” to critical and historical scrutiny,75 and was itself under Buber’s spell,76 Strauss claims that there is a solid basis behind the changes.77


  
    Take, for example, Buber’s thoroughly immanentist interpretation of religion. If God is “later” than the religious experience of the individual or of the people (and this is Buber’s doctrine), then the trajectory towards absolutizing “the human” is already determined. (It is of lesser concern whether one thinks of the human more in terms of the heroic or of the Hasidic.)78

  


  This passage shows that the intellectual autobiography presented in the 1965 “Preface” is unhistorical: not only had Strauss already turned to Spinoza—how could he not have done so, given his academic work with Jacobi’s Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza?—but he had already discovered the Achilles heel of “the New Thinking” in 1923:79 having abandoned the God who creates the external world, Buber’s “immanentist” approach emphasizes the internal experience, climaxing in a purely human decision, for God. Since this is exactly what Jacobi claimed was the basis of his own (strictly exoteric) Christianity, Strauss was well situated to see its emptiness when this Glaube was professed by an actual believer.80 If a moment of decision—an irrational moment of experiencing the radical “other”—lay at the basis of Buberian religiosity (or that of Rosenzweig, as per the “Preface”), then it all depended on the interpretive construction given to that ineffable experience. If the human decision for God preceded God,81 then the difference between absolutizing the Hasidic mystic was no more (and no less) a matter of “belief” than doing the same for a “pagan-fascist” Held, i.e., a hero like Walter Moses.


  On the political plane, Strauss invokes another venerable figure—the socialist Gustav Landauer82 —to buttress the need, clearly recognized by Moses and the new Blau-Weiss, for a well-organized “community” (Gemeinschaft) in which the private sphere (the basis of Liberal Gesellschaft) has been “annihilated.” Strauss therefore follows his appropriation of the mystical element in Buber with the appropriation of Landauer’s socialist humanitarianism:


  
    Furthermore, Landauer’s affirmation—oriented towards the German Middle Ages—of an organic community [organischen Gemeinschaft] as opposed to a rational society [rationalen Gesellschaft], with [its] characteristic yet completely arbitrary reservations about everything relating to power, leads, if one follows the inner dynamic of what is affirmed and not Landauer’s wishfulnesses, to a decisive affirmation of the power principle [zur entscheidenden Bejahung des Machtprinzips].83

  


  Despite the fact that Landauer himself is too mealy-mouthed to recognize it, the only road to Gemeinschaft is the Machtprinzip embodied in a Führer. Even more revealing than Strauss’s appropriation of the Gemeinschaft/Gesellschaft distinction from Tönnies—an easily recognizable and swiftly recognized sign of fascist tendencies84 —is the pair of adjectives he uses to qualify them: bourgeois and individualist “civil society” may well be rational, but it is nonetheless to be submerged in an irrational but organic “community.” Moreover, the adjective that Strauss applies to the “affirmation of the power principle”—i.e., that it is “decisive” (entscheidend)—is equally revealing: the “decision” in German is “die Entscheidung.” In short: Strauss in 1923 was already combining (1) decisionism, (2) the Führerprinzip,85 (3) the Gemeinschaft ideal, and (4) calling for the elimination of Gesellschaft (5) in full awareness that Liberalism is rational. Every student of National Socialist ideology will recognize that Strauss’s “political Zionism” was not only abreast of developments (as he modestly suggests),86 but was way ahead of its time.


  Disturbing though Strauss’s justifications of Breslau’s Führerprinzip and its ongoing “lack of Jewish content” in Blau-Weiss undoubtedly are, the worst is yet to come. The most interesting passage in the 1923 “Response” follows Strauss’s claim that “Frankfurt” and “Breslau” are hardly opposites: the “mystical-humanitarian” element of Frankfurt87 has a “pagan-fascist counterpart” in the post-Prunn Blau-Weiss. Having added (in parenthesis) an unusually honest comment about the real basis of his ongoing critique of Modernity,88 and then emphasizing that both factions rest on an equally irrational decision89 —more damning for “Frankfurt” than for “Breslau”90 —Strauss then employs the rhetorical figure that the Ciceronian author of ad Herrenium called “occultatio:” i.e., “when we say that we are passing by, or do not know, or refuse to say that which precisely now we are saying:”91


  
    For the moment, let us completely set aside the question of whether “science” and “state”—those fruits of the anti-Catholic spirit—are perhaps more closely related to the innermost Jewish tendency [innersten jüdischen Tendenz] than is the decidedly more familiar ideal of our organologists—92

  


  To begin with, the identity of “our organologists” (and therefore what Strauss means by the term) is not entirely clear; speculation has centered on Max Nordau.93 But the identity of these “organologists” is inconsequential: their “more familiar ideal” of “die innerste jüdische Tendenz” is radically different from that to which Strauss is cautiously but deliberately calling the reader’s attention. By using occulatio, Strauss avoids actually asserting the Verjudung-hypothesis:94 the view that the Liberal State95 and Modern Science96 reflect “the innermost Jewish tendency.” These views were a basic component of German “Antisemitismus” from its inception.97 In addition to finding these ideas in Cohen’s enemy de Lagarde,98 Eugene Sheppard points out that Strauss could draw on even more significant sources:


  
    But unmentioned is another group of thinkers who assert a literal coincidence of Jewish interests or a Jewish spirit with advancement of modern science and the state as sovereign norms—the counter-enlightenment thinkers running from F. H. Jacobi to Carl Schmitt, who identified a conspiratorial alliance between Judaism and secularism as the secret forces behind modern liberalism.99

  


  Nor can the phenomenon of Jewish anti-Semitism be entirely dismissed: there is plenty of evidence that many other Jews endorsed the Verjudung-hypothesis.100 Of course it might be objected that Strauss is hardly endorsing it here: he does, after all, only say “perhaps.” But the passage continues:


  
    —a “perhaps” at which one may very well arrive if one thinks of the biblical origins of modern science, of the equally uncanny character of the biblical world and of the worldview of the 17th century, of the role Spinoza plays in the formulation of the modern view of the world and the modern view of the state, as well as of several other things. (The doctrine of the fundamentally utilitarian character of modern science is a sentimental defamation.)101

  


  Although it is not clear that every element in this bizarre catalogue will reappear in the later Strauss (see Conclusion), there is one crucial exception: the role of Spinoza in “the formulation of the modern view of the world and the modern view of the state.” To begin with, it is noteworthy that Strauss is evidently perfectly familiar with “Spinoza’s critique of religion” in 1923: this proves that the intellectual odyssey between 1925 and 1928 that he described in the 1965 “Preface”—where Strauss only turns to Spinoza in order to adjudicate the quarrel between Rosenzweig and Heidegger—is a fairy-tale where only the unhappy ending is real. But in far more significant respects, the “Preface” elucidates the position Strauss merely sketches here: Spinoza’s attack on miracles presupposes Modern Science (i.e., “the modern view of the world”)102 and, as far as “the modern view of the state” is concerned, Spinoza “was the philosopher who founded liberal democracy, a specifically modern regime.”103 But the most important point must not be forgotten: having introduced the Verjudung-hypothesis through occultatio, Strauss—instead of dropping the matter quickly, as he claimed that he would—is in fact offering a sophisticated and historicist defense of it. It is only when the ramifications of that main point have been digested that one can meaningfully confront the possibility that Strauss’s return to the Ancients was in fact an attempt to gain a horizon beyond the dominion of Verjudung.104


  Disturbing though this explanation unquestionably is, it at least has the merit (from a Straussian perspective) of preserving the intellectual integrity of Strauss’s return to the Ancients. On this reading, only by returning to the Greeks could one evade the influence of the Biblical Tradition (see chapter 5) from which the whole modern project—decisively advanced if not initiated by Spinoza—had originally sprung. But the sentence with which Strauss finally extricates himself from this revealing occultatio, suggests an even more sinister explanation:


  
    Therefore, even if we completely set aside the question of whether the rejection of the modern spirit can be justified at all, it is still self-evident that it is impossible to extricate oneself from modern life without employing modern means.105

  


  While it is certainly still possible to take a developmentalist approach to this statement—i.e., to claim that the mature Strauss would change his mind on this point106 —another interpretation suggests itself: the turn to the Ancients was strictly the exoteric face of Strauss’s anti-Modern project. In fact, there is no need to remain entirely in the realm of euphemism as Strauss does here: the impetus behind this “rejection of the modern spirit” links Leo Strauss and National Socialism. The fact that this rejection was mediated by the Verjudung-hypothesis is an obvious indication of Strauss’s secret although it would be more appropriate at this stage to say that Strauss’s radical attack on the Enlightenment inevitably rejected—or rather annihilated—the humane and tolerant synthesis of “Athens” and “Jerusalem” embodied in Hermann Cohen’s Religion of Reason.107 But it was only on the theoretical level that Modernity needed to be outflanked (see chapter 4). Like the “ultimate justification” for Spinoza’s critique of religion, the practical basis for shattering Spinoza’s twin pillars of Modernity was not Strauss’s strictly exoteric return to the Ancients but rather an ultra-Modern post-nihilist decisionism. In short, every defender of Strauss needs to show why Strauss was wrong in principle when he wrote:


  
    To be sure, both of these attitudes are modern, even though they are anti-modern, which is precisely what renders them inner-modern.108

  


  On the other hand, it would be both dishonest and indecent to underplay the role of the Verjudung-hypothesis in Strauss’s “Reply.” In the course of his defense of the absence of “Jewish content” from Blau-Weiss, Strauss will show that Zionism itself derives not from Judaism but from “Christian Europe.”109 But Strauss insists that the appropriation of what might be called “European content” by Jews is hardly the only kind of interaction between the two: in accordance with the Verjudung-hypothesis, Strauss insists that there is a mutual exchange— a two-way street connecting Liberalism to the Jews—involved here:


  
    If we disregard the inner preparedness for one another of both Germans and Jews that existed in the eighteenth century, and if we also disregard the deflection {Umbiegung} experienced by the German mind {Geist} due to the influx of Jewish forces, what remains as the significant element in the German Jewish development is an ever stronger Germanization, especially in the profane realm.110

  


  The Enlightenment and the French Revolution to which it led (i.e., what Strauss calls “the eighteenth century”) may have emancipated the Jews but only because the Jews—one thinks of Mendelssohn in particular—had prepared the way for it. This time Strauss resorts to no occultatio: the Verjudung of the German Volksgeist is a “deflection” we may certainly choose to ignore but it remains a fact nonetheless. Certainly there is no reason to think that the Germans themselves will or even should ignore it (Joshua 9:7).111 It is only because Strauss’s main point is that German Jews are culturally German—and that all “Jewish content” extracted from the ghetto by the Cultural Zionists is merely the product of a sickly-withered Volksgespenst112 —that he can temporarily “disregard” Verjudung. While a Jewish world of “Jewish content” is devoid of reality (and a Christian European world deflected by “the influx of Jewish forces” is feminine and flabbily liberal), Strauss’s “political Zionism”—a Jewish world of post-liberal European content, an entjudetes Judentum113 —will enter reality as strong and free from egalitarianism,114 as masculine,115 and utterly pitiless.116


  As for the enemies of the Blau-Weiss/KJV fusion, those effete and bookish snobs are self-deluded and soft. Frightened by a radical decisionism it is far too womanish to openly own, “Frankfurt” yet has the shamelessness to speak of “belief” (Glaube) but as the True Believer eloquently insists, it is they who are the faithless ones.117 It goes without saying—without any eloquent words or complex theories—that every man with the blue-white lapel-pin has made his decision and has acted on his faith. The glib intellectuals of “Frankfurt” may perhaps be more loquacious than the “Breslau” Bund but the day will come (as come it did) when Strauss too will speak, albeit sotto voce and “between the lines,” his own “Word of Principle.”118 In the meantime—for the sake of an eminently political alliance between post-Prunn Blau-Weiss and the wealthy, do-nothing “Zionists” of the KJV—the Führer and his army have no objection whatsoever to embracing any strictly exoteric form of “Jewish content” that “Frankfurt” may require from them.119
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  Chapter Three

  

  The Only Great Thinker in Our Time


  



  In Tom Stoppard’s Travesties—despite so many rivals, his most brilliant play—Henry Carr succinctly summarizes the decisive spiritual trauma of our age: “The War, that’s really the thing.” There was, to be sure, considerable drama even in Leo Strauss’s tiny circle of activities during the 1920s and, before all that, simply reading about the Pantheismusstreit that F. H. Jacobi had single-handedly ignited—even while sitting alone in a library with Heinrich Scholz’s new edition (1916), far from the Front—was not without a high but uncanny sense of adventure, danger, and desperate darkness. But there was nothing that came close to the War: no European who was alive in 1914 can be understood except in relation to “a certain crisis” that, in the words of Thomas Mann, “shattered its way through life and consciousness and left a deep chasm behind.”1 From the initial repudiation of tonality to the infinitely well-expressed banalities of Postmodernism, it is the War that remains, in some somber and uncanny way, precisely the thing. The courage, credulity, and high culture that allowed itself to be slaughtered amidst the muck and the poppies still warrants Shakespeare’s “O insupportable and touching loss”; our collective failure to reckon with its corrosive legacy remains the underlying cause of the crisis of our times. Certainly National Socialism—and therefore any one individual’s encounter with it—cannot be understood except in reference to a stream-conscienceless chaos of flandering fleuries that will verdunce its dethdrifting volgadunquirks past the bitterfly nützlos of murdiad jim joycess.


  Had Germany not lost the First World War, the Nazis would not have initiated the Second. To put it another way: the lost War was the precondition of National Socialism. The Nazis vociferously and eloquently refused to accept the humiliating Treaty of Versailles and argued forcefully that those who had done so were necessarily something less than patriotic Germans: they were the “November Criminals.”2 On the flip side of the same token: only if Liberal Democracy had succeeded in Germany—only if the Weimar Republic had survived—could a Second World War have been avoided. But Woodrow Wilson’s vision of a world “safe for democracy” was predicated on a belief in progress that was hard to come by in a defeated nation like post-War Germany. If Progress, Liberalism, and the League of Nations were to remain redeeming realities, then it was necessarily a good thing that Germany had lost the World War. This was impossible for any patriotic German to swallow.


  Against the thwarted pride and simmering outrage of a nation battered, baffled, and beaten, there were simply no talismans powerful enough to mitigate the miseries of the present: not Progress, Liberalism, nor the inscrutable will of God. In fact, the War was so horrible and therefore so corrosive of Europe’s faith—either in the traditional religious sense of that word or in the more prevalent, secularized, and scientific forms in which that faith endured during the long nineteenth century—that it was not Germany alone but only Germany in particular where the cult of Progress was rejected. The old articles of faith may have once seemed new and promising in the wake of the eighteenth century but the War had changed all that.3 When the rights of man, liberal democracy, progress, reason, enlightenment, humanitarian ideals, tolerance, the rule of international law, “peaceful coexistence,” and “a world made safe for democracy” gave way to the Nazi Revolution in 1933, the most amazing thing of all was that Weimar had survived for as long as it did. Any German patriot could deconstruct each one those liberal watchwords and read them “between the lines” to amount to nothing else but “the advantage of the stronger,” defeatism, and a treasonous acceptance of the slanderous Versailles Diktat. It is worth remarking that every thoughtful Nazi not only knew how to deconstruct liberal discourse but regarded liberal democracy, humanitarian tolerance, the idea of progress, modern science, and Enlightenment rationality as more than politically suspect if not downright Jewish.4


  Leo Strauss was fifteen years old in 1914, too young to volunteer for service to the Fatherland in its hour of need.5 On the other hand, there is no evidence to suggest that he would have done so. When the Gymnasium graduate was drafted in 1916, he did his best to avoid military service by feigning appendicitis: only his failure to simulate a high fever allowed the army doctor to detect the well-played hoax.6 By avoiding service at the Front—the German Army refused Strauss a free pass and took advantage of his linguistic skills as an interpreter in occupied Belgium—the young Jewish German confirmed what proved to be the most damning anti-Jewish stereotype during the Weimar years: he had undermined the War Effort from calculations of narrow self-interest. Naturally there were many more Jews who fought heroically in the World War: Karl Löwith (badly wounded and captured in Italy), the decorated veteran to whom some of Strauss’s most revealing letters were written; Adolf Reinach (killed in 1917), a brilliant Jewish Christian whose death paved the way for Martin Heidegger’s career;7 and the sons of Edmund Husserl (the younger boy, Wolfgang, was killed at Verdun in 1916);8 these examples are taken exclusively from the tiny German-Jewish world of academic philosophy. But Strauss was not the only Jew to do what he did; and, for whatever ugly reasons, Jewish servicemen were excluded from membership in veteran’s organizations like Stahlhelm as early as 1924. Of course many more Gentiles shirked their patriotic responsibilities: there were many more of them. In fact, the two Nazis to whom the next two chapters are principally devoted—Heidegger9 and Carl Schmitt10 —both managed to avoid service at the Front. Nor was this ever accomplished without some effort: the World War cut its way like a scythe through the generation born between 1888 (Schmitt’s birth year; Heidegger and Adolf Hitler were born in 1889) and 1899.


  There is something to be said for the view that post-War Germany as a whole suffered from survivor guilt. Even decorated soldiers manifested symptoms of this malaise and it is easy to see that joining the Nazis—the Storm Troopers of the S. A. were deliberately modeled on the most effective of World Warriors11 —was sometimes a means towards personal expiation.12 Supporting National Socialism was deliberately linked to keeping faith with the Dead.13 Certainly the decision to scapegoat the German Jews was inextricably connected to the Dolchstoß legend: Germany had been “stabbed in the back.” And it is significant that it was only Jewish veterans like Löwith who at first were spared the immediate firings of 1933.14 The memory of the Fallen was sacred: they had not and could not have been beaten on the battlefield.15 Who then was responsible for their defeat? Naturally this was an uncomfortable question for shirkers like Schmitt, Heidegger, and Strauss. It cannot be entirely accidental that the two most prominent intellectuals to actually join the Nazis—Heidegger and Schmitt—were both guilty of an unpatriotic failure to fight in the World War. Both found the courage to be conspicuously warlike, however, in their thoughts thereafter. In short, making the Friend-Enemy polarity the post-liberal basis of “the political” (Schmitt) and revealing a death-wards “forward-running resolution” as the authentic basis of human existence (Heidegger)—all this and World War II itself—sprang from the same historical root that lay at the basis of National Socialism: the First World War. In the case of Heidegger and Schmitt, however, the decision to join the Nazis seems even more reprehensible than usual.


  It goes without saying that Leo Strauss was influenced by the historical circumstances of his actual historical existence. It is therefore important to realize that he lived through the period that witnessed the birth of National Socialism and, with the exception of his Jewish origin (a circumstance over which he obviously had no control), he availed himself of none of the intellectual, political, or spiritual antidotes that preserved any given German born in 1899 from succumbing to its allure.16 The principal antidote—the one easiest for Strauss’s educated contemporaries—was a radical disengagement from politics in general. Many German intellectuals were fundamentally clueless when it came to politics. But this was hardly the case with Strauss. The easiest immunity for a political person, on the other hand, was to range oneself on the political Left: Strauss himself was never to do anything even remotely like this.17 It is well to remember that it was only the Socialists—the Communist deputies in the Reichstag had already been arrested—who voted against Hitler’s Enabling Act of April 1933. For an American, it is difficult to grasp that the liberal bulwark, against both National Socialism on the Right and Communism on the Left, simply disappeared in Weimar Germany. Implicated by its origin in Germany’s defeat, its forced acceptance of the Treaty of Versailles, and its energetic suppression of the Spartacists, the Weimar Republic could only be defended by those who were neither Communists nor right-wing authoritarians—whether traditional Monarchists or more modern and radical types—as “the lesser of three evils.” In a political thinker opposed in principle to halfway solutions, a simultaneous rejection of both Liberalism and Communism was ipso facto sufficient to situate Strauss in disturbing proximity to National Socialism, nor does he ever so much as mention the Kaiser. In other words, it was all too easy in the wake of the lost War for a conservative German to become a Nazi or Nazi sympathizer and well-nigh impossible for any German who wasn’t (1) completely apolitical, (2) a Communist or Socialist, (3) a die-hard Liberal, (4) a traditional Monarchist, or perhaps (5) a believing Christian or Jew—to secure effective inoculation from the bacillus of National Socialism. And Leo Strauss was none of these things. Nor did either Jewish ancestry (even when combined with a willingness “to take the Ancients seriously”) afford any immunity from supporting National Socialism as the cases of Felix Jacoby18 and Hermann Strasburger19 painfully illustrate. Unfortunately, examples of this kind could be multiplied.20


  As for the influences to which Strauss did expose himself, the dubious case of F. H. Jacobi was considered in chapter 1. And chapter 2 has shown that Strauss’s own particular form21 of “political Zionism” was atheistic, uncompromising, devoid of Jewish culture, highly polemical, and, to use his own word, “machiavellistisch.” His affiliation, after all, was with the Jewish counterpart of the Wandervogel,22 a back-to-nature, anti-urban, root-seeking Nietzschean23 youth group völkisch enough to deny membership to Jews.24 Within the Jewish version called “Blau-Weiss,” Strauss affiliated himself with what Strauss himself called the “pagan-fascist” leadership of Walter Moses in his defense of “the German Jewish and power politics wing of Blau-Weiss.”25 It is characteristic of the anti-Weimar Zeitgeist that Strauss, at the age of twenty-four, meets a synthetic and compromising point of view characteristic of what he calls “the age of theological feminism” with “the hidden sting of a severe, manly doubt.”26 Moreover, he seems to have completely recovered from his earlier tendency toward cowardice. The reader could do much worse than entertain the psycho-babbled insight that throughout the whole of his life, Strauss was always unconsciously fighting the World War he had shirked. It is certainly not without significance that Heidegger rendered himself guiltless only by redefining “guilt” as willingness to embrace death.27 If the War itself was madness, then not allowing yourself to feel guilty because you hadn’t died in it was madness to the nth degree. In the case of its smartest converts, the name of this particular form of madness was “National Socialism.” Nietzsche’s insanity was innocent by comparison.


  It is probably for not altogether unconnected reasons that Strauss’s defenders—among whom Strauss himself must be counted foremost—reject in principle the apparently commonplace notion that it “goes without saying that Leo Strauss was influenced by the historical circumstances of his actual historical existence.” Every Straussian is prepared to marshal the stock arguments against historicism—the notion that every individual’s Weltanschauung is decisively influenced if not determined by her historical circumstances—i.e., against any attempt to situate Strauss, or anyone else for that matter, in historical context. But even if we were inclined to believe that Strauss’s thought constitutes a rejection of Historicism, that rejection was very much au courant in Weimar Germany: antagonism to historicism was the order of the day. Anti-Historicism in Weimar Germany was prevalent—well nigh ubiquitous—for painful reasons that were somewhat too humiliating to be altogether visible to contemporaries28 and which generally remain opaque for us even today. To put it simply: History had ratified Germany’s present humiliation. It was a historical fact that the War had been lost. And that fact was impossible for proud and patriotic Germans to accept, not least of all because they knew themselves not to have been the villains that the Treaty of Versailles proclaimed them to be. In short: the rejection of Historicism by German intellectuals was an inevitable product of the lost War. And it is important to keep in mind what the foremost contemporary American student of German Historicism has pointed out: Martin Heidegger set out to achieve a complete rejection of what most of us regard as “historicism.”29


  It is not for nothing that Heidegger became Germany’s foremost philosopher in the Weimar years. His increasingly political project of outflanking the inauthentic concealments of the present by opening oneself to the liberating future30 that emerges from the past is already grounded in the temporal structures of Sein und Zeit (1927). It is perfectly true that Heidegger regards authentic Dasein as radically historical—human being is a having been thrown into a future bounded by death31 —but the temporal orientation of our “being there” is, was, and will be forever the eternal and permanent feature of human existence: the assertion of this permanence is the antithesis of vulgar historicism. It is perfectly true that Strauss’s exoteric position is that Heidegger is a historicist—he preserves his “intellectual probity” (Redlichkeit) by always being careful to call Heidegger’s historicism “radical historicism”—and that, moreover, Strauss himself is anything but. But what does Strauss mean by “radical historicism”? “The radical historicist refuses to admit the trans-historical character of the historicist thesis.”32 In other words: the radical historicist used historicism against itself: radical historicism reveals that the historicist thesis is itself time-bound. Once this definition is given the proper weight, Strauss can be recognized as the most radical of the radical historicists: his argument against historicism is historicist.


  As most everyone knows who knows anything about Strauss, the proof that Strauss isn’t an historicist—that he is, indeed, the great anti-historicist—is that he “takes the Ancients seriously:” he reads them in order to learn the timeless truth and has liberated himself from the “vulgar” historicist position that deludes us with the self-serving nonsense that we have progressed beyond the Greeks and that their primitive views are hopelessly “out-of date.” There are two problems with this conception. The first is that Strauss is not a Platonist, i.e., he is not committed to the timeless standard disembodied in the otherworldly Idea of the Good (see Introduction). The second problem is—as anyone who takes the time to read Heidegger knows—that the reverential move to the Ancients is characteristically Heideggerian.33 Heidegger’s “radical historicism” is not only something different from the “vulgar” version that Straussians prefer the thoughtless to attribute to the author of Sein und Zeit—i.e., not only is Heidegger less of a historicist than a literal understanding of Strauss suggests—but Strauss’s historicism is even more radical than Heidegger’s. The proof of Strauss’s historicism—far more compatible with the vulgar variety than with Heidegger’s radical version of it—will be developed throughout the remainder of this book. But about Heidegger’s (vulgar) historicism, there must be no doubt from the outset: “Can the saying of Anaximander, from the historical distance, chronologically reckoned, of two and a half thousand years still speak to us?”34 Whether Heidegger was discussing Anaximander, Aristotle,35 or Plato, the answer—given, that is, that Heidegger is our guide—is always an emphatic “Yes!” “Taking the ancients seriously” is, in fact, what Heidegger does best: it is the most attractive feature of “the only great thinker in our time.”


  The mention of Plato’s name calls for comment. As already indicated in the Introduction, the creation of an anti-Platonic “Plato” is central to the German Stranger’s project. In his Reading Leo Strauss, Steven B. Smith has illustrated this centrality by attempting to prove that Strauss was not Heidegger’s follower primarily on the basis of their contrasting attitudes towards Plato:


  
    Strauss returned to the ancients not to discover the origins of modern nihilism but to consider an alternative to it. While Heidegger saw in Plato’s theory of forms and the Idea of the Good the first and fateful step toward metaphysical nihilism, Strauss turned to the classics, especially Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics, to provide an articulation of the “natural consciousness” or the common sense understanding prior to the emergence of philosophy and modern scientific method.36

  


  Smith will soon enough acknowledge that Strauss rejects precisely the aspect of Plato that led Heidegger to regard him as the progenitor of nihilism: “the famous Platonic Ideas.”37 What Smith does not acknowledge is that the philosophical link between Heidegger’s (1) ultra-modern phenomenology of factical Dasein,38 and (2) his return to the pre-Platonic conceptions of Being, Truth, and Nature,39 is precisely “natural consciousness” or the common sense understanding prior to the emergence of philosophy and modern scientific method” that Smith accurately attributes to Strauss. Heidegger locates the origins of the loss of this natural consciousness in the Platonic Idea. By replacing the real Plato—i.e., the philosopher of the Platonic Idea—with his own “secularized” version, Strauss can well afford to return to “Plato” because this constitutes a merely verbal difference with his openly anti-Platonist teacher. As Smith notes, Strauss’s Socrates “viewed man in the light of the unchangeable ideas, i.e., of the fundamental and permanent problems.”40 It is, of course, thanks to the Ideas—Platonic Ideas as opposed to merely “permanent” (i.e., insoluble) problems—that Plato is the anti-historicist thinker par excellence. Uncannily like Moses and in any case following his teacher Parmenides,41 Plato overcomes “historicism” without recourse to “radical historicism”: only eternal Being is what it is. Although the rejection of Platonism by both Heidegger and Strauss is the crucial point of contact, Smith certainly has some grounds for claiming: “an awareness of the primacy of the political is, above all, what distinguishes Strauss from Heidegger.”42 But this claim does not mean what Smith thinks that it means: it is not a claim about politics in the vulgar sense, i.e., the sense in which the author of the Politics is a political philosopher but Anaximander is not. A perfect example of “the primacy of the political” in Strauss is that he openly presents himself as returning to a secretly secularized “Plato” while Heidegger, following Nietzsche, attacks the real Plato, i.e., the Plato of Platonism. Given Heidegger’s endorsement of National Socialism, it would hardly have been “political” for Strauss to make his debt obvious, particularly in the United States. In other words, Strauss’s exoteric “Platonism” is purely “political” and therefore a series of essays devoted to “Platonic political philosophy,” particularly one that begins with a discussion of Heidegger’s apparent neglect of political philosophy, appropriately constitutes his last published word.


  In this chapter, it is primarily the fact of a close connection between Strauss and Heidegger that will be documented; the more complicated philosophical implications of that connection will emerge in chapter 4.43 But even here it is important to point out that the stakes involved in simply establishing this connection are high. Since everybody who cares to know anything about modern philosophy knows that Heidegger joined the National Socialist German Workers’ Party, it must also be obvious that his attempt to break free of the limited horizon imposed by the dualistic metaphysical tradition by recurring to the originative un-concealment of Being among the pre-Socratic Greeks, constitutes not only a rejection of historicism (as crudely understood) but also a worldview that is evidently perfectly compatible with embracing National Socialism. It was easy for Heidegger to become a Nazi and he duly did so. Strauss, on the other hand, couldn’t join the Nazis: he was racially disqualified. And while this chapter will only show, by his own words, how deeply Strauss was impressed by Heidegger—not least of all because Heidegger turned so forcefully to the Greeks—it is important to assert beforehand that the best-known pillar of exoteric Straussianism (i.e., a determination to take seriously the Ancient alternative to the Moderns) is merely the political corollary—and that in a double sense of the word “political”—of Heidegger’s post-historicist (i.e., radically historicist) determination to outflank the dualistic metaphysical tradition by reviving the pre-Socratic philosophers of ancient Greece. In the last analysis, Strauss is more radical than Heidegger because the latter is silent on the God of Israel while Strauss is not.


  Just as Heidegger’s defenders must discriminate his thought from his National Socialism, so also must Strauss’s defenders distinguish Strauss’s thought from Heidegger’s. Strauss himself prevents both of these moves: he renders untenable the position that Heidegger’s Nazism was somehow unconnected to Heidegger’s philosophy and also makes it clear that he regards Heidegger as the only great thinker in his time. Of course if we think we know that Strauss regards Nazism as a bad thing, we will naturally be led to believe that he is rejecting Heidegger when he points out that Heidegger’s “radical historicism” led him to embrace National Socialism. But as soon as the reader joins Strauss in rejecting the reductio ad Hitlerum as the fallacy that Strauss explicitly tells us that it is, it becomes difficult to find any real criticism of Heidegger in Strauss’s writings.44 The same is true for Heidegger’s own teacher: in fact, it is with Nietzsche that the story of Strauss’s relationship with Heidegger must begin. When Strauss says, for example, that Nietzsche “thus prepared a regime [sc. the Third Reich] which as long as it lasted, made discredited democracy look again like a golden age,” this can only constitute (1) a criticism of Nietzsche if we ignore the reductio ad Hitlerum and (2) an endorsement of democracy if we’ve forgotten how to read.45 Strauss counts on the great majority of his readers to forget to apply the reductio to his own writings just as he expects that they will fail to read him between the lines, i.e., to read what he literally writes without filtering his words through the liberal prejudices he knows full well that most of us share.


  In a 1935 letter to Löwith, Strauss, already writing from England, situates himself in relation to a German philosopher in whom both of these émigré Jewish intellectuals were deeply interested. Löwith had recently published a book on Nietzsche;46 Strauss, while admitting “I am by no means a Nietzsche specialist,” reveals the depth of his interest in this fascinating philosopher: “I can only say that Nietzsche so dominated and bewitched me between my twenty-second and thirtieth years, that I literally believed everything that I understood of him.”47


  Strauss’s first publication—the printed abstract of his doctoral dissertation—appeared in 1921, when he was exactly twenty-two. In chapter 2, attention was given to the numerous articles Strauss wrote between 1923 and 1929 in various Jewish journals and periodicals; the letter to Löwith reveals that all were written while Nietzsche “so dominated and enchanted” (so beherrscht und bezaubert) Leo Strauss. Although Strauss’s anti-Orthodox writings of 1928-1929 make his atheism crystal clear, the confession of his devotion to every word of Nietzsche clarifies the basis and origin of that atheism. At the risk of stating the obvious: while it may well be true that Nietzsche was no anti-Semite, the author who coined the phrase “God is dead” could only be understood as opposing the guiding principle of Judaism as well as Christianity, i.e., God.48 By admitting that all of these early works were written under Nietzsche’s secret influence,49 Strauss indicates in retrospect what is also visible in those writings themselves: that for him, being a Jew was by no means a matter of believing in God, nor—and here, thanks to his attack on Cultural Zionism, Strauss is the paradigmatic example—even of identifying with the Jewish cultural inheritance. By identifying the specific terminus ad quem of his Nietzsche bewitchment, Strauss (born 1899) is also revealing that it was by no means atheism that he abandoned in his “thirtieth year.”50 In a chapter called “the only great thinker in our time,” the natural tendency is to concentrate on the greatness of the thinker in question; the reader would be well advised not to forget the circumstances of the time. If it was his fascination with Nietzsche that allowed Strauss to recognize Heidegger’s greatness, it was the desperate darkness prevailing “in our time” that gave Heidegger this particular distinction.


  Strauss had first encountered Heidegger in 1922. In “An Introduction to Existentialism,”51 he recalls his first impressions of the one man to whom “Existentialism owes its overriding significance”:


  
    Heidegger alone brought about such a radical change in philosophic thought as is revolutionizing all thought in Germany and continental Europe and is beginning to affect even Anglo-Saxony. I am not surprised by this effect. I remember the impression he made on me when I first heard him as a young Ph.D., in 1922.52

  


  In order to give his listeners some sense of the impact that Heidegger had on him from the first, Strauss continues with a comparison to yet another giant of German thought.


  
    Up to that time I had been particularly impressed, as many of my contemporaries were, by Max Weber: by his intransigent devotion to intellectual honesty, by his passionate devotion to the idea of science—a devotion that was combined with a profound uneasiness regarding the meaning of science. On my way north from Freiburg, where Heidegger then taught, I saw, in Frankfurt-am-Main, Franz Rosenzweig, whose name will always be remembered when informed people speak about existentialism, and I told him of Heidegger. I said to him that, in comparison with Heidegger, Weber appeared to me as an “orphan child” in regard to precision and probing and competence.53

  


  For Strauss, philosophical debate appears to have been a kind of surrogate war: a zero-sum game with decisive winners and trampled losers. Heidegger overthrows Weber in 1922 just as someone else will apparently overthrow Nietzsche in 1929.54 But before pushing forward, it is worthwhile to tarry for a moment with Max Weber,55 particularly because it is in the context of Weber that Strauss introduces the reductio ad Hitlerum in Natural Right and History. In part to fulfill a promise made in the Introduction to discuss the reductio in context, but primarily because the reductio itself is a good place to begin evaluating the relationship between Strauss and Heidegger, it will be illuminating to consider Natural Right and History before returning to 1929. But even this “flight to the future” will hardly escape the War.


  Strauss considers Weber the decisive spokesman for value-free social science: “The true reason why Weber insisted on the ethically neutral character of social science as well as of social philosophy was, then, not his belief in the fundamental opposition of the Is and the Ought but his belief that there cannot be any genuine knowledge of the Ought.”56 Weber destroys the possibility of absolute truth and thus emerges as an architect, if not the architect, of ethical relativism: “I contend that Weber’s thesis leads to nihilism or to the view that every preference, however evil, base, or insane, has to be judged before the tribunal of reason to be as legitimate as any other preference.”57 It is in this context that Strauss introduces the reductio ad Hitlerum, as is obvious when the two sentences that precede its introduction are quoted.


  
    To see more clearly and to see at the same time why Weber could conceal from himself the nihilistic consequences of his doctrine of values, we have to follow his thought step by step. In following this movement toward its end we shall inevitably reach a point beyond which the scene is darkened by the shadow of Hitler.58

  


  In following Weber’s thought “step by step”—which is the project pursued in the remainder of the “Natural Right and the Distinction between Facts and Values” chapter in Natural Right and History59 —Strauss tells the reader that he will reach the darkness of Hitler “towards its end.” It is interesting that Hitler will never again be mentioned by name in the chapter. In any case, simply because Weber’s thought leads to Hitler does not therefore refute Weber’s thought: this is the ostensible motive for introducing the reductio at this time.


  But Strauss has no desire to prevent Weber’s refutation: the entire section constitutes the refutation of Weber by Strauss. Weber is therefore not wrong because his thought leads to Hitler. Weber is wrong because he “could conceal from himself the nihilistic consequences of his doctrine of values.” Thus it is Weber who is refuted in the section, not either nihilism or Nazism: it is Weber’s lack of self-awareness about where his thinking leads rather than the thinking itself that Strauss attacks. Naturally Nazism is not defended explicitly in a book that appears to be defending the Natural Rights60 philosophy of the “Declaration of Independence” from the evils of historical relativism.61 A defense of that philosophy is, however, merely the book’s exoteric teaching and depends entirely on the literal understanding of its credulous readers. On a more positive note, the careful reader can also begin to see Strauss’s secret in the Weber section thanks to two leading questions: “What stopped him? Why did he deny to the knowable truth its inescapable power?”62


  The simple answer to these questions is that Weber, unlike Nietzsche’s other student Heidegger,63 did not embrace National Socialism. To begin with, the inadequacy of Weber’s response to nihilism as presented in Natural Right and History is also the basis of Heidegger’s superiority to Cassirer.64 Unlike Heidegger, Weber doesn’t think through the nihilistic consequences of his historicism and of his unswerving commitment to a value-free social science:


  
    He [sc. Weber] tended to see before him the alternative of either complete spiritual emptiness or religious revival. He despaired of the modern this-worldly irreligious experiment, and yet remained attached to it because he was fated to believe in science as he understood it. The result of this conflict, which he could not resolve, was his belief that the conflict between values cannot be resolved by human reason.65

  


  The words “modern this-worldly irreligious experiment” (emphases mine) prove to be extremely important. National Socialism is best understood as an atheistic religion: the Nazi elite embraces and celebrates the spiritual emptiness of nihilism while diverting the masses with the fervor-inspiring techniques of an anti-modern religious revival. Once the “secularization” implicit in a decisionist embrace of “atheistic theology” is recognized, National Socialism stands revealed as a this-worldly religious experiment. Strauss’s Weber, by contrast, is merely a reluctant nihilist: he has discarded values without daring to revalue and then re-enact them, as the Nazis will do. This reluctant nihilism emerges in Natural Right and History when Strauss’s Weber embraces Nietzsche’s critique of peace66 without embracing the obvious ramifications of his nihilist inheritance:


  
    If peace is incompatible with human life or with a truly human life, the moral problem would seem to allow of a clear solution: the nature of things requires a warrior ethics as the basis of a “power politics” that is guided exclusively by considerations of the national interest; or “the most naked Machiavellianism {would have to be} regarded as a matter of course in every respect, and as wholly unobjectionable from an ethical point of view.”67

  


  By recourse to a “religious revival” that Weber himself could neither welcome nor grasp, National Socialism will provide precisely this “clear solution.” Strauss’s Weber merely points toward the need for a post-Nietzsche “Messiah”; hence the context of Strauss’s reductio ad Hitlerum. The Nazis will cloak an immoral morality (“a warrior ethics”) in religious terms by means of a nationwide experiment in Jacobian “secularization” (chapter 1) and it is here that “the Machiavellian Zionism of a Nordau” (chapter 2) will join hands with Heidegger’s return to the pre-Socratics. When National Socialism understands itself, it presents itself as both religious and ancient as opposed to either irreligious or modern. In short: Strauss’s secret version of National Socialism liquidates precisely the dilemma in which his Weber became ensnared and could not resolve.


  While Weber did not embrace this dilemma’s solution, Heidegger did: he joined the Nazis. Although Heidegger is not mentioned by name in this section of Natural Right and History, his presence there can be found between the lines.68 Weber, who was unwilling to embrace completely the Nietzschean in heritance,69 is only Nietzsche’s orphan; Heidegger is Nietzsche’s legitimate son.70 But if Heidegger is veiled in Natural Right and History, he occupies center stage during the year that marks the terminus ad quem of Strauss’s own enchantment with Nietzsche. Whenever Strauss mentions “1929” in his writings, it is always in relation to the same event: the second annual meeting of the International Davos Hochschultage, an international meeting of European intellectuals meeting in Switzerland.71 In a Europe that had so recently ripped itself to shreds, the fact that its former belligerents were meeting peaceably to discuss ideas amidst the permanently towering Alps was a hopeful sign for mankind. The peaceful implications of Davos are, however, invisible in Strauss’s account of the event. In “An Introduction to Existentialism,”72 Strauss describes witnessing the 1929 battle of two German philosophy professors, a real-life re-enactment of the fictional battles between the humanist Settembrini and the deadly Leo Naphta so vividly described in Thomas Mann’s masterpiece, Der Zauberberg (1924):73


  
    There was a famous discussion between Heidegger and Ernst Cassirer in Davos which revealed the lostness and the emptiness of this remarkable representative of established academic philosophy to everyone who had eyes. Cassirer had been a pupil of Hermann Cohen, the founder of the neo-Kantian school.74

  


  Although Strauss himself had been trained in the Marburg school of Neo-Kantianism75 —Ernst Cassirer had directed his doctoral dissertation76 —it was clearly Martin Heidegger who had won the 1929 battle.77 By (1) fixing 1929 as the terminus ad quem of his Nietzsche bewitchment, and (2) by emphasizing the 1929 victory of Heidegger at Davos, Strauss indicates that it was Heidegger who had broken Nietzsche’s dominating spell: no longer could Strauss say: “I literally believed everything that I understood of him.” And while it would have been extremely difficult for Strauss to take Heidegger’s side at Davos had Strauss been what he appeared to be—i.e., a student of Cassirer’s—it was a remarkably easy thing for one whom Nietzsche had already “enchanted.” In fact, Strauss’s statement is remarkably weak if we read him literally (as we must): he ceased to believe everything he read in Nietzsche, i.e., he found something there that he rejected. If Heidegger’s role in that rejection is admitted, an already weak statement becomes weaker: the continuity between Nietzsche and Heidegger is remarkable.78 Before looking at Davos more closely—a closer look that will send us back into the War—it is advisable to leave no doubt in the reader’s mind about Strauss’s conversion to Martin Heidegger’s form of Nietzscheanism in 1929.


  The first indisputable allusion to Heidegger in the writings of Strauss appears in an unpublished 1930 speech called “Religiöse Lage der Gegenwart”79 as will be obvious to the reader who bears in mind that §35 of Sein und Zeit (1927) is called “Das Gerede.”


  
    Understanding conspectively, one in truth understands nothing, no matter how bright one is. I would like to adduce an example. Somewhere, in our time, there lives a philosopher, in the full sense of the term. Completely unknown for five years, today his name is the talk of the town. In his main work, the philosopher wrote, among many other things, a few pages about idle talk [das Gerede], what it means and what it does.80

  


  There are three points worthy of note: (1) this passage is undoubtedly about Heidegger, (2) Strauss attacks “conspectivism” in another unpublished paper written in 1929, a paper that probably contains Strauss’s first allusion to Heidegger,81 and (3) the reference to “five years” makes sense only if one bears in mind that Strauss first encountered Heidegger in 1922,82 five years before the publication of Sein und Zeit, which brought its author immediate fame. It is, moreover, clear that Strauss regards Heidegger as a great man in 1930: “Hence: if one takes the great men seriously that rule the present, one will not consider a synthesis, a muddying, and a watering down of that which mattered to them.”83 While there is evidence that Strauss was “taking Heidegger seriously” much earlier,84 (1) the terminus ad quem of his Nietzsche bewitchment, (2) the vivid descriptions of Heidegger at Davos, (3) the literary evidence from his unpublished writings between 1929 and 1930, and (4) the identification (in the 1965 “Preface”) of a discrete period between 1925 and 1928 followed by a “change in orientation” thereafter,85 all of these suggest that 1929 marked a turning point or, at the very least, that Strauss wished his careful readers to believe that it was one.86


  Although there is insufficient evidence to answer it with certainty, it is natural to pose the following question: “What happened at Davos that called into question Strauss’s absolute allegiance to Nietzsche?” To begin with, it is undoubtedly true that Heidegger would eventually take considerable pains to distinguish himself from Nietzsche,87 and that Strauss was not only aware of Heidegger’s criticisms but may have endorsed them.88 On the other hand, Heidegger scarcely voiced these criticisms at Davos: they post-date 1929, and probably 1935 as well.89 It is important to keep in mind that the debate between Cassirer and Heidegger at Davos was about Kant; Nietzsche is never mentioned in the surviving records of the encounter.90 Although there is a passage in the Davos transcript that may perhaps be said to anticipate Heidegger’s later criticisms of Nietzsche’s “Eternal Return of the Same,”91 Strauss actually defends Nietzsche’s doctrine against similar objections in the 1935 letter to Löwith.92 In the absence, therefore, of direct evidence of any Heidegger-Nietzsche controversy on the level of philosophical disputation either in the transcripts of the debate or in Strauss’s later comments, a modified form of the preceding question emerges: “Is there any sense in which Heidegger’s position at Davos constituted an indirect rejection of Nietzsche?” There are grounds for answering this question in the affirmative: Nietzsche was hardly a German Nationalist but rather “a good European.”93 More ominous is the contrast suggested by the following: “Nietzsche, naturally, would not have sided with Hitler.”94


  Peter Eli Gordon has argued that it is a mistake to interpret the Davos dispute in “political categories such as ‘victory’ and ‘defeat’”95 and has given considerable evidence to support his own thesis that “it would be misleading to cast the Davos encounter as a bitter clash of political worldviews.”96 To support this thesis, he proves that “the gap between Cassirer’s transcendentalism and Heidegger’s hermeneutics was not nearly so pronounced as later “political” interpretations have assumed.”97 On the other hand, Gordon unwittingly gives evidence against his own claim that no profound political disputes were involved; he accomplishes this unlikely result by skillfully situating Davos in the context of Franco-German relations during the 1920s. By indicating the connection between Cassirer and “the spirit of Locarno,”98 and most vividly through an anecdote preserved by Emmanuel Levinas,99 Gordon draws the reader’s attention to the fact that Cassirer was at considerable pains to minimize differences—to find a peaceful and harmonious common ground100 —while Heidegger was determined to accentuate disagreement even where, as Gordon ably shows, the philosophical differences involved were hardly profound.101


  In short, Gordon does not discuss the possibility that Heidegger, simply by refusing to find common ground with Cassirer on philosophical issues, was in fact accentuating the purely political dimension of the Davos debate.102 The annual Davos Conference (1928-1932), as its terrible terminus ad quem reveals, embodied the spirit of international reconciliation. In other words, given the 1929 context, this “Kellogg-Briand of the Spirit” was desperately dedicated to reversing the legacy of senseless lethality now buried a decade in the past. In opposition to this desperate hope, Heidegger’s studied refusal to find a middle ground was an endorsement of Schmitt’s Concept of the Political (see chapter 4) but also an endorsement of the First War and therefore the Second. After all, no better example of the Past emerging from the Future can be found than the process whereby “the First World War” emerged from World War II. Heidegger called peace (and hence Germany’s defeat) into question: the mere preservation of antagonism to alles Mittlere was itself a victory and thereby automatically ensured Cassirer’s defeat precisely because the actual philosophical differences were comparatively trivial.


  In the light of Heidegger’s cowardly behavior during the War, the utterly fraudulent warlike pose that he dared to strike in peaceful Switzerland was nothing short of obscene; it nevertheless constituted the political substance of the Davos Debate.103 And this substance was completely at odds with Nietzsche’s idealization of “the Good European.” Heidegger’s resolute commitment to preserve the courtly Cassirer (a fully Germanized liberal Jew)104 as his “Enemy”—and by extension, to do the same with Weimar, the Versailles diktat, France, Locarno,105 compromise, liberalism, and the League of Nations—required abandoning “Good Europeanism” for the sake of a warlike and strictly national alternative. After all, resurgent German Nationalism led to precisely the result that Nietzsche could easily be imagined to have dreaded: the triumph of the Russo-American “Last Man” at the expense of European übermenschen.106 The position of Heidegger at Davos constituted, from Nietzsche’s Alpine perspective, the triumph of “petty politics.”107


  In any case, the significance of Strauss’s response to Davos—his insistence that the Marburg tradition showed itself to be bankrupt in the face of Heidegger’s critique, just as Weber had been previously eclipsed by the same man—can only be appreciated by those who remember that Ernst Cassirer was both a defender of the Weimar Republic and a Jew who fled Germany in 1933, the same year that Heidegger, an atheist who moved beyond his roots in Roman Catholicism, joined the Nazi Party.108 It is also important to bear in mind that Cassirer’s teacher, Hermann Cohen, was known to be a philosophical opponent of Heidegger,109 while Strauss himself had attacked Cohen in 1924.110 In fact, Strauss’s decision to back Heidegger against Cassirer—his Doktorvater and a fellow Jew—is best understood as analogous to Strauss’s evident sympathy for the “philosopher” F. H. Jacobi in his morally bankrupt assault on the “gentleman” Moses Mendelssohn (see chapter 1). There is absolutely no trace in any of Strauss’s narratives about Davos that any of these factors troubled him.111


  But the truly sinister significance of Strauss’s celebration of these victories depends entirely on the reader’s willingness to maintain, over Strauss’s objection, the reductio ad Hitlerum: the fact that Heidegger’s thought will prove itself compatible with National Socialism in 1933 proves—in retrospect, at least—that it was a mistake to have celebrated his victory over Cassirer in 1929. Emmanuel Levinas, for example, regretted his 1929 partisanship for Heidegger in the wake of 1933.112 Strauss, by contrast, does no such thing: our only proof that he celebrated Heidegger’s triumph over Cassirer in 1929 (and over Weber in 1922) is precisely retrospective. In other words, Strauss’s justification of those triumphs—in full awareness of Heidegger’s eventual or concealed decision for National Socialism—remains immune to a first-order sinister construction only for those who follow Strauss in repudiating the reductio ad Hitlerum; a second-order sinister construction is available to those who grasp why Strauss called for repudiating it. The fact that Strauss chose 1929—the year he watched Heidegger demolish Cassirer—as the end of his Nietzsche phase is therefore highly misleading.113 Strauss himself admits the most chilling continuity between Heidegger and Nietzsche: their conceptual connection with Nazism. Although only Heidegger joined the Nazis, there were close affinities between Nietzsche (whose mental imbalance ended his philosophical productivity in 1889, the same year Hitler and Heidegger were born) and National Socialism.


  
    The case of Heidegger reminds one to a certain extent of the case of Nietzsche. Nietzsche, naturally, would not have sided with Hitler. Yet there is an undeniable kinship between Nietzsche’s thought and fascism.114

  


  Strauss refuses to explain—he relies on the reader to employ their literal understanding—why he states that Nietzsche would “not have sided with Hitler.” Although by no means a Jew, Nietzsche was strongly opposed to anti-Semitism; thus—we must assume—he could hardly be a Nazi.115 But precisely in this passage, Strauss indicates that there is a core of Fascism (he uses this word in preference to “National Socialism”) that has nothing whatsoever to do with the Jewish Question. In other words, he asserts that it is useless to deny the kinship between Nietzsche and the Nazis with respect to Fascism despite the fact that the former was opposed to anti-Semitism. Understood literally, this passage not only seems to contradict Strauss’s claims about the exclusively anti-Semitic basis of National Socialism (see Introduction and chapter 5) but also places his willingness to permit Nietzsche “to rule and enchant” him in a most questionable light.


  In the case of Heidegger, however, the evidence is more than “questionable,” it is damning (in a strictly human sense, of course). Always the careful reader, Strauss makes it crystal clear that he recognized the direction of Heidegger’s political thinking long before 1933. Here are his comments on Being and Time, the masterpiece that appeared in 1927.


  
    Everyone who had read his first great book and did not overlook the wood for the trees could see the kinship in temper and direction between Heidegger’s thought and the Nazis. What was the practical, that is to say, serious meaning of the contempt for reasonableness and the praise of resoluteness except to encourage that extremist movement?116

  


  This is an extraordinary passage for several reasons. To begin with, it reveals that Strauss thinks putting an idea into practice is conjoint with taking it seriously:117 he intends to put it into practice. More important is the fact that it is only in the comparatively recent past that Heidegger’s Nazism even after 1933 has come to be seen in its full light. There is still a debate in the scholarly community about the extent to which Being and Time is tainted by its author’s adherence to a movement he joined seven years after writing it.118 In other words, even knowing that Heidegger did eventually join the Nazis, the extent to which this political position is implicit in Being and Time remains debatable today. But Strauss told his students—and in particular his Jewish students119 —during the 1950s that he had clearly grasped the political implications of Heidegger’s proverbially obscure masterpiece from the beginning. This perspicacity probably indicates something more than an ability to distinguish “the wood for the trees.” More to the point, this early insight did not prevent Strauss from regarding Heidegger as the greatest thinker of his time or from hailing his 1929 victory over Cassirer.


  To begin with, Strauss realized in 1922 that Heidegger was the most brilliant interpreter of philosophical texts that he had ever encountered: no small praise from a great reader in his own right: “I had never seen before such seriousness, profundity, and concentration in the interpretation of philosophic texts.”120 But the ability to bring life to the Ancients, a skill passed from Heidegger to Strauss, was only the beginning: “Gradually the breadth of the revolution of thought which Heidegger was preparing dawned upon me and my generation.”121 That revolution was recognized by Strauss as an assault on liberalism; even years later, while teaching in America, Strauss testifies to the effectiveness of that assault:


  
    All rational liberal philosophic positions have lost their significance and power. One may deplore this, but I for one cannot bring myself to clinging to philosophic positions which have been shown to be inadequate. I am afraid that we shall have to make very great effort in order to find a solid basis for rational liberalism. Only a great thinker could help us in our intellectual plight. But here is the great trouble: the only great thinker in our time is Heidegger.122

  


  The claim that the only great thinker “in our time” is also an open Nazi who had already decisively undermined the “basis for rational liberalism” is stunning particularly because Strauss makes no effort to refute Heidegger. In fact, Strauss draws an equally disturbing corollary that because “the only great thinker in our time is Heidegger” and because it may well be the case that “only great thinkers are really competent to judge the thought of great thinkers,”123 that no one is capable of refuting him. “The only question of importance, of course, is the question whether Heidegger’s teaching is true or not.” With no great thinkers competent to judge (Strauss describes himself as “only a scholar”),124 and the means that would allow even a fool to dismiss Heidegger (i.e., the reductio ad Hitlerum) thrown out of court,125 Strauss undermines the possibility of settling “the question whether Heidegger’s teaching is true or not.” If no one is competent to refute him, Strauss suggests between the lines that Heidegger’s teaching is true.


  This nihilistic variation on “the argument from authority” is worthy of some additional comment. At thirty, Strauss watches Heidegger debate Cassirer: rather than finding a truth somewhere between the two, he rejects completely his former teacher and finds a new master. This repeats the pattern of the younger Strauss: in comparison with Heidegger, Max Weber, with whom Strauss “had been particularly impressed” is reduced to the status of “orphan child.”126 Albeit secretly, he had already surrendered his autonomy to Nietzsche in terms that are profoundly alien to the individualism characteristic of the citizens of these States. “I can only say that Nietzsche so dominated and bewitched me between my 22nd and 30th years, that I literally believed everything that I understood of him.” Having watched Leo Strauss (or one of his students, or the students of his students) destroy an ethical relativist, blow away an opponent on the possibility of value-free social science, or deftly exploit the weakness of absolute tolerance is a memorable experience. As a result, even some Americans have come to resemble their master. Many have surrendered intellectual autonomy to the most skilful man or men they can find: note, as evidence, the existence among us of self-proclaimed “Straussians.” Simply as an historical document illustrating the climate of authority127 in German academic philosophy, “An Introduction to Existentialism” is eerie quite apart from the sordid revelations it contains.


  Indeed this document is so damning that the circumstances behind it must be discussed. Strauss did not publish “An Introduction to Existentialism.” It appeared in print only in 1989 thanks to the prominent Straussian Thomas L. Pangle. Considering that Strauss himself cautioned his students against visiting (and therefore implicitly against writing about)128 Heidegger, there may well have been some in the Straussian camp who were alarmed by the decision to publish this clear statement of the master’s admiration for a Nazi.129 Pangle describes the document’s history in these words.


  
    The first three quarters of this chapter derives chiefly from a transcript, apparently made by students from a recording, of a lecture Strauss delivered at the University of Chicago in the fifties—a lecture entitled “Introduction to Existentialism.” The original typescript is in a few places garbled or uncertain, and I was compelled to omit several sentences and to edit for smoothness.130

  


  Given the damaging content, an embarrassed Straussian might be tempted to deny that the master’s true teaching is reflected in a document dependent on a student transcript and also on Pangle’s editing. It is therefore particularly noteworthy that Pangle adds the following sentence. “I was aided by some corrections Strauss made on a copy that is lodged in the Strauss archives at the University of Chicago Library.” We can be in no doubt that Strauss himself toyed with, and then clearly rejected, the idea of publishing this troubling document.131 Like the detective in Dostoyevsky, the reader must keep in mind that Strauss wants to confess. In other words, the detective’s task is easy enough where Strauss himself is concerned (see chapter 1); it is persuading you that a crime has been committed that is the difficult part.


  Pangle is vague about the chronology of “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism:” he says it was delivered “in the fifties.” Greater specificity is possible, however. Strauss mentions a specific date in the lecture while referring to Heidegger.


  
    In 1953 he published a book, Introduction to Metaphysics, consisting of lectures given in 1935, in which he spoke of the greatness and dignity of the National Socialist movement. In the preface written in 1953 he said that all mistakes had been corrected.132

  


  By comparing Heidegger’s 1953 preface with the 1935 text it introduces, Strauss—always the careful reader in search of esoteric doctrine, especially where “the only great thinker in our time” is concerned—discovers that Heidegger does not regard his adherence to National Socialism as a mistake “that had been corrected.” He could easily have deleted the “inner truth and greatness” passage had he done so. If Strauss is anything like correct in suggesting that Heidegger is mirabile dictu coming out of the closet as an unrepentant Nazi, that would shed a strange light (or better: twilight) on the last words of An Introduction to Metaphysics.


  
    To know how to question means to know how to wait, even a whole lifetime. But an age which regards as real only what goes fast and be clutched with both hands looks on questioning as “remote from reality” and as something that does not pay, whose benefit cannot be numbered. But the essential is not number; the essential is the right time, i.e. the right moment, and the right perseverance. “For,” as Hölderlin said, “the mindful God abhors untimely growth.” (“Aus dem Motivkreis der Titanen,” Samtliche Werke, 4, 218.)133

  


  Was Martin Heidegger suggesting in 1953 that the kairos (“the right moment”) for a renewal of National Socialism is at hand? At the very least, there is good reason to think that Strauss thought that he was.


  In 1970 (“A Giving of Accounts”), Strauss reviewed some aspects of his career in a public conversation with his old friend Jacob Klein that supports this sinister interpretation. In addition to discussing the influence Heidegger had on Klein,134 Strauss offers his strongest criticism of “the only great thinker in our time.”


  
    What I could not stomach was his moral teaching, for despite his disclaimer he had such a teaching. The key term is “resoluteness,” without any indication as to what are the proper objects of resoluteness. There is a straight line which leads from Heidegger’s resoluteness to his siding with the Nazis in 1933. After that I ceased to take any interest in him for about two decades.135

  


  In this last sentence, Strauss is telling us that two decades after he had joined the Nazis in 1933, Heidegger once again became of interest to him. In other words, Strauss is calling attention to 1953. “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism” is apparently the fruit of this revived interest. It seems that Strauss took Heidegger’s willingness to emerge from the shadows136 as a signal that the time was ripe for him to do something similar. But he did so most explicitly only in the classroom, doubtless with his most trusted and reliable students. He wisely refrained from publishing his praise of Heidegger: in 1953, Natural Right and History appeared instead.


  Strauss revisited the curious connection between 1933 and 1953 near the end of his life. This occurs in an article called “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” (1971), the first essay in his posthumous Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy. The essay’s title suggests Edmund Husserl: Strauss tells us that he has made use of a book that translates Husserl’s 1911 article “Philosophy as Rigorous Science.”137 The addition of “Political Philosophy”—two words given a new and characteristic meaning by Strauss as has already indicated138 —suggests an encounter between himself and Husserl. But the real encounter—which he describes in at least two other places besides this 1971 article139 —is between Husserl and Heidegger: an encounter that Heidegger wins decisively by turning his master’s (he was Husserl’s assistant and then replacement)140 methods against him.141 Strauss thus slyly suggests that it is Heidegger who is the creator of “Political Philosophy” as Strauss understands it.142 To put it differently, he gives us—at the end of his life—yet another reason to believe that he remained Heidegger’s more patient ally. The crucial passage indicates the connection between Heidegger and political philosophy along with mentioning the two important dates.


  
    In order to understand Heidegger’s thought and therefore in particular his posture towards politics and political philosophy, one must not neglect the work of his teacher Husserl. The access to Husserl is not rendered difficult by any false step like those taken by Heidegger in 1933 and 1953.143

  


  Strauss claims that it is easier to gain access to Heidegger’s political philosophy through Husserl because the latter made no false steps, as the former did in 1933 and 1953. What does Strauss mean by “false step”? If he means that joining an evil movement like the Nazis was wrong—as he knows most of his readers believe to be the case—“false step” seems far too weak an expression. Moreover, if adherence to Nazism is wrong, it is difficult to see how anything Heidegger did in 1953 is merely the same kind of false step that joining the Party in the first place was. In other words, by equating Heidegger’s “false steps” in 1953 and 1933, Strauss either demonstrates moral obtuseness or suggests that he means something quite different from what one of us would mean by saying, for example, “Heidegger committed a crime in 1933.” And this is the case: Strauss is an exoteric writer who counts on the vast majority of his readers to understand what he merely suggests without troubling to consider what he literally writes.


  On the other hand, the inclusion of 1953 (the less well known of the two dates) could be taken as the basis for what Strauss actually means by “a false step” rather than the more obvious decision to join the Nazis in 1933. It should be carefully noted that Heidegger’s An Introduction to Metaphysics is no more than cited (in German, without comment, without date, in a footnote)144 in “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy.” Most readers will think that they understand the false step Heidegger took in 1933 and therefore also what Strauss must mean by calling it this. But when Strauss adds “and 1953,” he challenges the careful reader to understand his esoteric meaning. Will the reader take the time to investigate what Strauss means by the “false step” Heidegger took in 1953?145 Only those who know how to read a careful writer like Strauss—the writer par excellence of “Platonic Political Philosophy”—will do so. Once they do understand “the false step” of 1953, they will realize that the jarringly non-judgmental words apply perfectly well. In 1953, despite the warming up of Cold War, Heidegger showed a poor sense of timing, a reprehensible impatience—especially given his professed willingness to wait for the “right moment”—by making public his continuing commitment to “the inner truth and greatness of this movement.”146 Interpreted in accordance with the methods described in “Persecution and the Art of Writing,”147 Strauss suggests that Heidegger’s decision to join the Nazis was not so much wrong as premature: “a false step.”


  “The access to Husserl is not rendered difficult by any false step like those taken by Heidegger in 1933 and 1953” (emphasis mine). What then do these enigmatic words mean? Had Strauss not added the words “and 1953,” his point would have been transparent to every reader: Husserl never joined the Nazis and therefore it is easier to gain access to him than to the compromised Heidegger. Of Jewish origin, Husserl couldn’t have joined the Nazis (which is not to suggest that he had the remotest inclination to do so.) But in the sentence immediately following the “false step” passage, Leo Strauss makes the astonishing claim that Husserl did do something remarkably similar to what Heidegger had done in 1933 and 1953:


  
    I have heard it said though that the Husserlian equivalent was his conversion, not proceeding from conviction, to Christianity. If this were proven to be the case, it would be a task for a casuist of exceptional gifts to consider the dissimilarities and similarities of the two acts and to weigh their respective demerits and merits.148

  


  Strauss treats the mere rumor (“I have heard it said”) that Husserl converted to Christianity as somehow palliating (hence his use of the word “though”) “any false step” of Heidegger’s in 1953 and 1933! The only way to salvage an anti-Nazi Strauss from this damning passage is to see him as an ignorant bigot who regards Christianity as so loathsome that even in the anti-Semitic Germany that produced Hitler, the expedient conversion of a Jew like Husserl to Christianity is as false a step as a Gentile like Heidegger becoming and long remaining a Nazi. Thus the reader is forced to reevaluate what Strauss meant by the words “any false step.”


  His point might seem to be that Heidegger publicly embraced National Socialism for the sake of professional expediency in 1933 and that Edmund Husserl did something indistinguishable by converting without conviction to Christianity. But Strauss has already said that Heidegger’s joining the Nazis was not “without conviction,” it sprang from his thought.149 Perhaps Strauss is suggesting that since the rationalism of “Athens” leads to nihilism (which only the Nazis had the courage to face), that joining them too early (as Heidegger did) is somehow identical to joining “Jerusalem”—which in the aftermath of the Enlightenment, could ultimately only make converts of those without conviction—too late (as Husserl did). But whatever Strauss may have thought that he meant, it hardly requires a particularly refined moral sense to see that Heidegger’s decision to join the Nazis was criminal. Nor does it require a “casuist of exceptional gifts” to see that nothing done by Husserl—a patriotic German whose sons fought and whose younger boy died in that terrible War that Heidegger, Schmitt, and Strauss, all managed to avoid fighting and who was, moreover, subsequently crushed by the abandonment of Liberal Democracy’s tolerant principles by a proud but humiliated nation led disastrously astray150 —is its equivalent, moral or otherwise.


  Why can’t Leo Strauss see this?
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  110. See “Review of Albert Levkowitz, Contemporary Religious Thinkers” (1924), “Cohen’s Analysis of Spinoza’s Bible Science” (1924) and “Cohen und Maimuni” (1931); EW 140-72 and GS2 393-426 respectively. See JPCM 460 (“A Giving of Accounts”): “For reasons of local proximity I went to the University of Marburg, which had been the seat and center of the neo-Kantian school of Marburg, founded by Hermann Cohen. Cohen attracted me because he was a passionate philosopher and a Jew passionately devoted to Judaism. Cohen was at the time no longer alive, and his school was in a state of disintegration. The disintegration was chiefly due to the emergence and ever increasing power of phenomenology—an approach opened up by Edmund Husserl.” HC could not have attracted LS because HC was already dead and his school disintegrating; his real motive for attending Marburg was “local proximity.” But insofar as he was attracted to HC, it was a matter of passion not substance: the substance of HC’s thought—the synthesis of Athens and Jerusalem embodied in “a passionate philosopher and a Jew passionately devoted to Judaism”—is precisely the opposite of LS’s. This secretly polemical stance toward HC is also visible in his 1972 “Introductory Essay to Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism” (a book LS had attacked in 1924; see EW 41f.), especially in his opening sentence, one of the truest he ever wrote (SPPP 267; emphases mine): “I doubt whether I am the best mediator between Hermann Cohen (1842-1918) and the present-day American reader. I grew up in an environment in which Cohen was the center of attraction for philosophically minded Jews who were devoted to Judaism; he was the master whom they revered. But it is more than forty years since I last studied or even read the Religion of Reason” LS made sure that this “Introductory Essay” was the last chapter of his last book; a critique of Cohen’s belief in Liberalism is his last sincere word (SPPP 247); what’s a “blessing” without God?


  111. See the 1955 remarks by LS on “Kurt Riezler” at WIPP 246: “Riezler delivered his speech on Gebundenheit und Freiheit des gegenwärtigen Zeitalters in Davos before the same audience which immediately before had listened to a debate between Heidegger and Cassirer. Riezler took the side of Heidegger without any hesitation. There was no alternative. Mere sensitivity to greatness would have dictated Riezler’s choice. Cassirer represented the established academic position. He was a distinguished professor of philosophy but he was no philosopher. He was erudite but he had no passion [LS suggests that passion is more important than reason even in a philosophical debate; cf. LS’s remarks on HC in previous note]. He was a clear writer but his clarity and placidity were not equaled by his sensitivity to the problems.” According to LS, philosophy is “nothing but awareness of problems” at OT 196. Once again, LS fails to mention that Cassirer was a Jew.


  112. François Poirié, Emmanuel Levinas: Qui êtes-vous? (Lyon: La Manufacture, 1987), 78.


  113. The enduring influence of FWN on LS is indicated by the central position accorded “Note on the Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil” (1973) in SPPP, his last work. See Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche.


  114. RCPR 31. The passage continues: “If one rejects, as passionately as Nietzsche did, conservative constitutional monarchy, as well as democracy, with a view to a new aristocracy, the passion of the denials will be much more effective than the necessarily more subtle intimations of the character of the new nobility, to say nothing of the blond beast.”


  115. See Walter Kaufmann, Nietzsche: Philosopher, Psychologist, Antichrist, fourth edition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1974). It is noteworthy that LS was well aware of the most anti-Jewish passage in FWN’s writings: Section §205 in Friedrich Nietzsche, Daybreak: Thoughts on the Prejudices of Morality, translated by R.J. Hollingdale (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 124-25. Indeed LS quotes this passage in “Why We Remain Jews: Can Jewish Faith and History Still Speak to Us?”, a lecture LS delivered at the University of Chicago Hillel House in 1962. See JPCM 323: “We will be helped in that reconsideration by this statement of a non-Jew, of a German. Of a German, in addition, who has a very bad reputation in many quarters, and that man is Friedrich Nietzsche. I would like to read to you an aphorism, which will not please every one of you, from Nietzsche’s Dawn of Day, aphorism 205.” Green’s notes on the passage (350-51nn22-25) should be consulted. It should be noted as well that Kaufmann, the untiring missionary for a sanitized view of FWN, expurgated the passage in The Portable Nietzsche, 88-89 and never translated Morgenröte.


  116. RCPR 30. In my unpublished manuscript “Martin Heidegger and the First World War: Being and Time as Funeral Oration,” I show that the path MH took to Nationalism is intelligible in the context of his bold statements about and cowardly actions during the World War. In lieu of the argument developed there, it may be useful for the reader to entertain the notion that the “resoluteness” to which LS refers here is best understood as a resolve to re-fight the First in a Second World War; authenticity could only be reclaimed if “we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain.”


  117. The phrase “to take seriously” is a commonplace in LS and a useful index of Straussian influence. “Ernst zu nehmen” is also found in MH; see Heidegger, Hölderlins Hymnen, 184.


  118. For an overview of this debate, see Tom Rockmore and Joseph Margolis, “Foreword” to Farías, Heidegger and Nazism, ix-xxi at xv: “Before Farías [he published his Heidegger et le nazisme in 1987], it was arguably still possible, however difficult, to claim that the link between Heidegger and Nazism was tangential at best.” See also Fritsche, Historical Destiny and National Socialism, and Faye, Heidegger, 8-38.


  119. Allan Udoff, “On Leo Strauss,” 25n39: “In publishing this essay Pangle has emended the archival transcript in two critical ways: adding ‘Heideggerian’ to the title, and deleting the deeply suggestive Maimonidean resonances with which the essay began: ‘This series of lectures—a reminder of the perplexities of modern man—should help the Jewish students in particular towards facing the perplexities of the modern Jew with somewhat greater clarity.’” There’s nothing “Maimonidean”—aside from the proximity of “perplexities and “Jewish”—about gaining a hearing for a Nazi from Jewish students who are perplexed enough to give him one. On the other hand, consider LS’s conflation of RMbM and FWN in the letter to Klein of 28 July 1938 (GS3 553-54).


  120. RCPR 28. The passage continues as follows: “I had heard Heidegger’s interpretation of certain sections in Aristotle, and some time later I heard Werner Jaeger in Berlin interpret the same texts. Charity compels me to limit my comparison to the remark that there was no comparison.” LS covers this same territory more circumspectly at JPCM 461: “One of the unknown young men in Husserl’s entourage was Heidegger. I attended his lecture course from time to time without understanding a word, but sensed that he dealt with something of the utmost importance to man as man. I understood something on one occasion: when he interpreted the beginning of the Metaphysics. I had never heard nor seen such a thing—such a thorough interpretation of a philosophic text.” nor seen such a thing—such a thorough interpretation of a philosophic text.” The next sentence relates the Weber/orphan child remark.


  121. RCPR 28.


  122. RCPR 29. In “What is Liberal Education?” (1958), LS indicates the central importance of MH without even mentioning his name at LAM 3: “Those teachers who are not in turn pupils are the great minds or, in order to avoid any ambiguity in a matter of such importance, the greatest minds. Such men are extremely rare. We are not likely to meet any of them in a classroom. We are not likely to meet any of them anywhere. It is a piece of good luck if there is a single one alive in one’s time.” LS regarded himself as “one of the lucky ones.”


  123. RCPR 29: “The only question of importance, of course, is the question whether Heidegger’s teaching is true or not. But the very question is deceptive because it is silent about the question of competence—of who is competent to judge. Perhaps only great thinkers are really competent to judge the thought of great thinkers.” That “perhaps” is the only thing saving us from a syllogism. I regard this protection as inadequate.


  124. RCPR 29: “I know that I am only a scholar. But I know that most people who call themselves philosophers are mostly, at best, scholars.”


  125. RCPR 30: “The most stupid thing I could do would be to close my eyes or to reject his [MH’s] work. There is a not altogether unrespectable.” justification for doing so. Heidegger became a Nazi in 1933.” LS then proceeds to ignore this justification for the balance of the lecture. Why shouldn’t he? On his own account, ignoring MH (or even denying that MH needs to be taken seriously as a great thinker) on the basis of his entanglement with Nazism is hardly respectable, it is simply “not altogether unrespectable.”


  126. Note that that Weber’s inadequate response to nihilism as presented in NRH is also the basis (according to LS) of the superiority of MH to Ernst Cassirer; see RCPR 28: “Cassirer had been a pupil of Hermann Cohen, the founder of the neo-Kantian school. Cohen had elaborated a system of philosophy whose center was ethics. Cassirer had transformed Cohen’s system into a new system of philosophy in which ethics had completely disappeared. It had been silently dropped: he had not faced the problem. Heidegger did face the problem. He declared that ethics is impossible, and his whole being was permeated by the awareness that this fact opens up an abyss.” Weber, on the other hand, doesn’t think through the nihilistic consequences of his historicism and his commitment to a value-free social science.


  127. TOM 165-66: “Bowing to the principle of authority is sterile if not followed by surrender to authority itself, i.e., to this or that authority.”


  128. Michael Gillespie, e-mail message to author, February 16, 2005. See also Minowitz, Straussophobia, 51n112: “According to Anastaplo, Strauss both told various students traveling to postwar Germany that they should avoid Heidegger and broke off relations with a Jewish friend because that friend reconciled with Heidegger [citation deleted]”


  129. Dannhauser, “Leo Strauss in his Letters,” questions the decision to publish LS’s correspondence in GS3. From a Straussian perspective, he has good reason to do so. Rather than the Straussian-approved distinction between East and West coast, I propose that there are patient Straussians (but see Taming of the Shrew I.i.139). Although perhaps more dangerous, they’d look gutless (see Henry V, IV.i.150).


  130. Thomas L. Pangle, “Editor’s Introduction” to RCPR xxix. Pangle begins his comments with words that attempt to explain the motives of LS. “Chapter 3 is meant to convey at least the introductory outlines of Strauss’s lifelong grappling with the awesome challenge of Martin Heidegger—in Strauss’s eyes the greatest thinker of the twentieth century and the most powerful advocate of a truly radical historicism and relativism.” Please note that I have quoted no passages in this chapter from the last quarter of the piece, described by Pangle on xxix.


  131. But LS did publish an article called “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” in 1971 that covers some of the same territory although much less explicitly. See SPPP 29-37.


  132. RCPR 30-31. The reference is to the following passage in Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, translated by Ralph Manheim (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1959), 199: “The works that are being peddled about nowadays as the philosophy of National Socialism but have nothing to do with the inner truth and greatness of this movement (namely the encounter between global technology and modern man)—have all been written by men fishing in the troubled waters of ‘values’ and ‘totalities.’” MH makes his clearest assault on values in the next paragraph where he takes FWN to task. “His entanglement in the thicket of the idea of values, his failure to understand its questionable origin, is the reason why Nietzsche did not attain to the true center of philosophy.”


  133. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 206.


  134. In “An Unspoken Prologue to a Public Lecture at St. John’s College in Honor of Jacob Klein,” (see JCPM 449-52), LS (1959) praises Klein in terms that obviously apply equally well to himself (450): “Klein was the first to understand the possibility which Heidegger had opened without intending it [note that LS is claiming to understand “the only great thinker in our time” better than MH understood himself; cf. REL 155-56]: the possibility of a genuine return to classical philosophy, to the philosophy of Aristotle and of Plato [note that it is only Aristotle with whom MH was concerned at the time], a return with open eyes and in full clarity about the infinite difficulties it entails. He turned to the study of classical philosophy with a devotion and a love of toil [cf. OT 309], a penetration and an intelligence, an intellectual probity [sc. Redlichkeit] and a sobriety in which no contemporary equals him.” The differences between Klein and LS are revealed in moral terms in the question period that followed (see JPCM 464-65). But they shared an early enthusiasm for MH (450; emphasis mine): “Nothing affected us as profoundly in the years in which our minds took their lasting directions as the thought of Heidegger. This is not the place for speaking of that thought and its affects in general. Only this much may be said: Heidegger, who surpasses in speculative intelligence all his contemporaries [my emphasis: LS states that MH is deficient in practical intelligence] and is at the same time intellectually the counterpart to what Hitler was politically, attempts to go a way not yet trodden by anyone or rather [to make an exception for whom?] to think in a way in which philosophers at any rate have never thought before. Certain it is that no one has questioned the premise of philosophy as radically as Heidegger.” LS goes on to claim that “Klein alone saw why Heidegger is truly important: by uprooting and not simply rejecting the tradition of philosophy, he made it possible . . . to see the roots of the tradition as they are and thus perhaps to know, what so many merely believe, that those roots are the only natural and healthy roots. . . . Above all, his intention was to uproot”


  135. JPCM 461 (emphasis mine). Note that LS is unclear about whether he can’t stomach (1) where the moral teaching of MH actually leads (i.e., to Nazism), (2) the fact that it is without content (and thereby could lead to any movement, including Communism, about which one could become equally “resolute”), or simply because (3) MH has a moral teaching at all. The typical reader will simply assume that LS means “(1)” because that is what typical readers themselves believe; i.e., a literal understanding requires “(1).” But if the careful reader attends to the (intentional) ambiguity of LS’s words, the fact that “(1)” and “(2)” are mutually exclusive would seem to leave “(3)” in possession of the field. But this possibility is not only predicated on LS understanding MH better than MH understood himself (as LS admits by including the words “for despite his disclaimer”) but contradicted directly by what LS had said in “An Introduction to Existentialism” about MH’s explicit rejection of ethics (“He declared that ethics is impossible, and his whole being was permeated by the awareness that this fact opens up an abyss”; see above) in the Davos Debate with Cassirer (RCPR 28) and in the Riezler memorial at WIPP 246: “Heidegger on the other hand explicitly denies the possibility of ethics because he feels that there is a revolting disproportion between the idea of ethics and those phenomena which ethics pretended to articulate.” Moreover, LS admits only a few moments later in a dialogue with Klein (JPCM 465): “that you attach a higher importance to morality, as morality, than I do.” The careful reader is therefore left with the realization that there is much less about MH that LS “could not stomach” than a literal understanding of the sentence suggests. LS may also be taking “stomach” in its etymological sense (Latin stomachari; to reject). In any case, the anomalous aspect of “A Giving of Accounts” with respect to veracity has already been noted.


  136. Had he decided to publish “An Introduction to Existentialism,” LS would seem to have been challenging MH (in turn) to emerge more fully. LS refers to the speech MH made in 1933 as an open Nazi and Rector of Freiburg in these provocative terms at RCPR 30 (emphasis mine): “Heidegger has not yet dared to mention that speech in the otherwise complete lists of his writings which appear from time to time on the book jackets of his recent publications.” LS made only one trip back to his native Germany; this was in 1954. According to Meier, he visited Freiburg (GS3 xxv) but whether he called on MH is unknown.


  137. SPPP 34n4.


  138. See “On Classical Political Philosophy” (1945) in WIPP 78-94. The question will be treated in detail in chapter 8.


  139. SPPP 31, RCPR 28-29, and JPCM, 461.


  140. The relationship between MH and EH, especially the betrayal of the latter by the former, is found in Ott, Martin Heidegger. See also Theodore Kisiel and Thomas Sheehan (eds.), Becoming Heidegger; On the Trail of His Early Occasional Writings, 1910-1927 (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2007), 349-420.


  141. RCPR 28: “It was Heidegger’s critique of Husserl’s phenomenology which became decisive: it became so precisely because that criticism consisted in a radicalization of Husserl’s own question and questioning.” LS elevates this motif to a basic principle (one which I too am applying) at JPCM 316: “But in order to survive Hitler, Stalin had to learn from Hitler. That is always so: in order to defeat an enemy you have to take a leaf from his book.”


  142. While reviewing this chapter in manuscript, Michael Zank proposed a valuable analogy: just as FHJ attributed his own (radicalized) Spinozism onto Lessing, so also LS attributes the invention of “political philosophy” to MH. If this insight is valid, it is closely linked to National Socialism: MH must conceal the true nature of his political commitments both before the Machtergreifung and after the War is lost. As indicated in chapter 1, a full account of the enduring influence of FHJ on LS would require book-length treatment. Another instance of LS imitating FHJ may become visible in Steven R. Schwarzschild, “Franz Rosenzweig’s Anecdotes about Hermann Cohen” in H. A. Strauss and K. R. Grossman (eds.), Gegenwart im Rückblick, 209-218 (Heidelberg: Lothar Stiehm, 1970), 212 and 216n13. At PL 50, LS tells a story implying that HC did not really believe in God. In the attached note (PL 139n6), LS claims he told the story to FR who then published it. Schwarzschild argues that the anecdote is false. So if LS spoke the truth about telling the story to FR and if Schwarzschild is correct that the anecdote is false, then LS played the part of FHJ, who caused MM to believe falsehoods about his friend Lessing, just as FR was led to believe something false about HC.


  143. SPPP 31.


  144. SPPP 34n3. See “Appendix to Chapter Three: The Heidegger Footnote.”


  145. Keep in mind that “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” was published in 1971 and that even the readers of Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy (1983) had no access to “An Introduction to Existentialism” (where the significance of “1953” is spelled out) until 1989. The only reference to “1953” in the text in front of the reader is “the Heidegger Footnote” (see previous note) and therefore the reader is directed to Einführung in die Metaphysik to discover for themselves the “error” of 1953. And what is that error? Note that the student who tracked all this down would be engaged in what LS calls “studies in Platonic political philosophy.”


  146. SPPP 30: “This does not mean that Heidegger is wholly alien to politics: he welcomed Hitler’s revolution in 1933 [emphasis mine to illustrate that this sentence can be read as an attack on MH’s timing rather than his politics] and he, who had never before praised any other contemporary political effort [a problematic statement given the view of Sein und Zeit expressed at RCPR 30; see above], still praised national socialism long after Hitler had been muted [i.e., in 1953; the use of the word ‘muted’ suggests that Hitler has not been permanently silenced] and Heil Hitler had been transformed into Heil Unheil [LS is indicating that the anti-Nazi opposition is just as fanatic and thoughtless as the Nazis were]. We cannot help holding these facts against Heidegger [if the previous sentence is taken to imply criticism of MH’s politics, then this self-consciously reluctant criticism is far too mild: intentional ambiguity on the part of LS about what ‘these facts’ are is strongly indicated by this curious sentence]. Moreover [suggests a topic shift], one is bound to misunderstand Heidegger’s thought radically if one does not see their [‘these facts’ to which he has now alluded twice] intimate connection with the core of his philosophic thought. As far as I can see [having suggested reluctant criticism of MH, LS quickly suggests he may not fully understand ‘the only great thinker in our time’], he is of the opinion that none of his critics and none of his followers [LS indicates that we should ask ourselves to which of these groups he himself belongs] has understood him adequately. I believe he is right, for is the same not also true, more or less, of all outstanding thinkers? This does not dispense us, however, from taking a stand toward him [despite, or rather because of the reluctant criticism LS has expressed, it is intentionally unclear what, in his case, this ‘stand’ is], for we do this at any rate implicitly [MH cannot be ignored, claims LS]; in doing it explicitly, we run no greater risk of exposing ourselves to ridicule and perhaps receiving some needed instruction.” Since this is from the first chapter in LS’s last book and was written in 1971, it is too late for re-education; we are, instead, hearing the criminal’s posthumous confession. LS’s strongest criticism of MH is found in the last paragraph of the French version of On Tyranny; this paragraph was deleted after 1954 in the English version. Both criticism and deletion will receive attention in chapter 8.


  147. PAW 22-37 at 36: “guided by certain obtrusively enigmatic features in the presentation of the popular teaching [in this case, the view that Nazism is evil]—obscurity of the plan, contradictions, pseudonyms, inexact repetitions of earlier statements, strange expressions, etc. [this key element of the list serves also to emphasize the item preceding it]. Such features do not disturb the slumber of those who cannot see the wood for the trees, but act as awakening stumbling blocks for those who can.” Note that LS uses this expression (“cannot see the wood for the trees”) twice in “Persecution and the Art of Writing” (first at 30) as well as in the crucial context of Being and Time at RCPR 30.


  148. SPPP 31.


  149. RCPR 30: “Heidegger became a Nazi in 1933. This was not due to a mere error of judgment on the part of a man who lived on great heights high above the low land of politics.” After eliminating the reductio ad Hitlerum, any student who is willing “to entertain suspicion of a crime” will see that LS is refusing to call MH’s decision an error.


  150. EH to Dietrich Mahnke, outside Locarno, 4 May 1933 in Kisiel and Sheehan, Becoming Heidegger, 413: “Finally now in my old age I have to live through what I would never have thought possible: this creation of an intellectual ghetto into which I am to be thrown along with my children, my truly remarkable, noble-minded children (and all their children). Thanks to a national law, valid henceforth and forever, we are no longer to have the right to call ourselves Germans. Our intellectual achievements will no longer be part of German intellectual history. They will only survive branded with the mark ‘Jewish’—which by all accounts the new regime is determined to make a scar of disdain—and as a poison that German intellectuals must guard themselves against, a virus that must be eradicated. . . . But with others I have had to suffer the worst kind of personal experience—the final case (and it hit me the hardest) being Heidegger: hardest, because I had come to place a trust (which I can no longer understand) not just in his talent but in his character as well.”


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter Three

  

  The Heidegger Footnote


  The subject of this appendix is a curious footnote found in the first essay of Strauss’s last book. “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” (1971) was reprinted in his posthumously published Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy (1983). Some passages from this article have already been considered in chapter 3. The footnote in question refers the reader to six passages in five different books by Martin Heidegger.1 As it turns out, the passages to which Strauss refers raise a basic question about the later Heidegger, a question that could not be conveniently considered in the text.


  As has been shown, Strauss took the publication of Einführung in die Metaphysik (1953) as a signal that Heidegger had “kept the faith” and was still loyal to National Socialism. In a book connecting Leo Strauss and National Socialism, it hardly matters whether Strauss was correct in his understanding of Heidegger’s motives. A careful consideration of the new campaign Strauss initiated with the Walgreen Lectures and the University of Jerusalem between 1953 and 1955 (see chapters 7 and 8) reveals what it reveals about Strauss even if Strauss was wrong about Heidegger. But the passages from Heidegger’s writings during the 1950s cited by Strauss in “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” suggest that Strauss wasn’t wrong.


  That Heidegger was a Nazi cannot be denied. That he never expressed remorse for the crimes of other Nazis has often been remarked. But the claim that Heidegger was not only an unrepentant Nazi but a faithful and devoted one who in 1953 (and beyond) was still sending out signals to other National Socialists that they need only bide their time; this view—apparently the view of Leo Strauss—is eccentric. But it may be true. Posing this question—a question that arises from careful consideration of what I will call “the Heidegger Footnote”2 —sheds additional light on Strauss’s own political beliefs and his manner of both revealing and concealing them but it may also be of interest to students of Heidegger. Strauss the student teaches us how to read Heidegger the master and, in the process, he exposes them both.


  The general context of the Footnote is the paragraph in which it is contained: Strauss is illuminating the parallels between “Heidegger’s philosophy of history” and that of Marx and Nietzsche where “the moment in which the final insight is arriving opens the eschatological prospect.” The immediate context of the footnote is the dialogue between East and West that Strauss presents as Heidegger’s post-1933 hope for reaching this consummating moment of insight. The passage as a whole appears as follows with the footnote’s position marked in brackets.


  
    A dialogue between the most profound thinkers of the Occident and the most profound thinkers of the Orient and in particular East Asia may lead to the consummation prepared, accompanied or followed by a return of the gods. That dialogue and everything it entails but surely not political action of any kind is perhaps the way. [Footnote] Heidegger severs the connection of the vision with politics more radically than either Marx or Nietzsche. One is inclined to say that Heidegger has learned the lesson of 1933 more thoroughly than any other man. Surely he leaves no room whatever for political philosophy. Let us return from these fantastic hopes, more to be expected from visionaries than from philosophers, to Husserl.3

  


  The claim “that Heidegger has learned the lesson of 1933 more thoroughly than any other man” clearly indicates that this passage is both a crucial and revealing one.4 I sincerely hope that no reader of this book could still believe that what Strauss means by “the lesson of 1933” is anything remotely similar to what a patriotic American would good-naturedly understand him to mean.5 When the passages to which Strauss refers in the footnote are considered, a benign reading of these sentences—difficult in any case—becomes impossible.


  The Footnote itself reads as follows: “3. Was heisst Denken? 31, 153-54; Der Satz vom Grund 101; Einführung in die Metaphysik 28; Wegmarken 250-52; Gelassenheit 16-26.”6 Even by Strauss’s standards, this is an impenetrable note. All the texts are cited in German with no indication of their content except the sentence in the text to which the note is attached. As is typical of the mature Strauss, the citations are listed without comment; readers must make what use of them that they can. To state the obvious: only those who combine interest in Heidegger with the ability to read German can make anything whatsoever out of the Footnote. This intentional linguistic barrier is emphasized by comparison with footnote 4 that immediately follows: “4. Philosophie als strenge Wisssenschaft, ed. W. Szilasi, sect. 1, 2, 4, and 5. I have made use of the English translation by Lauer in Husserl, Phenomenology and the Crisis of Philosophy, Harper Torch Books, pp. 71-147.”7 Can the German Stranger be unaware that of the five works to which he refers in the Footnote, three had already been translated into English by 1971?


  The first work cited by Strauss (translated as What is Called Thinking?)8 is in fact the published version of the first lectures Heidegger was allowed to give at University of Freiburg since 1945 when he had been forced into silent retirement as part of de-Nazification.9 These first lectures must have been subject to intense scrutiny: many were wondering whether or not Heidegger had purged himself of his Nazi past. If he had not, he certainly would conceal that fact: an unrepentant Nazi would need to “write between the lines” and practice “political philosophy” in the Straussian sense under fire.


  The first of two passages from these lectures cited by Strauss is about Nietzsche. This is in keeping with the fact that the paragraph in which Strauss embeds the Footnote is comparing Heidegger with Marx and Nietzsche. The single page from Was heisst Denken? emphasizes a sentence from Also Sprach Zarathustra: “‘We have invented happiness, say the last men, and blink.’”10 The “last men” are the faceless hordes11 who are incapable of willing themselves to be Nietzsche’s übermenschen.12 These “last men” have created “a sham peace and security”13 by means of the last war.


  
    Yet, despite this invention of happiness, man is driven from one world war into the next. With a wink the nations are informed that peace is the elimination of war, but that meanwhile peace which eliminates war can be secured only by war. Against this war-peace, in turn, we launch a peace offensive whose attacks can hardly be called peaceful. War—the securing of peace; and peace—the elimination of war. How is peace to be secured by what it eliminates?14

  


  In 1950-1951, Heidegger is openly expressing discontent with the post-War settlement albeit apparently on the basis of what he has just called the “metaphysical basis of the modern age.”15 And it seems likely that it is this discontent to which Strauss intends to draw the careful reader’s attention. This is certainly the most arresting passage on the cited page.


  But the sentence immediately following the passage quoted above backs off somewhat from the critique of the post-War settlement. “Something is fundamentally out of joint here, or perhaps has never yet been in joint.”16 Heidegger thus gives himself an alibi: things perhaps have never yet been right. This is the last full sentence on the cited page and Strauss echoes it only a few sentences before the Footnote, which also emphasizes this passage’s importance.


  
    Heidegger’s philosophy belongs to the infinitely dangerous moment when man is in a greater danger than ever before of losing his humanity and therefore—danger and salvation belonging together—philosophy can have the task of contributing toward the recovery or return of Bodenständigkeit or rather of preparing an entirely novel kind of Bodenständigkeit: a Bodenständigkeit beyond the most extreme Bodenlosigkeit, a home beyond the most extreme homelessness. Nay, there are reasons for thinking that according to Heidegger the world has never yet been in order, or thought has never yet been simply human.17

  


  It is tempting to assume that “the infinitely dangerous moment” to which Heidegger’s philosophy most authentically belongs was 1933. It was at this moment that the masses, hoping for “the recovery or return of Bodenständigkeit” (Blut und Boden) were guided by leaders who had actually discovered “an entirely novel kind of Bodenständigkeit: a Bodenständigkeit beyond the most extreme Bodenlosigkeit:” the militant or affirmative nihilism called “National Socialism.” The movement Heidegger had been racially qualified to join (which does not prove that there were not also Jewish devotees of the übermensch) had failed. The “last men” of both Russia and the United States had now imposed “a world order” and were making themselves believe (with a wink as they mouthed their hypocrisies) in a peace enforced by war.


  But this means that Strauss is telling us he knows that Heidegger’s philosophy also belongs to this infinitely dangerous moment: the post-War moment of the 1950s when a Nietzschean philosopher must fight a lonely battle against a time “out of joint” and the “last men” whose triumph has made it so. Heidegger was able to stay in Germany; the Third Reich’s defeat had temporarily muted him and he must now be circumspect, i.e., “political.” Strauss’s erstwhile ethnic disability has now become an asset: it allows him more freedom of speech in his exiled homelessness. But there are limits on him as well: hence both must have recourse to “political philosophy.” Both give themselves protection in the passages quoted above: they can claim that the present darkness is due to the fact that things have never been in order. As Strauss observes, there is certainly at least one good reason to believe that Heidegger thinks that things have “never yet been in joint”: he says so. But as both Heidegger’s “perhaps” and Strauss’s inflated understatement (“nay, there are reasons for thinking”) suggest, between the lines, there are also reasons to believe the contrary: that the present predicament has been and can again be overcome. This first passage in the Footnote suggests that the Second World War was not decisive: the victory of the “last men” need not be regarded as permanent.


  The second passage from Was heisst Denken? is less political in the traditional sense but suggests a hermeneutic framework for reading—perhaps it would be better to say “for thinking”—all of the passages as examples of what Strauss calls “political philosophy.” The content of the two pages cited is close to the book’s title: the nature of “thinking” is discussed in Heidegger’s characteristic style. The central idea in the passage is closely connected with exotericism: authentic thinking—as opposed to what passes for “thinking” today18 —penetrates to what Heidegger calls “the unspoken.”19 But the most striking passage—echoed by Strauss when he wrote that, for Heidegger, “thought has never yet been simply human”20 —suggests that only übermenschen heed “the call to think.”


  
    The call to think determines what the word “to think” calls for. Yet the call which commends our nature to thought, is not a constraining force. The call sets our nature free, so decisively that only the calling which calls on us to think establishes the free scope of freedom in which free human nature may abide. The originary nature of freedom keeps itself concealed in the calling by which it is given to mortal man to think what is most thought-provoking. Freedom, therefore, is never something merely human, nor merely divine; still less is freedom the mere reflection of their belonging together.21

  


  True freedom belongs only to those who are neither human nor divine (this is Heidegger’s euphemism for Nietzsche’s übermenschen)22 and it is only their willingness to think “what is most thought-provoking” that ensures “free human nature may abide.” Heigegger may be suggesting that the call is only addressed to those who know German23 but Strauss is certainly alerting the careful reader to be free and courageous enough to think—presumably while tracking down the passages cited in the Footnote—what is and must remain unspoken there.


  The second of the five books in the Footnote is Der Satz vom Grund; a single page (101) is cited.24 The passage appears to be the basis for Strauss’s claim that for Heidegger, “danger and salvation” are coincident in “the infinitely dangerous moment.”25 The relevant passage reads: “Here we find some backing for the idea that in the most extreme withdrawal of being thinking first brings the essence of being into view.”26 But the clearest statement about this combination of withdrawal and revelation identifies the moment as today.


  
    Today it seems that the withdrawal of the essence of being is complete. We say “today” and mean the atomic age which is beginning, an age through which modernity supposedly comes to completion insofar as the initial, basic trait of this epoch unrestrictedly unfolds to its fullest extremity.27

  


  The possession of nuclear weapons by “the last men” constitutes the triumph of technology and the banishment of what Heidegger calls “thinking.”28 There is no indication in this passage about what might constitute salvation within this predicament. But this use of the atomic bomb as an argument against Modern Science—a veritable reductio ad boletum—is found several times in Strauss.29 Given the post-1945 attack on technology in Heidegger, one should probably expect a recrudescence of crypto-Nazi ideology in the environmental movement: the God of Israel could easily be made responsible for the banishment of the earth goddess and the objectification of the planet (see Conclusion).


  A clearer picture—indeed a geopolitical map—of both the predicament and the source of hope is found in the third book cited in the Footnote. The central passage—from the third of the five books cited—is a single page from Einführung in die Metaphysik30 The importance of this text has already been emphasized in chapter 3. The particular passage identified by Strauss constitutes an appropriate middle: Heidegger describes how Germany is caught in the middle between the United States and Russia.


  
    This Europe, in its ruinous blindness forever on the point of cutting its own throat, lies today in a great pincers, squeezed between Russia on one side and America on the other. From a metaphysical point of view, Russia and America are the same; the same dreary technological frenzy, the same unrestricted organization of the average man [Normalmenschen]31

  


  Only Germany—“the most metaphysical of nations”—can save Europe; such was Heidegger’s prognosis in 1935. “If the great decision regarding Europe is not to bring annihilation, that decision must be made in terms of new spiritual energies unfolding historically from out of the center.”32 But Germany’s defeat had been total; its enemies now were in possession of atomic bombs. Is the moment of salvation therefore annihilated? Heidegger’s 1953 decision to publish these words suggests that he did not think so; this hope in turn inspired Strauss in exile. It was already safe for Strauss to call for the annihilation of one of Germany’s enemies: the Soviet Union. By attacking the enemy of his Enemy, he could masquerade as its Friend.33 Nevertheless, he chose to begin his last book with an article about Heidegger where he dropped the pretense—if only in a footnote—and revealed where his loyalties lay.


  The fourth work cited in the Footnote is the essay “Zur Seinsfrage” from Wegmarken.34 This is the first passage to be more than two pages in length: it consists of three. The most striking passage is found on its middle page (251).


  
    Whoever ventures [wagt] such a word, particularly in a text for publication, knows all too well how overhastily and readily this saying [dieses Sagen], which is meant to provoke reflection, comes to be discarded as an obscure mumbling [als dunkles Raunen] or dismissed as pompous proclamation [als herrisches Verkünden]. Despite this, he who continues to learn must direct his thought toward examining more originarily and with greater care the saying of recollective thinking [die Sage des andenkenden Denkens]. One day [Eines Tages] he may come to leave such saying [dieses Sagen] in the realm of the mystery, as a supreme gift and greatest danger, as something seldom successful and frequently unsuccessful.35

  


  Even before considering the content of the mysterious saying (dieses Sagen) which Heidegger has presumably just dared (wagt) to speak, it is clear that this is an esoteric text. On the exoteric level, the saying will be dismissed and discarded; it will reveal its mystery only to the reader “who continues to learn.” For such a student, that which appears as a dark whisper (als dunkles Raunen) may well manifest itself as a dictatorial proclamation (als herrisches Verkünden); the day will come (Eines Tages) when it will be neither dismissed or discarded as such. The saying constitutes the coincidence of danger and salvation and is addressed only to those who make a practice of what Heidegger calls “thinking” (andenkenden Denkens).


  As is probably appropriate in a collection called Wegmarken (“Pathmarks” or “Trail-blazes”), Heidegger is only dropping a hint;36 he is more explicit about the importance of the saying than its actual content. Presumably Strauss thought he understood Heidegger’s meaning; I am less sure that I do. But the point seems to be that only through a return to nihilism can nihilism be overcome.37 Perhaps a full-scale analysis of the entire essay would make it possible to see why Heidegger regards such a saying as both “supreme gift and greatest danger.” In the context of the other passages cited in the Footnote, Strauss seems to suggest that Heidegger is offering hope to those who continue to resist the “last men” whose “forgetfulness of being” (made possible by the triumph of technology) can only be overcome by a return to an affirmative nihilism.38 Alluding to both Nietzsche and Heraclitus, Heidegger seems to call for a new kind of war quite distinct from the two World Wars;39 it is on this ominous note that the passage cited by Strauss ends.


  It is also in Wegmarken that Heidegger mentions what Strauss calls “a dialogue between the most profound thinkers of the Occident and the most profound thinkers of the Orient and in particular East Asia.”40 The context of Heidegger’s remarks on this dialogue is “the overcoming of nihilism” which paradoxically “demands a turning into its essence, a turning in whereby the desire to overcome becomes untenable.”41 This suggests that Heidegger is claiming (to paraphrase Oscar Wilde’s remark on temptation) that the only way to overcome nihilism is to yield to it. Apparently because of the self-contradictory nature of such a claim, Heidegger adds:


  
    And here no prophetic gifts or gestures are need in order to realize that planetary building will encounter issues to which those involved are today nowhere equal. This is equally true for both the language of Europe and that of East Asia, and it is true above all for the realm of a possible dialogue between them. Neither is able on its own to open or to found this realm.42

  


  Having made these obscure observations, Heidegger proceeds in the next paragraph to describe the Nietzschean or Heraclitean struggle that makes the World Wars seem superficial by comparison. What on earth is Heidegger driving at? Is this projected dialogue a purely speculative—and quite possibly a quixotic—attempt to overcome nihilism by not overcoming it as his words here suggest? Is it the basis for an alliance between China and Europe having the aim of overthrowing the planetary domination of technology?43 Does the dialogue aim at the establishment of a world religion, as Strauss’s Heidegger suggested in “An Introduction to Existentialism”?44


  The passage from the fifth (and last) book cited in the Footnote is by far the longest: eleven pages.45 The work in question is Gelassenheit (1955)46 and the overwhelming majority of this short memorial speech is included in Strauss’s citation. It is difficult to say why he didn’t simply cite the work as a whole unless, perhaps, he was trying to call attention to things in the excluded beginning47 and end of the speech.48 The passage as a whole attacks the global domination of technology (“It rules the whole earth”)49 in the atomic age and the calculative thinking that supports and maintains it.


  
    In all areas of his existence, man will be encircled ever more tightly by the forces of technology: These forces, which everywhere and every minute claim, enchain, drag along, press and impose upon man under the form of some technical contrivance or other—these forces, since man has not made them, have moved long since beyond his will and have outgrown his capacity for decision.50

  


  Seductively masquerading as benign environmentalism, Heidegger’s image of humanity encircled by technology mirrors the predicament of the German übermenschen caught in the middle between the “last men” of Russia and America.51 But as Strauss has already pointed out, Heideggerian thought “belongs to the infinitely dangerous moment” when salvation is discoverable precisely in the midst of the gravest danger.


  
    Thus we ask now: even if the old rootedness [die alte Bodenständigkeit] is being lost in this age, may not a new ground and foundation [ein neuer Grund und Boden] be granted again [zurückgeschenkt] to man, a foundation and ground [Boden und Grund] out of which man’s nature and all his works can flourish in a new way even in the atomic age? What could the ground and foundation [Grund und Boden] be for the new autochtony [eine künftige Bodenständigkeit]?52

  


  There is plenty of the old “Blut und Boden” rhetoric in the Memorial Address called Gelassenheit: Heidegger is commemorating “a native of our region” in his own hometown.53 The address gives voice not only to Heidegger’s pride in his Swabian Heimat (homeland) but deep sympathy for those from “East Prussia, Silesia, and Bohemia;”54 all regions that have been severed from the new post-War Germany leaving their daughters and sons homeless. In other words, the loss of Bodenständigkeit that Heidegger deplores is explicitly connected by him to the post-War predicament of defeated Germany.


  
    We grow more thoughtful and ask: What is happening here—with these driven from their homeland no less than those who have remained? Answer: the rootedness, the autochthony, of man is threatened today at its core! Even more: the loss of rootedness is caused not merely by circumstance and fortune, nor does it stem only from the negligence and the superficiality of man’s way of life. The loss of autochtony springs from the spirit of the age in which all of us were born.55

  


  Naturally the former or erstwhile Nazi says nothing about Jews or any of those who became refugees as a result of the Third Reich. In fact, there is nothing here that a Nazi could not say. Now that Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism can no longer be denied,56 his apologists tend to present it as a passing flirtation for a thoroughly apolitical thinker. The passages collected by Strauss suggest precisely the opposite.


  And this is the crux of the matter. The passages selected by Strauss are not apolitical: indeed they are political in both the traditional and Straussian sense of the term. Between the lines, Heidegger is shown to be calling for thinking the unspoken and even the unspeakable. Together, these passages suggest that the post-War settlement is impermanent and that the triumph of the “last men” of the New World Order must be resisted in the name of the übermensch. The day will come57 when a Bodenständigkeit anchored in the Grund of Nihilism’s Abgrund (“abyss”) will emerge as the only salvation for humanity.58 Such is the message of Strauss’s Heidegger. Nor is this Heidegger a figment of Strauss’s imagination: it is really a case of “it takes one to know one.” Let us hope that Strauss’s reading of Heidegger will contribute to unmasking both of them. To this end, recall the obscene words with which Strauss follows the Heidegger Footnote: “One is inclined to say that Heidegger has learned the lesson of 1933 more thoroughly than any other man.”59 As I said at the outset, I will rely on my readers to know Nazism when they see it. On the other hand, the texts cited in the Footnote indicate that Heidegger does—to considerably understate the case—leave room not only for “political action” but also for a certain amount of “Platonic political philosophy.” As for Strauss, he reveals his own use of “political philosophy” precisely by the manner in which he denies while simultaneously revealing Heidegger’s.


  Footnotes


  1. SPPP 34n3.


  2. I will also refer to it in this appendix simply as “the Footnote.”
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  56. At least since the publication of Farías, Heidegger and Nazism; LS and his students were never in doubt about this.
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  Chapter Four

  

  A Radical Critique of Liberalism


  

  



  In contrast with Heidegger’s Being and Time (1927), Schmitt’s treatise The Concept of the Political (1927)—slender to the point of comparison with Machiavelli’s Prince—is not a difficult book to understand. Nevertheless, both were written at the same time and by May Day of 1933, their writers had ended up in the same place.1 The two were born only a year apart: Schmitt in 1888 and Heidegger in 1889. They were both educated in Roman Catholic schools. Although both managed to avoid combat during the War,2 Schmitt emphasizes the World War in the book’s dedication: “In memory of my friend, August Schaetz of Munich, who fell on August 28, 1917, in the assault (im Sturm) on Moncelul.”3 It hardly seems accidental that the dedication celebrates not only a soldier but an attacker and possibly a storm-trooper: a willingness to wage war is at the heart of Schmitt’s slim treatise.


  Whatever else the book may be, its teaching is hardly difficult except perhaps in a moral sense.4 The “concept of the political” arises from the distinction between Friend and Enemy. This distinction is the basis of both enmity and unity. “The distinction of friend and enemy denotes the utmost degree of intensity of a union or separation, of an association or dissociation.”5 Hence, where this distinction disappears, there is no longer politics or the political. This distinction is made manifest in the “extreme case,” Schmitt’s euphemism for war: “What always matters is the possibility of the extreme case taking place, the real war, and the decision whether this situation has or has not arrived.”6


  
    For only in real combat is revealed the most extreme consequence of the political grouping of friend and enemy. From the most extreme possibility human life derives its specifically political tension.7

  


  Any political entity (like the sovereign state) ultimately depends on its capacity to make war: it is not so much that war is a continuation of politics (as von Clausewitz would have it) but rather the reverse.8


  Schmitt’s meaning is more transparent than Heidegger’s despite the fact that he too employs an abstract scientific vocabulary that tends to invest his conclusions with a timeless aura.9 While Being and Time can certainly be read as a timely attack on Weimar’s bourgeois society (Gesellschaft) in favor of a (National Socialist) Volksgemeinschaft,10 Schmitt’s treatise can only be read as a call to arms of this kind. First a revolution and then a Second War are necessary. The Weimar Republic, with its commitment to meet the demand for reparations11 imposed by the victorious and hypocritical12 Allies, has existence only in the context of the Versailles Peace.13 Schmitt leaves no doubt that Germany has enemies within precisely because they no longer recognize its international enemies without.14 Only by making the decision that enemies are bent on one’s destruction15 —by disclosing that a Friend and Enemy situation already exists16 —is a political entity sovereign17 and thus a true political community.18 The Weimar Republic, which is too liberal19 to recognize that this situation already exists20 and too divided to be able to do anything about it,21 is really not a state at all.22 All the post-Versailles talk about pacifism and peaceful resolution of conflict “cannot escape the logic of the political.”


  
    War is condemned but executions, sanctions, punitive expeditions, pacifications, protection of treaties, international police, and measures to assure peace remain. The adversary is thus no longer called an enemy but a disturber of the peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity. A war waged to protect or expand economic power must, with the aid of propaganda, turn into a crusade and into the last war of humanity.23

  


  Schmitt is at his best in describing the implacable hatred that will manifest itself among the pacifists the moment Germany embraces her own self-interest instead of the relativistic internationalism24 embodied in the League of Nations.25


  At the heart of the matter are the committed warriors that make war possible. Schmitt dedicates his treatise to the memory of a fallen warrior and thereby also to those who will mindfully take his place. In fact, he himself is such a warrior: an unblinking political realist in the tradition of Hobbes and Machiavelli.26 Warriors and realists will be common in the new post-Liberal Germany: having embraced the sense of community (Gemeinschaft) inherent in the distinction between Friend and Enemy, they will be uncontaminated by the individualism that weakens Germany’s western foes.


  
    In case of need, the political entity must demand the sacrifice of life. Such a demand is in no way consistent with the individualism of liberal thought. No consistent individualism can entrust to someone other than the individual himself the right to dispose of the physical life of the individual himself.27

  


  It was precisely here that Strauss proved himself to be both brilliant and illiberal: in a 1932 review of Schmitt’s book (“Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Politischen”),28 he pointed out that for all his realism, Hobbes (whom Schmitt had praised as “by far the greatest and perhaps the sole truly systematic thinker”)29 was in fact a liberal.30 In a neat antithesis that reveals as much about its author as it does about Schmitt and Hobbes, Strauss wrote: “Whereas Hobbes in an unliberal world accomplishes the founding of liberalism, Schmitt in a liberal world undertakes the critique of liberalism.”31 In 1932, Strauss presents Hobbes as the originator of liberalism: by definition, then, Hobbes is writing in a pre- or un-liberal context. Schmitt, on the other hand, is writing not only in the modern era but also in the context of the Weimar Republic, itself the product of Anglo-Saxony’s military victory. At the time that he does so (1927), Germany’s Liberal Democracy is still committed enough to its own survival that it prevents Adolf Hitler from speaking in public.32 Therefore, Schmitt must write in a circumspect manner: to undermine liberalism in a liberal world could be dangerous.33 But Strauss—always the careful reader—clearly perceives Schmitt’s true purpose. The unstated project undertaken by Schmitt in Der Begriff des Politischen is to destroy the liberal context from which it has arisen. But Schmitt’s failure to see that Hobbes is the original liberal creates a serious flaw in the logical consistency of The Concept of the Political. In short, the author of this anti-Weimar polemic, this ruthless mocker of humanitarianism and pacifism, and finally, this future Nazi only one year away from openly joining the Party and already doubtless committed to its principles in private, is, according to Strauss, too liberal.34


  According to Strauss, Hobbes is a liberal precisely because he denies that the State can demand the sacrifice of the individual. In Leviathan, Hobbes had written:


  
    In what cases subjects are absolved of their obedience to their sovereign. The obligation of subjects to the sovereign, is understood to last as long, and no longer, than the power lasteth, by which he is able to protect them. For the right men have by nature to protect themselves, when none else can protect them, can by no covenant be relinquished.35

  


  Because Schmitt cannot see the liberalism of Hobbes, he merely “undertakes the critique of liberalism” (emphasis mine); Strauss, by contrast, will complete the job. “Schmitt’s ultimate concern is then not the fight against liberalism.”36 It is noteworthy that Strauss doesn’t say the same about himself. In fact, by showing the limitations of Schmitt’s critique of liberalism and then proceeding to write the book about Hobbes he published four years later, the last word of his review reveals that he alone is capable of a truly radical critique:


  
    A radical critique of liberalism is thus possible only on the basis of an adequate understanding of Hobbes. To show what can be learned from Schmitt in order to achieve that urgent task was therefore the principal intention of our notes.37

  


  Schmitt hardly ignored Strauss’s prescient remarks. It was a letter of recommendation from Carl Schmitt to the Rockefeller Foundation that made it possible Strauss to leave Germany in 1932, and therefore he did not leave Germany because of Hitler, who came to power the following year.38


  If embracing Nazism had meant nothing more to Schmitt than embracing “a murderous hatred of Jews,” he would hardly have been willing to help Strauss continue his studies. Schmitt helped Strauss because Strauss had helped Schmitt: the brilliant Jew had helped the future Nazi by understanding him better than he understood himself.39 According to Strauss, Schmitt is too liberal: he has not completely freed himself from the trammels of liberalism and liberal thought. The emendations made by Schmitt in later editions of The Concept of the Political clearly demonstrate that Strauss was a man “he took seriously.”40 To state the obvious: his Jewish critic by no means diverted Schmitt from the road that led him to Nazism. But unlike Strauss, Schmitt could actively participate in a radical practical critique of liberalism and he did so by joining the Nazi Party. On the other hand, Strauss had unquestionably helped Schmitt to sharpen his objections to liberal humanitarianism and thus to prepare himself for embracing or rather embodying a radical critique of liberalism as a matter of practice.


  Strauss’s leadership in these matters deserves emphasis: “The affirmation of the political as such can therefore be only Schmitt’s first word against liberalism; that affirmation can only prepare for the radical critique of liberalism.”41 Strauss is well aware that this “radical critique” is not merely a matter of theory:


  
    The polemic against liberalism can therefore only constitute a supporting or preparatory move; it makes the field clear for a decisive battle [den Entscheidungskampf] between the “spirit of technology,” the “mass faith in an anti-religious this-worldly activism” and—to the opposed spirit and faith that, as it appears, still has no name.42

  


  What is this nameless alternative? If Strauss were referring to Christianity—as one of his ablest defenders has claimed43 —he could not have asserted that it even appears to have no name. In fact, it unquestionably had a name (“its name is legion”) but it was impossible for a German academic to use it in 1932. Nor is it only Schmitt’s 1933 decision towards which Strauss is already pointing: his equation of the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. likewise anticipates the point Heidegger will make a few years later in Einführung in der Metaphysik (1934-1935):


  
    This Europe, in its ruinous blindness forever on the point of cutting its own throat, lies today in a great pincers, squeezed between Russia on one side and America on the other. From a metaphysical point of view, Russia and America are the same; the same dreary technological frenzy, the same unrestricted organization of the average man.44

  


  On one side of the coming Entscheidungskampf will stand the technological liberalism of the West and the atheistic Bolshevism of the East: their necessarily unnamed but not entirely anti-religious enemy is National Socialism. Both Schmitt and Heidegger would speak that name aloud on May Day, 1933; Strauss had already whispered it the year before.


  In return, Schmitt helped Strauss to find funding outside German academic circles in order to carry on his already far more advanced attack on the foundations of Liberal Democracy. Had Strauss not been an enemy of Schmitt’s Enemy (the Weimar Republic), Schmitt would not have helped him gain a Rockefeller Foundation Grant. Schmitt would not have supported a liberal Gentile whereas he was happy to support an illiberal Jew. Many years later, Schmitt spoke about Strauss’s “Remarks” to his assistant: “You’ve got to read that. He saw through me and X-rayed me as nobody else has.”45 Thanks to Schmitt,46 Strauss was in Paris when Hitler came to power in April 1933—when Jewish professors were losing their jobs all over Germany.47 When the Rockefeller Grant he had secured was extended for a second year,48 Strauss went to England in 1934 in order to write his Hobbes book.


  The result of this research is The Political Philosophy of Hobbes: Its Basis and Genesis49 (1936), a slender but richly stocked monograph written (for the most part)50 in conformity with the austere canons of pre-War British scholarship and printed by the prestigious Clarendon Press at Oxford. Having been written in German, it was the first of Strauss’s books to appear in English. It is easily the most elegant of his books: the footnotes, for example, are copious, constructed without any of his later affectations,51 and frequently citing texts in Latin.52 One senses that Strauss was secretly in awe of England53 —which he preferred to France54 —and was determined to show the scholars of Oxford and Cambridge (the latter being where he lived after staying the first of two years in London) exactly what a German scholar can do. And what can he not do? Little longer than Schmitt’s The Concept of the Political, it is ten times the book with respect to depth, erudition, and significance. Apparently doing to Hobbes what Werner Jaeger had done for Aristotle55 —i.e., revealing the evolution of his thinking and refuting a misconception about intellectual history56 —Strauss has really created something far more significant. Based on careful readings of both Ancients and Moderns,57 The Political Philosophy of Hobbes: Its Basis and Genesis is unmistakably a synthesis of the full range of European political science, a synthesis that merits with Hegel.58 In fact, it illustrates the continuity of German Philosophy by using Heidegger to revive Hegel’s critique of Hobbes.


  The book’s central teaching—as distinct from the explicit thesis about Hobbes’s development—was later retracted by Strauss: it was actually Machiavelli and not the Englishman who had originated modern (i.e., Liberal)59 political thought.60 But the broad outlines of the Straussian project are already visible.61 By grounding politics on “the fear of violent death”62 and thereby carving out an unalienable individual right63 for the subjects of a state—i.e., the right to avoid being compelled to die for the sovereign64 —the otherwise “tough minded”65 Hobbes lays the foundation stone of Liberal Democracy.66 It was Schmitt’s failure to grasp precisely this that became the basis for what Heinrich Meier has called “the hidden dialogue” between the public Nazi and the far more radical Strauss. This was the insight that turned Karl Löwith into “Hugo Fiala”67 and a public high school teacher into the author of The German Stranger.


  To high school students, Hobbes is the illiberal counterpart of John Locke68 —the self-evident “good guy” who inspired Jefferson’s Declaration. But the wicked Hobbes—the self-evident “bad guy”—is by no manner of means bad enough for Strauss. For Strauss, Hobbes leads, through Hegel,69 to capitalist Britain’s deadliest enemy: Karl Marx.70 The fact that Strauss worked at the British Museum71 while living in London establishes the uncanny parallel: two German Jewish émigrés are living in London while attempting to destroy bourgeois Liberal Democracy.72 The difference is that Marx was doing so explicitly. Strauss conceals the fact that he is the true (secret) enemy of liberalism by showing that the modern political project initiated by Hobbes leads to Marx, Liberal Democracy’s open enemy.


  It was, however, only in the context of what Strauss had written about Schmitt in 1932 that the conservative English academic audience he is addressing in 1936 could have realized that the author of this brilliant monograph on Hobbes is actually the enemy of both Communism and Liberalism. In point of fact, Strauss boldly alerts his audience to precisely this context in a footnote:


  
    I have treated this rather more fully in my ‘Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Politischen,’ Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft, vol. lxvii, p. 738 f.73

  


  But if Strauss was courageous enough to include this revealing footnote, Meier has discovered that he suppressed a far more revealing one from an earlier draft of the Hobbes manuscript.74 A careful consideration of this missing footnote in context reveals (1) the crucial role that Heidegger continued to play in Strauss’s project, (2) the precise aspect of “the Ancients” that attracted Strauss’s attention, and, by way of a synthesis (3) Heidegger’s role in Strauss’s return to this particular conception of “the Ancients.”


  Had Strauss included the footnote, it would have been attached to the word “neglect” in the following passage from the final chapter (“The New Political Science”) of The Political Philosophy of Hobbes:


  
    The introduction of Galileo’s method into political science is thus bought at the price that the new political science from the outset renounces all discussion of the fundamental, the most urgent question. This neglect of the truly primary question is the result of Hobbes’ conviction that the idea of political philosophy is a matter of course. Hobbes does not question the possibility and necessity of political philosophy; in other words, he does not ask first ‘what is virtue?’ and ‘can it be taught?’ and ‘what is the aim of the State?’, because these questions are answered for him by tradition, or by common opinion. The aim of the State is for him as a matter of course peace, i.e. peace at any price.75

  


  In the draft of 1931-1932,76 Strauss covers this same ground as follows:


  
    Life in civil society [das gesellschaftliche Leben] or peace functions “self-evidently” as a criterion [Maßstab] for Hobbes. This criterion will not be clarified, it will be taken over without consideration from life, i.e., from the scientific tradition. This means that Hobbes neglects [versäumt] the question, without an answer to which, political science cannot be a science [the footnote is inserted here]. He does not begin with the question: ‘what, then, would be the right ordering of our collective life?’ or with the equivalent question: ‘what is virtue?’ [Greek]. With this question about the essence of virtue, another question was connected: whether virtue is teachable.77

  


  To harmonize the two passages isn’t difficult: by presupposing that the purpose of the liberal state is the maintenance of peace, Hobbes fails to raise (versäumt) the open-ended question of virtue. He neglects “the fundamental, the most urgent question” because, guided by the Tradition, he thinks he already knows what virtue is and thus that it can be taught.


  But it is only in the suppressed footnote that Strauss makes explicit that Heidegger is the guiding influence behind his own return to “the Ancients.” Rather than revealing the roots of the obscuring Tradition—as Heidegger will do—Hobbes presupposes the Tradition’s intellectual integrity even while modifying or attacking it. Thanks to Heidegger, Strauss realizes that the questions Hobbes neglects (the purpose of the footnote is to explain or justify this word choice) can be used to “deconstruct” this previously unquestioned Tradition.


  
    For this expression, we are indebted to Heidegger; see Sein und Zeit I, pp. 24 and 89ff. Heidegger’s idea of “the deconstruction of the tradition” has made the investigation contained in this and the preceding paragraphs possible [überhaupt erst möglich gemacht].78

  


  Courageous though Strauss may be on the theoretical level, he was not prepared to reveal his debt to Heidegger in English. After all, his rejection of Hobbes’s “peace at any price” could easily be seen in the 1936 context as a ci-devant critique of appeasement in the spirit of Churchill while an admission of indebtedness to a known Nazi would have belied his latest self-presentation—presumably he had taken Klein’s tongue-lashing to heart79 —as a Hitler-hating Jewish refugee.


  This footnote is highly significant: it reveals the Heideggerian origins of Strauss’s return to an exaggerated and tactical conception of Socratic ignorance. If the tradition does not tell us what virtue is, it also does not tell us what it is not; in this ethical vacuum, Strauss can find the “virtue” he seeks between the lines. In the meantime, Strauss will advance his radical critique of liberalism by reviving the warlike courage that he will call “a warrior ethics” in Natural Right and History, a book that restates his critique of Hobbes while naturally suppressing all mention of Heidegger. In fact, Strauss’s radical critique of liberalism synthesizes National Socialism’s intellectual elite: it combines Schmitt’s “concept of the political” with Heidegger’s “ontology of Dasein.” But Strauss’s presentation of this critique is dictated by exotericism: he must conceal the influence of Heidegger’s Destruktion in Anglo-Saxony. But the footnote places beyond dispute Heidegger’s decisive influence on Strauss’s entire Denkbewegung: “the problem of Socrates” will be the result. A reconsideration of Strauss’s concern with “the Ancients” in the light of this footnote therefore begins to suggest the true extent of his exotericism.


  It is noteworthy that Strauss regards Sein und Zeit as merely “part I” and therefore awaits the master’s sequel:80 “part II” was to be devoted to “Destruktion.” In retrospect, Strauss came to realize that the long-awaited “Destruktion” had in fact already been included:


  
    Heidegger’s work required and included what he called Destruktion of the tradition. (Destruktion is not quite so bad as destruction. It means taking down, the opposite of construction). He intended to uproot Greek philosophy, especially Aristotle, but this presupposed the laying bare of its roots, the laying bare of it as it was in itself and not as it had come to appear in the light of the tradition and of modern philosophy.81

  


  Compare the difficulty described in this last sentence with what Strauss wrote in the final paragraph of the Schmitt article: “The critique introduced by Schmitt against liberalism can therefore be completed only if one succeeds in gaining a horizon beyond liberalism.” This constitutes the crucial connection: both Heidegger and Strauss must gain “a horizon beyond”; in the former case, the thing to be outflanked is “the tradition of modern philosophy,” in the latter, liberalism. A useful way to think of this parallel is to realize that in 1927, Heidegger was to Descartes—who reoriented philosophy to the individual “thinking subject”—what Strauss in 1936 was to Hobbes.82 An assault on individualism is common to both but Heidegger operates on the epistemological, Strauss on the political plane.


  This difference is best understood as tactical: the Heideggerian orientation of Strauss’s The Political Philosophy of Hobbes: Its Basis and Genesis is pervasive. To begin with, Strauss’s thesis is that Hobbes’s innovations did not arise as a result of theoretical constructs like Modern Science: he attributes them to a pre-theoretical “moral attitude” which, not surprisingly, turns out to be shockingly immoral. This line of argument is merely an application of Heidegger’s view that theoretical knowledge83 —which is based on a sharp distinction between thinking subject and external objects84 —is an illusion derived from misunderstanding the fact that object and subject are indissolubly combined for human beings.85 Heidegger’s fundamental principle is that “the question of being” (time-honored province of philosophy) can only be raised by “the kind of being that we ourselves are”: human being, or, what he called “Dasein”86 (literally translatable as “being there”).87 Nor is it a case of a thinking subject being placed in some spatio-temporal “there.”88 The “there” in which human being is is inseparable from Dasein.89 The so-called objects are simply “what is ready at hand” for Dasein90 Dasein exists only in the world and is therefore essentially historical91 and individual.92 The world, in turn, and every question about what in the world is essential, primordial, etc. exist only because of Dasein. By raising the question of “Being,” it appears to the uninitiated that Heidegger’s thought is highly abstract: after all, “Being” was Plato’s word for the realm of immutable and unchanging Ideas.93 But Heidegger embraced Nietzsche’s assault on Platonism and the word “Being” is given a new (and thoroughly concrete) meaning.94 There is no “Being” in the Platonic sense: reality is utterly this-worldly—in short: “historical”—and the word thus comes to mean: that about which Dasein raises questions: Sein (“Being”). But Dasein can only know (and therefore can only raise questions about) the kind of “Being” that it itself is: Dasein.


  Hobbes, with his hardheaded atheism, immoralism, and his bellicose state of nature might appear to be proto-fascist; this explains Schmitt’s high regard for him. But Strauss knows better. The very existence of “a state of nature” shows that the thought of Hobbes remains dualistic; precisely here the legacy of Plato must be rejected root and branch.95 Hobbes is miles away from Heidegger’s demolition of dualism, Nietzsche’s “innocence of Becoming,” if not from Jacobi’s secularized “God.” But it is the means by which Hobbes claims that we move from nature to the political state that betrays his liberalism: to avoid a violent death, human beings create a government that will keep them alive. But precisely because “fear of violent death” is the source of the Hobbesian state, modern Liberal Democracy (bastard brainchild of Hobbes) cannot compel its citizens to die for it.96 Its leaders will lack the tyrant’s manly courage and its citizens will shirk their obligations in the name of their rights. This is the crux of the problem from the perspective of a right-wing German in the Weimar years.


  Such a state could never bring Germany out of the deep humiliation in which it found itself in August 1919 when it is given the stark alternative: accept the unjust and mendacious Treaty of Versailles or be invaded. If Germany is ever to recover, it must recognize that—for all their talk about “peace,” “humanity,” and “international law”—its enemies are just that: the Enemy. Only if its citizens are prepared to renew the deadly nightmare of 1914-1918 can there be a national awakening. Only if the primordial retention of individual Natural Rights (especially the right “not to die” for a Gesellschaft whose original purpose was to preserve its citizens from “violent death”) is willingly surrendered to an all-powerful Gemeinschaft can that people once again conquer. Only if its citizens are prepared to overcome their “fear of violent death” and run headlong—joyfully infused with a this-worldly religiosity—into certain destruction can they achieve secularized salvation. It is as heartbreaking as it is logical. Even if it is post-logical, it is all the more unutterably sad.


  It is here that the content of Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit becomes crucial. While the purpose of chapter 3 was only to demonstrate that (and not why) Heidegger’s thinking exercised such great power over Strauss, the time has come to push on to that neglected why. The reason why Heidegger’s thought is so important is because it is closely related to Strauss’s discovery (derived from his encounter with Schmitt) that Hobbes was the originator of Liberalism. Strauss discovered the role of Hobbes by tracing the origins of the liberal State to “the fear of violent death.” The crux of the matter is that death and mortality are issues of central concern for both Hobbes97 and Heidegger.98 For Hobbes, death is the greatest of evils: escaping it is the foundation of the reasonable decision to leave the state of nature and create civil society. Heidegger is silent about the distinction between nature and reason: his assault on dualism leaves no room for it in any case. The only vestige of dualism in Heidegger’s ontology of Dasein—expressly stated in morally neutral terms99 —is the distinction between inauthentic modes of being and authentic existence.100 Dasein’s attitude toward death—the radical finitude of Dasein’s existence101 —is at the heart of this distinction. Inauthentic Dasein flees from death, covers it over, and evades it.102 But an authentic Dasein, like the brave German soldiers of the World War,103 resolutely runs forward into death: Heidegger called this vorlaufende Entschlossenheit (“forward-running resoluteness”).104 If the “fear of violent death” is the ultimate foundation of liberal democracy (Heidegger prefers the term “civil society” or Gesellschaft),105 then vorlaufende Entschlossenheit is the basis for a new “warrior community,” a Gemeinschaft or even a Kampfgemeinschaft.106 Individualized only by their own willingness to run forward into death, the members of this community will reserve no rights for themselves but will resolutely fulfill their individual fates and their collective destiny.107


  What name shall we give to a regime in which a philosophical elite will deceive the masses into a sense of unquestioning obedience to a religious ideology in which they—the “philosophers” themselves—do not believe? In chapter 5, Strauss’s solution to what he called “the theological-political problem” will reveal Strauss’s own solution to this problem. Except in chapter 2, the “theological” element has heretofore remained invisible; it has been absent from the current treatment of the two Nazis, Heidegger and Schmitt. Ironically it is the present emphasis on Schmitt—whose Political Theology (1922) builds the terrible bridge between “theology” and “politics”—that has kept the discussion strictly within the realm of “the political”; this will change in the following chapter. But for now, this means that the real relationship between Strauss and National Socialism—despite the grimly gathering concatenation of F. H. Jacobi’s exoteric decisionism (chapter 1), Strauss’s own Machiavellian “Political Zionism” (chapter 2), and now the synthesis of the two public Nazis Heidegger and Schmitt (chapters 3 and 4)—has not yet been fully revealed.


  The words “National Socialism” refer to a particular historical phenomenon that emerged in Germany after the First World War. But there is a hard inner core to this historical phenomenon that constitutes the essence of what we call “National Socialism” but which might easily be given another name. The bad news is that Strauss is linked to National Socialism less because of his intimate connection with two of its greatest thinkers than because of his crystal clarity about this hard inner core. At the periphery of this core is found the theoretical synthesis that allowed him to move “beyond the horizon” of liberal democracy. The prototype of this synthesis was already present in Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) or better yet, already to be found in “Hegel’s early writings.”


  In addition to the Concept of the Political footnote that Strauss included in his Hobbes book and “the Sein und Zeit; part I” footnote he deleted, there is a third that deserves mention. Strauss closes the fourth chapter of The Political Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes (called “Aristocratic Virtue”) with a footnote that promises the reader: “M. Alexandre Kojevnikoff and the writer intend to undertake a detailed investigation of the connection between Hegel and Hobbes.”108 There seems little room to doubt that Strauss and “Kojéve” eventually cooperated on a similar project involving On Tyranny (1948); Robert B. Pippin’s insights about its limitations qua debate on Hegel suggest that it was really something else.109 More interesting is the fact that the 1936 English footnote is quite different from that found in the German Edition of 1965, presumably the version that preserves it in its original form: “M. Alexandre Kojevnikoff and I will more accurately investigate the connection between Hegel and Hobbes that reveals itself especially in Hegel’s early writings.”110


  There can be no doubt that Strauss’s footnote refers to Hegel’s On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law [Naturrecht], on its Place in Practical Philosophy, and its Relation to the Positive Sciences of Right (1802-1803) and it is at least worth noting the fact that Strauss was exactly the same age when he wrote the draft of his Hobbes book containing the Sein und Zeit footnote.111 It would, moreover, be a serious mistake to claim that either thinker underwent significant change along “developmentalist” lines thereafter. I’m un-persuaded that there exist many thinkers whose thoughts are going to earn them a place in “the History of Philosophy” who demonstrate as much “development” as those whose scholarly endeavors within its precincts are not going to achieve that particular result. In any case, Hegel made the continuity of his thinking very obvious when he quoted a poetic passage from the youthful On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law in his Philosophy of Right (1821):


  
    War has the higher significance that by its agency, as I have remarked elsewhere, “the ethical health of peoples is preserved in their indifference to the stabilization of finite institutions; just as the blowing of the winds preserves the sea from the foulness which would be the result of a prolonged calm, so also the corruption in nations would be the product of prolonged, let alone ‘perpetual’ peace.”112

  


  On the surface, one would think that both Hegel and Hobbes were warlike thinkers: the difference is, however, that Hobbes’s system begins with the bellum omnium contra omnes whereas Hegel’s could be said to end with it.113 In fact, this distinction is crucial to Strauss’s “Notes” on Schmitt: the movement from Hobbes’s bellicose state of nature to civil society is precisely what might be called “the liberal moment” where war (and therefore the perpetuity of Schmitt’s friend and enemy dialectic) is set aside by a contract based on security and peace. In his early On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law, Hegel attacks Hobbes on precisely this point: the Gesellschaft that arises from Hobbesian self-preservation promotes precisely “the foulness which would be the result of a prolongedcalm.“114 Given Strauss’s proposed collaboration with Kojéve (a considerable expert in Hegel) it would appear that it was the latter who alerted Strauss to the fact that his 1932 critique of Schmitt had been anticipated by Hegel, and by the youthful Hegel at that.115


  The question of war turns on the question of courage. It is therefore no accident that the Kojéve footnote is attached to a chapter called “The New Morality”: “And since honor as virtue of war is identical with valor, the negation of honor as a virtue means the negation of valor as a virtue.“116 Courage was indeed the virtue that Strauss understood best: his entire post-War career required its ongoing exercise. And it is the subject of courage that brings together Hegel,117 Heidegger,118 and Plato (or rather “Plato”) to complete Strauss’s critique of Hobbes and Schmitt. It is in the context of “Plato” that Strauss penned one of the most remarkable passages in his writings and easily the most arresting passage in The Political Philosophy of Hobbes:


  
    Courage, as it is usually understood, is the virtue of the man, his capacity, without fear or effeminacy, to help himself, to protect himself from injustice or injury, to assert and save himself. According to this ideal, the perfect man is the tyrant, who disposes of the greatest possible power to do what he will. The tyrant as an ideal is the perfect expression, the most seductive and therefore the most revealing form of the popular ideal of courage, and thus challenges to searching criticism of that ideal. In limitless self-love, in frenzied arrogance, the tyrant seeks to rule not merely over men but even over gods.119

  


  This passage indicates one of the three principal roles that “Plato” plays in Strauss’s radical critique of liberalism. It may be useful to think of Strauss’s “Plato” in relation to what developmentalists call the early, middle, and late dialogues. Beginning with “Cohen und Maimuni” (1931), Strauss demonstrated the value of Socratic ignorance as depicted in the inconclusive early dialogues: Strauss’s “Plato” reveals what Hobbes neglects: (1) the question “what is virtue?” has received no satisfactory answer, (2) therefore virtue cannot possibly be taught,120 and thus (3) no “political philosophy” (in the vulgar sense) is possible.121 Strauss’s dogmatic insistence on Socratic ignorance thus opens the door to an esoteric Calliclean “Platonism” based on nature122 —the passage just quoted is a perfect example—that provides an apparently pre-modern “horizon beyond” liberalism.123 Coupled with Strauss’s rejection of the Ideas,124 this immoral morality—”in limitless self-love, in frenzied arrogance”—replaces and annihilates the sublime teaching of the middle dialogues.125 With the Idea of the Good having vanished, Strauss then valorizes the late dialogues:126 the Athenian Stranger’s solution to the theological-political problem in Laws will prove that “the tyrant seeks to rule not merely over men but even over gods.” The Political Philosophy of Hobbes is therefore essential for understanding Strauss.


  Strauss’s courage is not the anonymous modern version of it described in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right:127 it combines a lonely Heideggerian’s resoluteness with the individual grandeur of a Homeric Hero. While Strauss may have regarded his sojourn in France (1932-1934) as an opportunity to reveal himself,128 his years in England (1934-1938) are transitional in the sense that he goes “under cover” and shows little inclination to mount a direct attack on liberal democracy; indeed, as 1939 approaches, he risks falling under suspicion as an enemy alien. It is only in the final sojourn to the United States (1938) that Strauss can begin to assume his American form: the German Stranger who stands alone, intrepid in the belly of the whale. The lonely battle of the outsider who attempts to undo an organization from within (and must exoterically embrace and defend) is thus the Leitmotiv of Strauss’s career and this requires both courage and the prudent duplicity Strauss called “exotericism.” Strauss had already practiced this art in Germany, as Cassirer’s student (1921), while writing for Simon’s Der Jude in association with the Frankfurt Lehrhaus (1923-1925), and by perpetuating Mendelssohn’s memory under Guttmann’s directorship at the Akademie für die Wissenschaft des Judentums (1925-1932).129 But the greatest trials lay ahead.


  If it is the fate of the Jew to be “a stranger in a strange land,” the depiction of the Jew as “under-cover agent” for the subversion of the host-community is the poisonous stuff of anti-Semitic propaganda. The fact that Strauss repeatedly confirms this propaganda—not least of all when the host-community consists of fellow Jews—is an indication that Strauss, like Strauss’s Spinoza, isn’t really Jewish at all.130 The real Jonah ends up in the whale’s belly only in order to escape testifying against Ninevah; Strauss, on the other hand, in the service of quite another “God,” did (in Shakespeare’s phrase), “make love to this employment.” No place on earth has been more enriched by its Jewish citizens than these United States and the presence of one fatally rotten apple proves nothing against our obligation to remain generous, open-hearted, and tolerant.


  While the question of War turns on the question of Courage, the question of Courage turns on the question of Death. “Because Hobbes finally recognizes fear of violent death as the basis of all virtue, he must finally question every obligation which causes a man to risk his life, and with that the reason for all obligatory esteem of valor.”131 If National Socialism’s “horizon beyond Liberalism” is the unquestioning resolution of all members of the Volksgemeinschaft to unhesitatingly sacrifice their lives, it cannot be accidental that its three smartest defenders all demonstrated the “fear of violent death” in the hour of need. What they detested in liberalism was precisely their own personal secret, a guilt that could find absolution only by professing “a warrior ethics.” In any case, it is only through a painful investigation of National Socialism that one comes to realize at last why the most important sentence in Der Zauberberg is the one Mann himself emphasized: “For the sake of goodness and love, man shall let death have no sovereignty over his thoughts.”132 Despite Hans Castorp’s adventures high above Davos, the Germany he represented was already on the verge of death’s dominion in 1924.


  Hegel was a trailblazer in this cult of death: a discussion of courage frames the account of liberal Gesellschaft in his youthful Naturrecht just as the metaphysics of death frame the discussion of courage.133 Once the transcendent God has been revealed as a projection of “the Unhappy Consciousness,” His place in Hegel’s System is usurped by a deathly alternative:


  
    War is the state of affairs which deals in earnest with the vanity of temporal goods and concerns—a vanity at other times a common theme of edifying sermonizing. This is what makes it the moment in which the ideality of the particular attains its right and is actualized.134

  


  Despite the fact that millions had hearkened to Hegel’s version of “edifying sermonizing” in 1914, 1915, 1916, 1917, and 1918—and had thereby achieved “the ideality of the particular”—the War had been lost.


  Germany’s defeat in the First World War had signaled not only the defeat of the Second Reich but also of the Hegelian conception of history. Not only had a reasonable facsimile of the Hegelian State been compelled to give way to the forces of Anglo-American liberalism that Hegel had so thoroughly despised,135 but, to add insult to injury, the Allies had succeeded in imposing Liberal Democracy on beaten Germany. Hegel’s Germany had been the bearer of the Weltgeist and the emergence of the Second Reich, a united Germany under Hegel’s Kingdom of Prussia, was more compatible with Hegel’s Philosophy of History than his defenders care to admit. But what wasn’t in any way compatible with Hegelian thought was Germany’s defeat: on Hegelian grounds, Germany should not have lost the War. The “cultural pessimism” of Oswald Spengler’s Decline of the West136 clearly illustrates the crisis of historicist faith that resulted from history’s repeated adverse verdict on the Marne:137 the “Conservative Revolution” in Weimar is best understood as the reconstruction of an alternate but by no means anti-Hegelian faith.138 It took fourteen years in liberal exile for Germany to arrive at something resembling a collective decision for this “faithless faith.” Affirmation of war in general and the First War in particular was the obvious step and millions took it. But liberalism stood in the way: before the High Court of History’s verdict could be appealed—as it would be in World War II—the Weimar Republic must be destroyed. The intersection of Schmitt, Heidegger and Strauss can only be understood in the context of their opposition to Weimar. In the aftermath of the World War, a new and post-Hegelian—i.e., a non-historicist—critique of liberalism was urgently required. Strauss delivered it.


  National Socialism was the antithesis of Hegelianism only in a strictly Hegelian sense:139 it was a post-historicist vindication of Hegel’s Germany.140 Strauss conceals his debt to Hegel but it can nevertheless be excavated; there are, as we have seen, clear indications that he toyed with the plan of doing so openly. And in a sense, he did: when Strauss, now teaching in the States, developed his mature historical system, he will not only tri-furcate Modernity and each of its three “Waves,” but will also leave the third slot of the Third Wave of Modernity open for himself.141 If Nietzsche is the Third Wave’s Rousseau, and Heidegger its Kant, Strauss is its Hegel. His tripartite division of Modern Philosophy is one of several indications that he was himself “the Hegel of the Third Wave.” He found a way to use History—particularly the quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns—to ground a critique of liberalism that, though willing to admit that liberal democracy had won the World Wars, could hold out the hope that it could be beaten in the future.142 Only an anti-historicist critique of victorious liberalism was adequate for these changed historical circumstances.


  Within the glaring self-contradiction of the foregoing sentence is to be found the true nature of the “radical historicism” discovered by Heidegger: in the “historicity” of Dasein, Heidegger discovered a horizon utterly untouched by the adverse verdict of history. The need for a radical critique of liberal democracy testifies to the enduring strength of a properly historicist defense of Weimar, a defense that could validate the red-black-gold banners of 1848. Despite Germany’s humiliation in the World War, there was still a soul-stirring case to be made for the view that the Weimar Republic—not only because it was real if not always demonstrably rational—deserved the support of thoughtful Germans. Liberalism, the Idea of Progress, and the first concrete steps towards Kant’s “Perpetual Peace”: all of these, along with the German humanism embodied in Goethe’s towering legacy, tended to justify confidence in Weimar. To these advantages could be added the fact what Weimar Germany was one of the most glorious periods of modern times with respect to cinema, art, science, architecture, literature, and, it should be added, Jewish thought. All of these achievements might still have stirred the blood of enough Germans had not the inveterate enemies of Liberal Democracy been able to take advantage of the fact that so much of it had been spilled in Flanders and vor Verdun.


  The fact that Schmitt, Heidegger, and Strauss had spilled none of their own suggests a deeply personal motive for their views but there were also impersonal, historical forces at work here. Whether by restoring “the political,” accomplishing the Destruktion of the Tradition, or reviving the Ancients against the Moderns, the unholy triad of Schmitt, Heidegger, and Strauss was not only the product of the embittered post-War Zeitgeist but—thanks to the lingering influence of historicism, Germany’s great intellectual legacy143 —could only find their weapons in a new form of “radical” historicism: one that could undermine Liberalism’s triumphant Present for the sake of a post-liberal Future but only on the theoretical basis of a pre-liberal Past, i.e., on the basis of a certain understanding of history, an understanding that must present itself as anything but historicist. In short: the need for a post-historicist critique of Weimar refutes its claim to being post-historicist. But only the most radical historicist willingly embraced this self-contradiction in the full consciousness of what he was doing.


  To sum up, then: liberal democracy could be destroyed on post-Hegelian grounds because Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit showed the way to move beyond the “fear of violent death” that had been Liberalism’s foundation. That fear, on which Hobbes had grounded natural rights, was not primordial: it could be seen, in the eternal nature of things, to be merely a horizon that could be overcome. All that was then needed was the thoughtful application of Schmitt’s “concept of the political” and the skillful exploitation of the friend/enemy distinction—taken as a primordial basis of all political reality and hence all human existence—in order to provide beaten Germany with a new faith for which the inauthentic could willingly die and for which their faithless manipulators would mercilessly kill. Strauss knew everything there was to know about this faith before leaving Germany. After 1932, he lacked only auditors to whom he could safely impart its theoretical basis, an audience that would then become the vanguard for the promulgation of his “radical critique” and thereby ensure its utterly unlikely victory. He would find this audience in the United States of America, among a few of its brightest, if not among its best.


  Footnotes


  1. Farias, Heidegger and Nazism, 138 notes that “it was Heidegger who invited Carl Schmitt to join the National Socialist movement, in a letter dated April 22, 1933, located in Schmitt’s personal archives.” He cites Bendersky, Carl Schmitt, 203 for this information. Bendersky in turn states that he found this letter among CS’s personal papers (203n26).


  2. This biographical information is from George Schwab’s “Introduction” (4) to Schmitt, Concept of the Political. See also Bendersky, Carl Schmitt, 16. “On February 16, 1916, he received his Habilitation, or formal inauguration as a lecturer, at the University of Strassburg. While the Battle of Verdun was being fought, CS was granted an extended leave of absence between May and August of 1916 to lecture at Strassburg. In that same year he married Pawla Dorotic of whom little is known.” This offers several points of comparison with MH.


  3. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 19.


  4. CS is well prepared for the (liberal) charge of immorality see Concept of the Political, 65-66: “The political adversaries of a clear political theory [he means of course his own] will, therefore, easily refute political phenomena and truths in the name of some autonomous discipline as amoral, uneconomical, unscientific and above all declare this—and this is politically relevant—a devilry worthy of being combated.” In other words, if the liberals attack me, that will prove my point about the friend vs. enemy distinction being the essence of politics and “the political.”


  5. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 26.


  6. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 35. The interplay of “decision” and “Situation” is echoed in Sein und Zeit: decision discloses situation. See Heidegger, Being and Time §60. But CS sets this disclosure in an explicitly warlike context; in MH, this is only implicit.


  7. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 35.


  8. Clausewitz is discussed at Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 34 and especially in 34n14. CS’s point is that war and politics merge in a primordially warlike politics. “War has its own strategic, tactical, and other rules and points of view, but they all presuppose that the political decision has already been made as to who the enemy is.”


  9. The level of abstraction allows CS to make the following claim at Concept of the Political, 33: “The definition of the political suggested here neither favors war nor militarism, neither imperialism nor pacifism.”


  10. See Fritsche, Historical Destiny and National Socialism.


  11. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 31: “The question in Germany today is whether one should say “tribute” or “reparation.”” Only those who fail to grasp “the concept of the political” (and are therefore traitors to Germany) use the latter.


  12. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 36: “If pacifist hostility to war were so strong as to drive pacifists into a war against non pacifists, in a war against war . . . such a war is necessarily unusually intense and inhuman because . . . it degrades the enemy into the moral and other categories and is forced to make him a monster that must be not only defeated but also utterly destroyed.” Visible here is the logical inversion motif that LS mastered to such devastating effect.


  13. See Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 73 for the hypocrisy of Versailles.


  14. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 49: “For as long as a people exists in the political sphere, this people must, even if only in the most extreme case—and whether this point has been reached has to be decided by it—determine by itself the distinction of friend and enemy. Therein resides the essence of its political existence. When it no longer possesses the capacity or the will to make this distinction, it ceases [by which he means the Weimar Republic has ceased] to exist politically. If it permits this decision to be made by another, then it is no longer a politically free people and is absorbed into another political system.”
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  22. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 38: “If the political power of a class or of some other group [CS may mean the Jews] within a state is sufficiently strong to hinder the waging of wars against other states but incapable of assuming or lacking the will to assume the state’s power and thereby decide on the friend-and-enemy distinction and, if necessary make war, then the political entity is destroyed.” See Raphael Gross, Carl Schmitt and the Jews: The “Jewish Question,” the Holocaust, and German Legal Theory, translated by Joel Golb (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007).
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  42. GS3 237; Lomax translates at NCS 106 (cf. SCR 350-51): “The polemic against liberalism can therefore only signify a concomitant or preparatory action: it is meant to clear the field for the battle of decision between the ‘spirit of technicity,” the ‘mass faith that inspires an antireligious, this wordly activism’ (93) and the opposite spirit and faith, which, it seems, still has no name.” Here, then, is the original of the passage from Natural Right and History considered in the previous chapter; see NRH 74.
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  45. Meier, Carl Schmitt & Leo Strauss, xvii. LS had realized that CS was a Nazi not only before he had publicly “come out” as one but possibly (although I don’t think it likely) even before he himself realized that he was one.


  46. LS received letters of recommendation from Schmitt, Guttmann, and Cassirer. See David McBryde, “Leo Strauss: Biographical Essay” by (http://cato1.tripod.com/strauss-bio.htm; accessed 11 April 2010).


  47. The cases of Edmund and his son Gerhart Husserl are described in Ott, Martin Heidegger, 172-86. Löwith (because of his service in the World War) retained his job longer. See My Life in Germany, 77-84. But Gerhart Husserl, who had also served at the Front, was dismissed in April 1933.


  48. See LS to Schmitt, Paris, 10 July 1933 at Meier, Carl Schmitt & Leo Strauss, 127 (emphasis mine): “Dear Professor Schmitt: First {I} would like to inform you that the Rockefeller Fellowship, which I essentially owe to your evaluation of the first part (submitted to you) of my studies on Hobbes, has now been awarded to me for a second year. I intend to study here for another semester and to go to England in the early part of next year.”
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  53. See the letter of 16 January 1934 to “Mr. Kochevnikoff” (Kojève) at OT 223: “The most important fact: I saw Downing Street, the seat of the greatest power of the world—much, much smaller than the Wilhelmstrasse. I had a very strong impression.”


  54. See the letter of 9 April 1934 to Kojève at OT 225. “Regarding myself, I can only report that I am quite well. I like this country, about which one might say what Diderot said about Hobbes: dry (the pubs close at 10 p.m. sharp here, and the stuff is expensive!), austere and forceful, much more than I do France.” Sheppard, Leo Strauss, 56-57 shows that LS received a letter of introduction from Schmitt to Charles Maurras, co-founder of the hard right and anti-Semitic Action Française. In a 1933 letter to Gerhard Krüger, LS remarks that he was considered “Nazi” in France (GS3 435). Cf. the tongue-lashing administered a few months earlier by Jacob Klein on the Maurras connection and its impact on LS’s reputation (GS3 466).


  55. Cf. Werner Jaeger, Aristotle: Fundamentals of the History of his Development, translated by R. Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1934).


  56. LS attempts to prove that it was not “modern science” that decisively influenced the political thought of Hobbes. PPH 5: “The moral attitude which underlies Hobbes’s political philosophy is independent of the foundation of modern science, and at least in that sense ‘pre-scientific.’ It is at the same time specifically modern. One is inclined to say it is the deepest stratum of the modern mind.” LS restates his thesis on the last page of the book as well (170).
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  66. LS allows the Marxist C. E. Vaughn to make the point at PPH 157: “Because Hobbes was the first to distinguish with incomparable clarity between “right” and “law”, in such a way that he sought to prove the State as primarily founded on “right,” of which “law” is a mere consequence—in other words, because Hobbes’s political philosophy, as the harshest critic which that philosophy has recently found [LS refers to Vaughn], remarks with obvious surprise “is itself based . . . on assumptions representing an extreme form of individualism: an individualism more uncompromising than that of Locke himself”—Hobbes is for that very reason the founder of modern political philosophy.” See WIPP 267 (“Review of C.E. Vaughn”) where LS describes Vaughn’s political philosophy as “a liberal or progressive modification of Hegelianism.”


  67. Hugo Fiala, “Politischer Dezisionismus,” Revue internationale de la théorie du droit / Internationale Zeitschrift für Theorie des Rechts 9 (1935), 101-123 is reprinted in Löwith, Martin Heidegger. See “Appendix to Chapter Four: The 1933 Letter to Löwith.”


  68. A third class of political thinkers should be added to our high school textbooks: the “Biblical Radicals” who grounded equality, liberty (Genesis 2), and opposition to monarchy (I Samuel 8) on the Old Testament and who were the main strength of the Puritan Revolution in opposition to which Hobbes developed his political thought. Naturally LS distorts the role of the Puritans; see Strauss, “Comment” (1961), 101-2: “there is a straight line which leads from Machiavelli to Bacon, Hobbes and other Englishmen who in various ways came to exert a powerful influence on ‘Puritanism.’” The “quotation marks” barely salvage LS’s Redlichkeit; this account is perfectly false without them.


  69. PPH 105: “Hobbes, therefore, does not follow Aristotle, but opens up the way to Hegel.”


  70. This is one of the most remarkable aspects of this remarkable book. After some powerful pages (PPH 118-122) in which LS reveals that Hobbes (associated with the aristocracy after the Restoration, see 54) is in fact the defender of the bourgeoisie (thus apparently an anti-Marx). “However much Hobbes personally esteemed the aristocracy, and esteemed specific qualities of the aristocracy, his political philosophy is directed against the aristocratic rules of life in the name of the bourgeois rules of life. His morality is the morality of the bourgeois world” (PPH 120-21). Perhaps LS—who did not know at this time that he would not be staying in England forever—was already attempting to create or rather strengthen an aristocratic anti-liberal nucleus among Britain’s elite; unfortunately he came to the U.S. instead and did not teach while he was in the U. K. (except through PPH). At any rate, having shown Hobbes as the originator of (a flabby and cowardly) bourgeois morality, he then makes another startling revelation: that Hobbes’s atheistic vision of man in a godless world creating political order out of the chaos of nature for himself reveals the Hobbesian man par excellence as: a proletarian! See PPH 125n2: “Hobbes sees man, as it were, as the proletarian of creation [LS uses this word to suggest, misleadingly, that he believes in the Creator!]. Man, as understood by Hobbes, stands in the same relation to the universe as Marx’s proletarian does to the bourgeois world: he has nothing to lose by his rebellion, except his chains, and everything to gain.” In short, LS is willing to use three fallacious analogues to the reductio ad absurdum in order to demolish the origins of liberal democracy: one to something he hates (reductio ad Marxem) one to something he knows his audience abhors (reductio ad Nihilismum) and one to a man who had bewitched him but, being despised by the “gentlemen” he was trying to fool, he found useful to attack (reductio ad Nietzscheum). LS’s motive for “destructuring” Hobbes is his attack on the foundations of Liberal Democracy. Nor is this—thanks to the Verjudung-hypothesis—his darkest secret. See chapter 5.


  71. LS to Kojève of 9 April 1934 at OT 225: “And by contrast to the Bibliothèque Nationale, the British Museum is a place to which one enjoys going.”


  72. Marx wrote Das Kapital at the British Museum.


  73. PPH 122n3.


  74. See Meier’s “Vorwort des Heraugebers” to GS3 vii-xxxvii; Meier chose not to publish the entire 1931-1932 manuscript but has doubtless preserved its most important footnote (xix).


  75. PPH 152.


  76. GS3 xvii-viii (Meier).


  77. GS3 xviii-ix.


  78. GS3 xix.


  79. Klein to LS, Berlin, 6 July 1933, at GS3 466.


  80. See also GS3 633


  81. JPCM 462. It is noteworthy that LS is claiming that “deconstruction” would be a better translation: MH’s influence on Jacques Derrida is thereby emphasized.


  82. Cf. Peter G. Stillman, “Hegel’s Critique of Liberal Theories of Rights” in The American Political Science Review 68 no. 3 (September 1974), 1086-1092, in particular 1091: “This error . . . derives from the tendency of modern and liberal political philosophers to begin political reflection with a consideration of the ‘I’ or ‘Of Man,’ as have moderns from Descartes and Hobbes”


  83. See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit §69c. On the verge now of making statements about the views of MH (as opposed to discussing what LS wrote about those views), I should state the obvious: that MH is a difficult philosopher to explicate. This is not so much because his thought is difficult; it is above all because his terminology makes quoting him out of context impossible. Therefore, except on the most essential points, I will refer the interested reader to texts in MH without citing them verbatim in the notes. I will also refer the interested reader to my “Martin Heidegger and the First World War: Being and Time as Funeral Oration” where MH’s masterpiece is explicated in far greater detail than is possible here.


  84. This distinction is the foundation created by Descartes and embraced by EH. For the outline of the missing part II of Sein und Zeit and the importance of Descartes in that Destruktion, see §6. MH does not attack EH (as a Cartesian or anything else) explicitly: in fact he dedicated the work to him. But LS fully understood the fact that MH was deconstructing EH in Sein und Zeit. Consider the following passage from “An Introduction to Existentialism” (SPPP 28-29): “Briefly, Husserl once said to me, who had been trained in the Marburg neo-Kantian school, that the neo-Kantians were superior to all other German philosophical schools, but they made the mistake of beginning with the roof [LS also tells this story again at JPCM 460]. He meant the following: the primary theme of Marburg neo-Kantianism was the analysis of science. But science, Husserl taught, is derivative from our primary knowledge of the world of things: science is not the perfection of man’s understanding of the world, but a specific modification of that pre-scientific understanding [the reader will notice the influence of EH on LS’s Hobbes project]. The meaningful genesis of science out of prescientific understanding is a problem: the primary theme is a philosophical understanding of the pre-scientific world, and therefore in the first place the analysis of the sensibly perceived thing [i.e., the object side of the subject/object distinction]. According to Heidegger, Husserl himself began with the roof: the merely sensibly perceived thing [following Descartes, EH—unlike MH—takes the subject/object distinction as given even in pre-scientific understanding] is itself derivative; there are not first sensibly perceived things and thereafter the same things in a state of being valued [the only distortion of MH’s thought in this passage: MH ignores the evaluative element] or in a state of affecting us [emphasis mine: this is the crucial point]. Our primary understanding of the world is not an understanding of things as objects [Sein und Zeit as a whole could well be read as a polemic against what MH calls ‘objective presence’] but of what the Greeks indicated by pragmata.” See Sein und Zeit §12 for MH’s explication of his approach.


  85. See Sein und Zeit §13. The central point is made clearly by LS whom I will quote again without interruption this time (SPPP 29). “According to Heidegger, Husserl himself began with the roof: the merely sensibly perceived thing is itself derivative; there are not first sensibly perceived things and thereafter the same things in a state of being valued or in a state of affecting us.”


  86. Heidegger, Being and Time, 6: “Thus to work out the question of being means to make a being—one who questions—transparent in its being. Asking this question, as a mode of being of a being, is itself essentially determined by what is asked about in it—being. This being which we ourselves in each case are and which includes inquiry among the possibilities of its being we formulate terminologically as Da-sein.”


  87. But colloquially meaning in German simply “existence.” Sein, of course, means “Being” and so (etymologically), Dasein means “Being-there.” But only MH uses it this way.


  88. See Heidegger, Being and Time, 55.


  89. It is inappropriate to translate Dasein (as does Stambaugh) as “Da-sein.” The “there” is not separable. In fact, its inseparability is the essential point.


  90. See Heidegger, Being and Time, 64 for pragmata (LS had emphasized this word) and 83-94 (where MH contrasts his approach with that of Descartes).


  91. LS clearly perceived this aspect of MH despite the fact it is obscured in Sein und Zeit. That it was in fact MH’s thought becomes clear from a consideration of his earlier writings. See Heidegger, Supplements, especially “Wilhelm Dilthey’s Research and the Struggle [Kampf] for a Historical Worldview (1925)” (147-76).


  92. In a chilling development, MH claims that Dasein is individualized by death. See Heidegger, Being and Time, 243: “The nonrelational character of death understood in anticipation [im Vorlaufen] individualizes Da-sein down to itself.”


  93. See the heart of Plato’s Republic (Books VI and VII) and especially 521d3-4 (Paul Shorey translation): “What, then, Glaucon, would be the study that would draw the soul away from the world becoming to the world of being?”


  94. MH never mentions “Becoming” in Sein und Zeit. But his conception of “Being” means little more than what Plato meant by “Becoming”; see WIPP 247. Cf. Republic 519a8-b5 (Shorey): “Observe then, said I, that this part of such a soul [its capacity for thought; see 518e2], if it had been hammered from childhood, and had thus been struck free of the leaden weights, so to speak, of our birth [see Sein und Zeit §65] and becoming, which attaching themselves to it by food and similar pleasures and gluttonies turn downward the vision of the soul—if, I say, freed from these, it had suffered a conversion to the things that are real and true [i.e., the Idea of the Good in the realm of Being], that same faculty of the same men would have been most keen in its vision of the higher things, just as it is for the things to which it is now turned.” Note that in respect of capacity (as opposed to direction of attention), this constitutes a Platonic argument for equality: see 518c5. It is crucial to remember that “the Genetic Fiction” with its caste system based on Hesiod’s metals (and its nationalism) is, precisely, a Lie. LS will need an elitist Plato (and a tyrannical Xenophon) because his return to the Ancients presupposes and preserves his radical critique of liberalism.


  95. PPH 168.


  96. NCS 90-93/SCR 337-39.


  97. LS indicates the centrality of death for Hobbes from the beginning at PPH 25: “Not pride, and still less obedience, but fear of violent death, is according to him the origin of the just intention. . . . Hobbes’s last word is the identification of conscience with the fear of death.” It would be interesting to compare the relationship between death and conscience in Hobbes and MH; they are closely related in Sein und Zeit §60. In fact, the word “conscience” for MH bears no resemblance to the commonly accepted sense (what he calls “vulgar”): it means little more than “awareness of death.”


  98. Introduced at the beginning of part 2 (although Sein und Zeit lacks part 2, part 1 has two divisions), the subject of death is of central importance to MH. The first chapter of the second division reaches a definition of Vorlaufen (“anticipation;” §53), the second Entschlossenheit (“resoluteness; §60). The synthesis of the two—vorlaufende Entschlossenheit—is revealed in §62. This is MH’s term for an authentic “Being towards death” (which also takes an inauthentic form). The role of death in MH is clearly grasped by LS at RCPR 29: “The horizon within which Husserl had analyzed the world of prescientific understanding was the pure consciousness as the absolute being. Heidegger questioned that orientation by referring to the fact that the inner time belonging to the pure consciousness cannot be understood if one abstracts from the fact that time is necessarily finite, and even constituted by man’s mortality.”


  99. Heidegger, Being and Time, 204: “Because it essentially falls prey to the world, Da-sein is in ‘untruth’ in accordance with its constitution of being. This term is used here ontologically, as in the expression ‘falling prey.’ Any ontologically negative ‘value judgement’ is to be avoided in its existential and analytical use.” Cf. 156, 164, and §34b.


  100. See Sein und Zeit §9, but pervasive throughout.


  101. Cf. Sein und Zeit §51 and §53.


  102. Heidegger, Being and Time §51-52, especially 238: “Evading its death [Seinem Tode ausweichend], everyday being-toward-the-end is indeed certain of death in another way than it itself would like to realize in purely theoretical considerations. For the most part, everydayness veils this from itself “in another way.” It does not dare to become transparent to itself in this way.”


  103. See Fritsche, Historical Destiny, 4.


  104. Sein und Zeit §62.


  105. Heidegger, Hölderlins Hymnen, 72.


  106. Heidegger, Gesamtausgabe vol. 16, 116.


  107. Sein und Zeit §74.


  108. PPH 58n1; a recent account of Kojéve that usefully situates him in the context of atheism, “secularization” (159 and 163), and the “Judeo-Platonic premise of God other than man” (157) is Stefanos Geroulanos, An Atheism That Is Not Humanist Emerges in French Thought (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010), 130-72 especially 157.


  109. Robert B. Pippin, “Being, Time, and Politics: The Strauss-Kojéve Debate” in History and Theory 32 no. 2 (May 1993), 138-61, in particular 158.


  110. GS3 75n60.


  111. Hegel, Political Writings. All serious students of GWFH are in the debt of H. S. Harris. But in my own case, the debt is determinative. It was only thanks to his Hegel’s Development: Night Thoughts (Jena 1801-1806) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984) that I grasped the connection with LS; I had missed it while reading PPH. See in particular 148-50, 38-39, 108, 129, 131-32, 205, and 218.


  112. G. W. F. Hegel, Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, translated with notes by T.M. Knox (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1942), §324 (210); cf. 374 for the citation. The attack on Kant’s “perpetual peace” is pressed by GWFH at §333 and becomes the basis for the entrance of “World History.” LS too can mock Kant’s “perpetual peace” as both refuted by facts (CM 4) and “supported by nothing but an inherited and perhaps antiquated hope” (CM 6). He can also quote himself at an even longer (twenty-seven year) interval: compare PL 37-8 with LAM 256/SCR 30. This connection will be treated in chapter 5.


  113. Certainly GWFH would have opposed any “end of history” that resulted in the triumph of the “Last Man” and it is interesting that LS’s most sustained critique of GWFH is found at WCWL 522 and 527: the lecture “What Can We Learn From Political Theory?” was delivered in 1942, when it was becoming possible for LS to realize that Germany could lose the Second War.


  114. Hobbes is not mentioned by name in On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law but see H. B. Nisbet’s note at Hegel, Political Writings, 287. The core of GWFH’s anti-liberal argument is found at 141 where GWFH rejects “the propositions that everyone has a right to live, and that the universal {interest} within a people must ensure that every citizen has a livelihood and that complete security and ease of acquisition prevails.” The essential point is that GWFH recognized that Hobbes was the creator of liberalism, and that LS knows this (PPH 123; see following note).


  115. PPH 123: “Hegel’s criticism of the bourgeoisie was made possible not only by the new understanding of Platonic political philosophy, but also by the new understanding of the justification of the bourgeois ideal which must be traced back to Hobbes.” By “the new understanding of Platonic political philosophy,” LS refers to GWFH’s use of a quotation from Plato’s Statesman in On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law at Hegel, Political Writings, 143-44. As opposed to the bourgeois Gesellschaft based on property (“determinacies”) and the absolute rule of law, Sittlichkeit demands that “the man who is wise and of kingly nature be the ruler” (Plato’s Eleatic Stranger at Statesman 294a as quoted by GWFH). In fact, the origins of “decisionism” are visible in GWFH’s opaque language, as perusal of this crucial passage will show. See H. B. Nisbet’s valuable remarks at 291-3 (notes 59, 60, 66, 67, 73, 76, and 78-79).


  116. PPH 114. The sentence that follows will be considered below.


  117. In On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law, the critique of bourgeois Gesellschaft is found at Hegel, Political Writings, 141-47 and is framed, both at 140-41 and 147-50, by a discussion of courage (Tapferkeit). Perhaps the key passage is at 151: “For the political nullity which results from the fact that the members of this class [sc. ‘a citizen in the sense of a bourgeois’] are private individuals, these citizens find compensation in the fruits of peace and gainful employment {des Gewerbes}, and in the perfect security, both as individuals and as a whole, in which they enjoy them. But the security of each individual is related to the whole, inasmuch as he is released from {the need for} courage and from the necessity (to which the first class [at 147, GWFH introduced ‘the class of the free,’ i.e., the noble warriors] is subject) of exposing oneself to the danger of violent death, a danger which entails the individual absolute insecurity in every enjoyment, possession, and right.” Cf. PPH 122: “Obviously following Hobbes, he [sc. GWFH] emphasizes that protection against the danger of violent death, the denial of fortitude as a virtue and thus the fear of violent death, are the primary conditions of bourgeois existence.” This is the origin of LS’s “radical critique of liberalism.”


  118. Steven B. Smith, Hegel’s Critique of Liberalism: Rights in Context (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), 163 (emphasis mine): “As the power of ‘negativity,’ war brings out the temporality and finitude of all things, thereby deriving a philosophical function. It is here that Hegel appears closest to Heidegger and the modern existentialists. His description of modern bravery as sacrifice in the service of the ‘universal’ sounds remarkably close to Heidegger’s ‘resoluteness’ in the face of death.”


  119. PPH 147. PPH 146-7 contains LS’s vivid distinction between “the more ‘innocent’ ideal of courage” (147) that is “narrowed and limited by obedience to law” (146) and leads inexorably to “the equality of the sexes” (147) as opposed to the more passionately defended alternative quoted here.


  120. The 1931-1932 manuscript continues (GS3 xix): “In that Hobbes neglects the question about the essence of virtue, or rather presupposes that it has already been answered, the teachability of virtue can pose no problem for him: political science will only need to be constructed and presented because—as a science—it is ‘self-evidently’ teachable. Hobbes neglects the question about the essence of virtue and about the teachability of virtue because, for him, the idea of political science is self-evident: so much does he remain under the spell of the tradition he is attacking. Although in other respects Hobbes can count as a representative of modern ‘rationalism,’ we ought to say that this ‘rationalism’ has only become possible through the fact that it has permitted the primary question to remain un-posed as though it had already been answered by the tradition.”


  121. LS showed that CS had made the same mistake as Hobbes at GS3 235: “Schmitt binds himself with the moral conceptions of his opponents; instead of calling into question humanitarian-pacifistic morality’s claim to be moral, he remains imprisoned by the conception he attacks.” Cf. Susan Shell, “Taking Evil Seriously: Schmitt’s “Concept of the Political” and Strauss’s “True Politics”” in Kenneth L. Deutsch and Walter Nicgorski (eds.), Leo Strauss: Political Philosopher and Jewish Thinker (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1994), 190.


  122. Note the contrast with MH, as indicated by JPCM 450: “Klein was the first to understand the possibility which Heidegger had opened without intending it: the possibility of a genuine return to classical philosophy, to the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, a return with open eyes and in full clarity about the infinite difficulties which it entails.” It is only in contrast to nature that Plato’s “innocent” account of courage is developed: the tyrant’s courage—like the inequality of women and men—is rooted in ϕύσΙς. Because MH’s Plato still takes the Ideas seriously, MH must outflank “the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle” in time; LS’s “Plato,” on the other hand—for whom conventional virtue does not exist—can fill the role of the pre-Socratics in MH. This is why LS is already using the “first sailing” of Socrates (cf. Phaedo 96a6-8)—i.e., understanding “the things and processes in the world by their causes, by tracing them back to other things and processes in the world” (PPH 142; emphases mine)—against the Ideas in PPH. Physics of this kind “necessarily leads to the destruction of all certain and independent standards” and takes “not the ordering power of reason, but disorder and irrationality as the principle of nature” (PPH 143; emphasis mine). LS’s return to Ancient “natural right” is historicist: the only timeless—i.e., “certain and independent”—standards are purely irrational and await the coming of the übermensch who is “man enough” to act accordingly.


  123. Nehama Leibowitz, who testifies to LS’s “attraction to Heidegger during the 20’s,” reports that in exchange for her helping him with reading Hebrew, “Strauss read with Leibowitz the Greek text of the Gorgias.” See Udoff, “On Leo Strauss,” 27n63.


  124. Particularly important is his excursus, fundamental for grasping how he understood Plato, at PPH 141-50. LS claims that in creating the Ideas, Plato is deluded by language; cf. Phaedrus 249b6-c4. LS’s position is clarified at Laurence Lampert, How Philosophy Became Socratic: A Study of Plato’s Protagoras, Charmides, and Republic (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010), 334-35. This valuable study inadvertently confirms the argument at the core of The German Stranger.


  125. HPP 43-44: “If the movement from idea to idea without recourse to sense experience should be impossible, if in other words the Republic should be utopian not only in what it states about the city at its best but also in what it says about philosophy or dialectics at its best, dialectics at its best, not being possible will not be serious.”


  126. LS calls this (PPH 123): “the new understanding of Platonic political philosophy.” GWFH uses Plato’s Statesman (148) and Edward Gibbon (149) to mount an attack on what the latter calls “the languid indifference of private life.”


  127. Hegel, Philosophy of Right §328.


  128. LS to Krüger, Paris, 3 December 1933 at GS3 435: “Here I count as »Nazi«.”


  129. See Sheppard, Leo Strauss, for the biographical information in this paragraph. My central disagreement with Sheppard is that he regards LS’s career in the specifically Jewish context of “the politics of exile.” See Zank’s “Foreword” on this point.


  130. EW 219 (“Testament of Spinoza”; 1932): “Spinoza was a Jew. It is a certified fact that he was born and educated as a Jew. But should we mention the names of other men, perhaps of equal rank with Spinoza, who were likewise born and educated as Jews, and whom scarcely any Jew would dare to remember proudly and gratefully as a Jew?”


  131. PPH 114.


  132. Mann, Magic Mountain, 496-97. LS expresses hostility against Mann (who completely rejected Hitler and although not a Jew fled Germany in 1933) at WIPP 235: “Not having been as unpolitical in his youth [LS is describing Kurt Riezler] as the young Thomas Mann, he was protected against ever becoming as simplistically political as the middle aged and old Thomas Mann.” For LS’s familiarity with The Magic Mountain, see RES 79 (Hans Jonas to Remi Brague, 2 February 1985): “Strauss was not only a-musical, but anti-musical. With Settembrini in the Zauberberg, which he quoted jokingly and with approval on this point, he could have said that music was ‘politically suspect’ to him.”


  133. See On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law at Hegel, Political Writings, 137-40 and 150-52. Death enters as the “constraint” within which alone “individuality becomes completely pure individuality”: “This negatively absolute {element}, this pure freedom, makes its appearance as death, and through his ability to die, the subject proves that he is free and utterly above all coercion. Death is the absolute constraint {Bezwingung}” See also G. W. F. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, translated by J. B. Baillie (New York: Harper, 1967) 474: “In order not to let them [sc. individuals] get rooted and settled in this isolation and thus break up the whole into fragments and let the common spirit evaporate, government has from time to time to shake them to the very centre by War. By this means it confounds the order that has been established and arranged, and violates their right to independence, while the individuals (who being absorbed therein, get adrift from the whole, striving after inviolable self-existence {Fürsichsein} and personal security), are made, by the task thus imposed on them by the government, to feel the power of their lord and master, death.”


  134. Hegel, Philosophy of Right §324: these sentences precede GWFH’s introduction of the passage quoted above from On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law.


  135. For GWFH’s antagonism to American institutions see G. W. F. Hegel, The Philosophy of History, translated by J. Sibree (New York: Dover, 1956), 85: “Universal protection for property, and a something approaching entire immunity from public burdens, are facts which are constantly held up to commendation. We have in these facts the fundamental character of the community—the endeavor of the individual after acquisition, commercial profit, and gain; the preponderance of private interest, devoting itself to that of the community only for its own advantage.”


  136. LS never repudiated the substance of Spengler. See TWM 81 and 94, CRI 48, CM 2, and RCPR 241 (“Progress or Return?”): “I think that we have all now become sufficiently sober to admit that whatever may be wrong in Spengler—and there are many things wrong in Spengler—the very title, in the English translation especially, of the work The Decline of the West is more sober, more reasonable, than these hopes that lasted for so long.” For Spengler’s influence on MH, see Shawn Kelley, Shawn. Racializing Jesus: Race, ideology and the formation of modern biblical scholarship (London: Routledge, 2002), 103-111.


  137. See Hegel, Philosophy of History, 313: “But it became immediately manifest that only a single will could guide the Roman State, and now the Romans were compelled to adopt that opinion; since in all periods of the world a political revolution is sanctioned in men’s opinions when it repeats itself. Thus Napoleon was twice defeated and the Bourbons twice expelled. By repetition that which at first appeared merely a matter of chance and contingency, becomes a real and ratified existence.” This is the passage (“Hegel remarks somewhere”) to which Marx refers in the opening sentence of The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon about tragedy and farce.


  138. Although the coining of the term “conservative revolution” is routinely ascribed to Hermann Rauschning, Rauschning himself gives the credit to Hugo von Hofmannsthal. See his The Conservative Revolution (New York: G. P. Putnam’s, 1941). It is worth stating the obvious: the term refers to National Socialism.


  139. LAM 225/SCR 2: “It has been said, not without reason, that Hegel’s rule over Germany came to an end only on the day that Hitler came to power.” Note that LS does not say this himself. The reason that LS tells us that this false view can be asserted “not without reason” is that whereas orthodox Hegelianism based itself on the rationality of the real, LS’s own unorthodox Hegelianism is based on the reality of the irrational.


  140. See Jeffrey Andrew Barash, “Review: Martin Heidegger in the Perspective of the Twentieth Century: Reflections on the Heidegger Gesamtausgabe.” Journal of Modern History 64 no. 1 (March 1992), 52-79 at 69: “It was precisely here [sc. ‘the state’s historical existence’ as opposed to ‘the tradition of individualistic ‘liberalism’’] according to Heidegger, that Hegel proved to be the genuine precursor of National Socialism.”


  141. In WIPP (see chapter 8) and TWM (see chapter 6)


  142. NRH 2: “It would not be the first time that a nation, defeated on the battlefield and, as it were, annihilated as a political being, has deprived its conquerors of the most sublime fruit of victory by imposing on them the yoke of its own thought.”


  143. See Matthew Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 1871-1918 (Houndmills, UK: Palgrave-Macmillan, 2003), 99-102.


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter Four

  

  The 1933 Letter to Löwith


  Since its publication in the third volume of Heinrich Meier’s edition of Gesammelte Schriften in 2000, Strauss’s letter to Karl Löwith from Paris of May 19, 1933 has received considerable attention from both defenders and critics. Readers interested in this ongoing debate should consult Peter Minowitz’s able discussion of those scholars who have read the letter as a “smoking gun/mushroom cloud”1 and I count myself very fortunate to have spent many happy hours debating the letter’s correct interpretation with this skilful and ingenious author. Guided by Minowitz’s apologetic concerns, many of our discussions have turned on the personal dynamics of the relationship between Strauss and Löwith. Albeit for different reasons, my interest in the letter also centers on Löwith and ultimately I am less interested in whether the letter proves that Strauss was a fascist (or worse) than in whether, as I maintain, it gave Löwith good reason to think that he was. Löwith’s suspicions are relevant to the suggestion I have made elsewhere that his considered response to Strauss was not in his reply of May 28, 1933 but rather in a footnote to a 1935 article he wrote under the pseudonym Hugo Fiala.2 I would like to explain here the personal circumstances behind this hunch.


  The footnote in question is attached to the following passage about Schmitt found in Löwith’s Martin Heidegger and European Nihilism, a valuable collection of texts edited by Richard Wolin in which the notes, in accordance with a lamentable practice that Lexington Books has graciously allowed me to avoid, are found at the end of the volume. “Fiala” wrote:


  
    But the fact that as a result all that remains as a possible basis for war is the “ontological assertion” of one’s own existence, a demand which needs no justification and which amounts to war against a “real” enemy, does not mean that Schmitt’s concept of the political has no moral and metaphysical presuppositions whatsoever, not even those of an immoral and nihilistic kind. On the contrary, even in Schmitt those presuppositions remain obscured by a polemical commitment to humanitarian morality and liberal positivity.3

  


  When I first read these words in 2004, I was trying to prove that Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit is best understood as a funeral oration for the soldiers of the First World War designed to persuade contemporary listeners to renew the fight in a Second; the fact that Schmitt’s obviously warlike Begriff des Politischen was written the same year (1927) offered a welcome parallel. This project had depended heavily on Löwith’s My Life in Germany from the start but probably because I was unfamiliar with the term “decisionism” and had never even heard of Schmitt, I was not reading the Fiala article with proper care, i.e., I was not reading endnotes. But after reading this provocative passage—it was very evident that there was nothing either liberal or humanitarian about Löwith’s Schmitt—I made a fateful exception by reading the note, where I found the following:


  
    On this, cf. Leo Strauss’ critical comments on Schmitts’s The Concept of the Political: “Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Polititischen,” in Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik 67, no. 6 (1932): 732-49.4

  


  As a Platonist who had based his life on the view that Socrates’ opening “I went down” required the philosophic reader to return to the Cave as a matter of justice, I was already perfectly familiar with Strauss’s antithetical reading of Plato’s Republic; although intermittently confused by his remark in Natural Right and History,5 I couldn’t shake the conviction that he was really on the side of Thrasymachus. But after reading this footnote, I suddenly saw him for the first time in a clear light: The German Stranger was born at that instant.


  Reading George S. Schwab’s edition of The Concept of the Political (with Strauss’s “Comments” included) sealed the deal. Once the Heidegger project was completed, I turned to Strauss in earnest. But despite the fact that I was only confirming Löwith’s original insight, his decisive contribution tended to vanish from view as I read further, especially after encountering the jaw-dropping passages of Thoughts on Machiavelli (chapter 7) and “German Nihilism” (chapter 6). In short: thanks to a sub-Christian application of megalopsychia, I unquestioningly prided myself on having made a stunning discovery: I failed to realize for far too long that Löwith had compelled me to read that note, a note he had skillfully contrived for the personal instruction of readers like me. Strauss’s 1933 letter was crucial to my belated repentance: it was here that Löwith had made the real discovery. With this confession out of the way, it is time to turn to the letter itself, translated here in its entirety:6


  
    Paris; May 19, 1933


    Dear Herr Löwith!


    On your behalf, I have in the meantime sent the requisite information to Groethuysen, who is in London. Moreover, I have—now and again in conversation—spoken with Van Sickle, the head of the Rockefeller Foundation, about you, your situation, your work and your interests. He jotted down your name so that it is certain to catch his attention when he encounters it again in the letter by Fehling.


    As for me, I have the second year after all. Berlin7 has recommended me and that was decisive. I am staying in Paris for this second year as well, and I will attempt to accomplish something during this time that will permit me to continue working. To be sure, the “competition” is considerable: the entire German-Jewish intellectual proletariat finds itself here. It is awful—I wish I could run away to Germany.


    But here’s the catch [der Haken]. Surely I can’t “opt” for some other country—a homeland and above all a mother tongue can one never select, in any case I will never be able to write other than in German, even though I will be forced to write in another language—: on the other hand, I see no acceptable possibility to live under the swastika [dem Hakenkreuz], i.e., under a symbol that says nothing else to me except: “You and your kind, you are subhuman ϕύσεΙ8 and therefore true Pariahs.” There exists here only one solution. We must repeatedly say to ourselves, we “men of science”—for so people like us called ourselves during the Arab Middle Ages—non habemus locum manentem, sed quaerimus9 . . . And, as to the substance of the matter: i.e., that Germany having turned to the right does not tolerate us, that proves absolutely nothing against right-wing principles. On the contrary: only on the basis of right-wing principles—on the basis of fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles—is it possible with integrity, without the ridiculous and pitiful appeal to the droits imprescriptables de l’homme,10 to protest against the money-grubbing bedlam [das meskine Unwesen]. I am reading Caesar’s Commentaries with deeper understanding, and I think about Virgil: Tu regere imperio . . . parcere subjectis et debellare superbos.11 There exists no reason to crawl to the cross [zu Kreuze zu Kriechen],12 to liberalism’s cross as well, as long as somewhere in the world there yet glimmers a spark of the Roman thought [des römische Gedanke]. And even then: better than any cross, the ghetto.


    I therefore do not fear the emigrant’s destiny—at the most secundum carnem:13 hunger and the like—. In a sense our kind is always “emigrant;” and what concerns the rest, the danger of embitterment, which certainly is very great, Klein, who in every sense was always an emigrant, is for me the living proof that it can be defeated.


    Dixi, et animam meam salvavi.14


    Be well! May both you and your wife be most cordially greeted by your Leo Strauss.


    My wife most cordially thanks you for your good wishes, and she most cordially returns your greeting.

  


  It is not difficult to see why so many have mistaken this for “the smoking gun”; as chapter 5 will show, that honor actually belongs to another letter.15 But the two letters are linked by the Canossa reference: to Löwith, with whom he is toying, Strauss disdains “to crawl to the cross” of liberalism in opposition to “fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles”; with Jacob Klein, he uses the same words (zu Kreuze kriechen) to chide his oldest friend for taking the side of God (Strauss will only call Him “God”) against National Socialism.16 The epistolary connection between God and liberalism is revealing and what it reveals is the real smoking gun: an intellectual basis for the Verjudung-hypothesis. It also points to the manner in which National Socialism, correctly understood, solves “the theological-political problem” on the basis of a broad-reaching notion of Verjudung. In the context of the twin allusions to Canossa, this “problem” is most easily broached in reference to its liberal solution that Strauss never saw fit to embrace: the separation of Church and State.


  A German Kaiser on his knees to Hildebrand in A.D. 1077 represented the antithesis or even the contemporary unintelligibility of this separation in the Middle Ages: the State was utterly abased. But Renaissance, Reformation, and the Enlightenment (in its highest form) would preclude the temporal power of the Church while securing the independence, under God, of the State. For his part, Strauss was aware from the beginning that both “State” and “Science” are (in his words) “fruits of the anti-Catholic spirit”17 and Strauss had learned from Jacobi that only a re-enactment of “God” could destroy the Enlightenment and, by extension, Wissenschaft and der Staat.18 It is a sign of the involuntary inconsistency of Strauss’s theological critique of liberalism that he uses an anti-Catholic image (“going to Canossa”) against an institution he regards as anti-Catholic. It is also worth remarking that in his cautious reply, Löwith stakes out a personal position independent of both Liberals and Nazis on the basis of Wissenschaft.19


  Strauss’s curious expression “meskine Unwesen” deserves discussion and it has received it. Both Straussian (like Smith20 and Werner Dannhauser21) and non-Straussian scholars (like Richard Wolin22 and Sheppard23) have assumed that Strauss is referring to Hitler; Minowitz24 and Benjamin Lazier25 take the expression to refer to the Nazis or Nazism generally. Against this consensus, consider the following:


  
    “Meskin” is a French word, here Germanized, that qualifies the Unwesen that one can only rebel against on the basis of the principles of the right. In other words, it refers to what LS opposes, namely liberalism. Which kind? The “meskin” kind, meaning the “miserly” kind.26

  


  This is a better basis for proceeding. The word “Unwesen” means something inessential, something without organic integrity, organization, or order. It is chaos (“messence”): an unruly hodge-podge of centrifugal collapse. Only in the rubble of the twelve-year Reich did it finally become clear that National Socialism had been das Unwesen; in 1933, chaos was what the Nazis claimed to oppose and did in fact oppose. Arguments against the Third Reich are not based on its disorder but its regimentation. Criminal though National Socialism is, “it would become a task for a casuist of exceptional gifts”27 to show how it can be effectively attacked on the basis of “fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles.”


  The inapplicability of the word “meskin ’ strengthens the case against applying the phrase to Hitler or the Nazis. The case against Hitler does not depend on his greed. Neither did the case against Röhm and the unbridled S. A. depend on their miserliness. But this word has often been applied to Jews: they are frequently said to be stingy, mean, avaricious, and “tight.” Consider, for example, the use of “mesquin juif” in the opera Cellini by Berlioz: the insult is hurled at an exacting barkeep. Such examples could be multiplied in the Romance languages (“meskin” is not a German word): (1) Spanish (al mezquino judio Shylock), (2) Italian (Shylock simboleggia l’avarizia e la meschinità), and (3) Portuguese (Em Oliver Twist, ele apresenta Fagin como um estereótipo do judeu mesquinho e avarento). All of these phrases were the top results of “Googling” for the “mesquin” cognate along with the word for “Jew” in the respective languages. The fact that the letter contains yet another questionable passage (“the entire German-Jewish intellectual proletariat finds itself here. It is awful”) suggests that Strauss was aware of the Jew-baiting potential of the word “mesquin.” On the whole, however, it seems best to assert that Strauss is describing (individualistic) Gesellschaft from the perspective of (organic) Gemeinschaft; only the latter is “wesentlich.” The former is “a money-grubbing bedlam.”


  The serious interpretive question is whether Zank’s equation of das meskine Unwesen with liberalism is consistent with Strauss’s claim that one could conceivably protest against liberalism by means of “the ridiculous and pitiful appeal to the droits imprescriptables de l’homme.” This question should be answered in the affirmative. Consider the revolutionary Directory in France as the classic example of meskine Unwesen. It was clearly vulnerable to criticism from both Right and Left, from both partisans of Babeuf and Bonaparte: while it was ultimately overthrown on the basis of “fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles,” it was certainly vulnerable to critique on the basis of the Rights of Man. Quite apart from its Jew-bating value, the word “mesquin” has financial implications and the Directory was, to an even greater extent than Weimar, liable to a charge of financial corruption and captivity to special interests. As a general matter: by eschewing a basis in authoritarian principles, any moderate or mixed regime may well descend into chaos without thereby gratifying the hunger of the multitude for an equal share in human rights. Contemporary debates about health-care provide a less extreme but timely example: liberal-minded liberal democrats might well attempt to reform the chaotic greediness of for-profit health insurance by an ongoing appeal to “the unwritten rights of man.” But as Gerhard Kruger, one of Strauss’s non-Jewish correspondents clearly recognized,28 a revolution against liberalism that in no way depended on the principles of the French Revolution had begun the transformation of Germany in April 1933:29 it was no longer das meskine Unwesen.30


  As a Latin teacher, however, it is not the meaning of das meskine Unwesen that most engages my interest; it is another passage that has thus far escaped scholarly scrutiny: “I am reading Caesar’s Commentaries with deeper understanding, and I think about Virgil.” The first point is: Strauss’s Latin was excellent,31 far better than his Greek (see chapter 9). And as every student of Latin knows, one reads Caesar’s De Bello Gallico first, well before one reads, let alone thinks about, Virgil’s Aeneid. It is therefore noteworthy that he does not quote from the author he is currently reading but rather from the one he is not. He quotes Virgil from memory and does so with characteristic Redlichkeit: he marks the deletion of Anchises’ words about peace.32 Given the central importance of the mos pacis (“the custom of peace”) in the Hobbesian foundation of gutless, spiritless, and money-grubbing bourgeois liberalism, the deletion is characteristic in another sense: it is in the celebration of war, not in the imposition of peace, that Strauss is prepared to discover what he calls “the Roman thought” (der römische Gedanke). Nor should one ignore the theological-political implications of the Aeneid: the restored or rather revolutionized “republic” becomes the product of Divine Will now under the personal protection of an Apollinian descendent of Venus who is, one must add with an Ovidian snicker, Cupid’s kinsman as well.33


  Unfortunately Strauss does not quote from the Commentaries. But in “German Nihilism,” where this same passage from Virgil constitutes his last word,34 he refers to Ariovistus, the oxymoronic rex Germanorum ably presented as both bogey and pretext by Caesar’s tearful and duplicitous ally Divitiacus in book I.35 Strauss’s comment on Ariovistus is worth quoting here:


  
    I shall then say: Nihilism is the rejection of the principles of civilization as such. A nihilist is then a man who knows the principles of civilization, if only in a superficial way. A merely uncivilized man, a savage, is not a nihilist. This is the difference between Ariovistus, the Teutonic chieftain whom Caesar defeated and Hitler who otherwise have the characteristic qualities of the perfect barbarian (arrogance and cruelty) in common.36

  


  The reader who assumes that the words “arrogance and cruelty” indicate Strauss’s rejection of either Hitler or Ariovistus remains trapped, like Schmitt, within the horizon of liberalism: every student of Nietzsche recognizes that a moral objection can be raised against both humility and kindness. What Strauss does not say is that Caesar himself, literate and literary source of the barbaric Ariovistus, is more like Hitler in that he knowingly rejects “the principles of civilization.” This knowledge is illustrated by a passage Strauss must have reread in 1933 even if he did not get further than Caesar’s first book:


  
    Of all these, the bravest-strongest [fortissimi] are the Belgians, on account of the fact that they are farthest removed from the culture and humanity [humanitate] of our province and least often to them do merchants come, importing those things that pertain to the effeminizing of spirits [ad effeminandos animos], and because they are nearest to the Germans who dwell across the Rhine, with whom they continuously wage war.37

  


  At the conclusion of his 1961 essay “Relativism,” Strauss suggests without stating that the difference between his way of reading and Heidegger’s is that only the latter reads “creatively” by “understanding [an author] differently than they way he understood himself.”38 Closer to the end of his life, Strauss will point out in the same context that his own “art” of reading an author as he understood himself is presupposed by Heidegger’s master art:


  
    As a consequence [sc. of radical historicism or the view that “History is not a rational process”] he [sc. MH] denies that one can understand a thinker better than he understood himself or even as he understood himself: a great thinker will understand an earlier thinker of rank creatively, i.e., by transforming his thought, and hence by understanding him differently than he understood himself. One could hardly observe this transformation if one could not see the original form.39

  


  These hermeneutic observations justify my suggestion that Strauss was perfectly capable of reading Caesar’s remarks on the absence of effeminizing influences among the Belgae in the context of Spinoza. In other words: despite the fact that Caesar may have been referring only to material comforts purveyed by literal “merchants,” his use of both cultus and humanitas would invite a reader familiar with Spinoza’s view that the Jews could recover their state if they transcended the effeminizing influence of Judaism,40 to read this passage creatively.


  It is only this creative reading of Caesar—a reading in which the manly Roman idea is contrasted with its effeminate Jewish antithesis—that crosses the line dividing a merely nihilistic Fascism from the theological nihilism of National Socialism.41 But this same line is also crossed by combining a straight reading of Caesar—where Ciceronian humanitas is antithetical to both strength and courage42 —with the solution to the theological-political problem implicit in Virgil’s Aeneid. To be sure neither Caesar nor his adopted son’s epic poet are secularizing Judeo-Christian revelation as the Nazis will; Augustan propaganda is more reminiscent of the Athenian Stranger in its creative use of pagan mythology.43 But it is important to recognize that the essential core of National Socialism is considerably older than Hitler: that core owes at least as much to the Roman conquest of Egypt as it does to Nietzsche. The fact that the utterly impious cult of the divine Augustus—an atheistic religion grounded on an immoral morality—was contemporaneous with Christ is just about as rational a piece of historical cunning as any sane person has a right to expect.


  Nor, given his familiarity with Nietzsche, did Strauss need to be terribly creative to grasp the implied antithesis between der römische Gedanke he found in his reading/recollection of Caesar/Virgil and Spinoza’s “fundamenta suae religionis eorum {sc. Judaeorum}.”44


  
    Who has triumphed for the present, Rome or Judea? But there is no doubt at all: just think about who one bows down to in Rome, as if to the quintessence of all the highest values—and not only in Rome, but over almost half the earth, everywhere man has become tame or wants to become tame—, to three Jews, as you know, and one Jewess (to Jesus of Nazareth, Peter the fisher, Paul the rug-weaver, and the mother of the Jesus named here, called Mary. This is remarkable: without doubt, Rome has lost.45

  


  The fact that it was a 1935 letter that informed first Löwith and then, eventually,46 all the rest of us that there had been an nine-year period in which Nietzsche so bewitched and dominated Strauss that he literally believed everything he understood his master to be saying, confirms my view that Löwith, in particular, had good reasons to think that Strauss was pro-Nazi and therefore is the indispensable god-father to everyone else who comes to share this particular point of view. Incidentally, given the amazing rebirth of “the Roman thought” in 1933 Germany, a contemporary who understood Nietzsche as he had understood himself could only conclude that he had been wrong in his pessimistic verdict about Judea’s triumph over Rome.


  One final point: it is doubtful that Strauss thought that anyone, least of all a philosopher, was a Jew ϕύσεΙ;47 he probably would have regarded this notion as a contradiction in terms.48 But “racial theories” aside, an analysis of “the Second Cave” in chapter 5 will show that Strauss had a very lively awareness of the difference between ϕύσΙς and those institutions that are Jewish νόμἳ,49 i.e., in the only way that Strauss thought that anything could be Jewish. From an atheist’s perspective, the God of Israel is one of these; all would agree that the Torah is. In order to understand the German Stranger as he understood himself, one needs to consider what it means to think (“on the basis of fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles” and the Verjudung-hypothesis) that the same is true of the liberal State, modern Science, the separation of Church and State, and les droits imprescriptables de l’homme. And in order to understand Strauss better than he understood himself, one needs to recognize how little of his version of “Roman thought” there is in Cicero’s humanitas.50


  Footnotes


  1. Minowitz, Straussophobia, 155; see 154-63.


  2. Altman, “Alpine Limits,” 17-20.


  3. Löwith, Martin Heidegger, 148-49.


  4. Löwith, Martin Heidegger, 276n45.


  5. NRH 6: “Let us beware of the danger of pursuing a Socratic goal with the means, and the temper, of Thrasymachus.”


  6. GS3 624-5. My translation would have been far less adequate without the help of Michael Zank.


  7. LS means CS.


  8. “By nature” in Greek.


  9. “We have no abiding place, but we are seeking one” in Latin


  10. “The unwritten rights of man” in French


  11. Truncated quotation from Aeneid 6.851-52. When the missing words (“populos, Romane, memento. hae tibi erunt artes, pacique imponere morem”) the full quotation reads: “May you remember, Roman, to rule the peoples with an empire. These will be your arts: to impose the custom of peace, to spare the subjected and war down the proud.”


  12. “zu Kreuze kriechen” means to humiliate oneself before someone or something. See Sheppard, Leo Strauss, 62-3 for the historical background of this phrase. It was used by Bismarck during the Kulturkampf to mean “we will never go to Canossa;” i.e., the Empire will never subordinate itself to the Christian Church as had happened in A.D. 1077 during the Investiture Controversy. I would like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude to Eugene Sheppard who brought this letter to my attention.


  13. “According to the flesh” is contrasted in ecclesiastical Latin with secundum spiritum.


  14. “I have spoken and have saved my soul” in Latin (identified by Sheppard as Ezekiel 3:18-19). Michael Zank, e-mail message to the author, 10 December 2005, pointed out “that it appears literally and prominently in a passage that both LS and Löwith likely knew, namely, at the end of Hermann Cohen, Ein Bekenntnis in der Judenfrage (1880), see Hermann Cohens Jüdische Schriften (Berlin 1924) vol. II, p. 94.”


  15. LS to Jacob Klein, London, 23 June 1934 (GS3 515-18).


  16. GS3 516. Note that the “return to the ghetto” motif reoccurs as well; cf. GS3 625.


  17. EW 65; the phrase is found in the occultatio sentence of “Strauss’s First Zionist Article” (see appendix to chapter 1).


  18. GS2 282 (“Das Erkenntnisproblem”): “The Berlin Enlighteners [e.g., MM] had seen well with the eyes of an enemy that Jacobi’s tendencies are somehow ‘papist.’”


  19. Löwith to LS, 28 May 1933 at GS3 627: “It speaks very much against right-wing ‘principles’ when they in fact [faktisch] do not tolerate the spirit of science [Wissenschaft] and of German Jewry—in saying which you [Sie] know that I in no way stand for the ‘liberal’ and human rights-based ‘intellectual freedom’ [menschenrechtliche »Geistesfreiheit«].”


  20. Smith, “Skeptical Friend.”


  21. Dannhauser, “Strauss in his Letters,” 359 (concerning this letter): “The reading of such a passage causes pain.”


  22. Richard Wolin, “Leo Strauss, Judaism, and Liberalism” in The Chronicle of Higher Education (April 14, 2006).


  23. Sheppard, Leo Strauss, 60.


  24. Minowitz, Straussophobia, 157.


  25. Lazier, God Interrupted, 116.


  26. Zank, e-mail message to the author, 10 December 2005.


  27. SPPP 31.


  28. Krüger to LS, Marburg, 19 April 1933 at GS3 428: “Now that world history will soon enough have made an end of liberalism, the important and actual questions will finally be understood again.”


  29. Note that in his reply, Löwith (GS3 627) calls fascism as “a thoroughly democratic growth.”


  30. Cf. “Aus einer Wahlrede von Joseph Goebbels im Freistaat Danzig (6. 4. 1935)” at www.hausarbeiten.de/faecher/vorschau/102725.html (accessed 10 April 10): “It is no accident that today, throughout the world, all German-thinking people identify themselves with the Fatherland (Cheers [Heilrufe, Beifall]). In the past, one sometimes needed to feel shame to be German but today it is again an honor! (Cheers). For behind the Germans beyond the borders of the Reich there stands no longer a powerless Republic but rather the National Socialist Germany of force, and strength, and power! (Cheers) And on the soil of this Germany, the parliamentary interests [parlementarische Interessenhaufen] no longer, to the ridicule of the world, create their chaos [treiben . . . ihr Unwesen]; in this Germany, Hitler rules! (Cheers)”


  31. In addition to the copious Latin quotations in PPH and SCR, see in particular the snide but accurate strictures on “Mr. Chrimes” (“In many cases . . . claim to be complete”; 959) at Leo Strauss, “Review of De Laudibus Legum Angliae. By Sir John Fortescue. Edited and Translated with Introduction and Notes by S. B. Chrimes.” Columbia Law Review 43 no. 6 (September 1943), 958-960. Another humorous instance is the last word of Leo Strauss, “Review of Giles of Rome, Errores Philosophorum.” Church History 15 no. 1 (March 1946), 62-63 at 63: “The translation makes the impression of being very reliable. “Disciplinales scientiae” in ch. XII §8 (p. 62f.) has to be rendered by “mathematical sciences” and not by “disciplined knowledge.”


  32. Alan Gilbert awoke me to the implications of LS’s deletion; for this and many other kindnesses I am very grateful.


  33. Cf. Tacitus Annals 1.4, Suetonius Divus Augustus 94.4, Ovid Amores 1.2.


  34. GN 373.


  35. Cf. Caesar de bello Gallico 1.31 and 1.19-20.


  36. GN 364.


  37. Caesar de bello Gallico 1.1.


  38. REL 156; cf. “creative transformation” at CRI 53.


  39. SPPP 30 (“Philosophy as Rigorous Science”; 1971).


  40. Cf. “animos effoeminarent” (Spinoza as quoted at SCR 275n14) and Caesar’s ad effeminandos animos.


  41. Cf. SPPP 181: “What is it that suddenly, if after a long preparation, divinizes the Nothing?”


  42. I am indebted to my students Isaac Alty and Samantha Casey for connecting Caesar de bello Gallico 1.1 (c. 58 B.C.) and Cicero pro Archia 12-14 (62 B.C.).


  43. David Mulroy, “The Subtle Artistry of the Minos and the Hipparchus.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 137 no. 1 (Spring 2007), 115-131 at 116-19.


  44. SCR 275n14.


  45. Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, Essay I, Section 16 as quoted by Terry Pinkard in Heine, History and Religion, 70n122.


  46. LS to Löwith, Cambridge (UK), 23 June 1935 at GS3 648.


  47. POS 326: “The human species consists phusei of ethne. This is partly due to physis (different races, the size and structure of the surface of the earth) and partly to nomos (customs and languages). Every philosopher belongs essentially to this or that ethnos but as {a} philosopher he must transcend it.” See also JPCM 317 (“Why We Remain Jews?”; 1962): “Of course, one must not become a prisoner of this like that great fool Hitler, who believed in his racial theories; that is absurd.”


  48. SPPP 137-38 (“On Natural Law”; 1968): “The notion of natural law presupposes the notion of nature, and the notion of nature is not coeval with human thought; hence there is no natural law teaching, for instance, in the Old Testament. Nature was discovered by the Greeks as in contradistinction to art (the knowledge guiding the making of artifacts) and, above all, to nomos (law, custom, convention, agreement, authoritative opinion). In the light of the original meaning of ‘nature,’ the notion of ‘natural law’ (nomos tesphyseos) is a contradiction in terms rather than a matter of course.”


  49. POS 326: “What we call History would be the succession or simultaneity of caves. The {caves, the} ceilings are νόμῳ {by convention} which is understood in contradistinction to ϕύσεΙ {by nature}.”


  50. Consider in Catilinam 4.1: “If the consulate has been given to me on the condition that I would endure all pangs, pains, and tortures [cruciatusque], I will bear them bravely and even gladly, provided only that through my labors [meis laboribus], dignity for you and salvation [salusque] for the Roman People may be brought to birth [pariatur].” In addition to the kinship with “Jerusalem,” Cicero’s manly willingness to effeminize himself should be noted. See my “Tullia’s Secret Shrine: Birth and Death in Cicero’s de Finibus.” Ancient Philosophy 28 no. 2 (Fall 2008), 373-393.


  



  Chapter Five

  

  The Last Word in “Secularization”


  



  
    The book [sc. Strauss’s Philosophie und Gesetz] begins with an unfeigned and copiously argued (if completely ludicrous) affirmation of atheism as the most important Jewish watchword. Such admirable boldness for a book that will be read by everybody as having been written by a candidate for Jerusalem! It even outdoes the first forty pages of your doctoral dissertation! I admire this ethical stance and regret the—obviously conscious and deliberately provoked—suicide of such a capable mind.

  


  Gershom Scholem to Walter Benjamin;

  Jerusalem, 29 March 19351


  With the publication of Philosophie und Gesetz, Strauss gave up his chance to teach medieval Jewish philosophy at the University of Jerusalem: he had made the fateful choice that would ultimately bring him to the United States. It must have been a considerable disappointment for Scholem who had labored to bring him there as Guttmann’s successor but he evidently recognized that Strauss’s decision was deliberate. In addition to having barred Strauss’s way to Jerusalem, Philosophie und Gesetz has other noteworthy characteristics: it was published in Germany three years after Strauss himself had left his native land and it was the only one of his books that did not appear in English during his lifetime. These choices must likewise be recognized as deliberate. They are also complementary: not only is Philosophie und Gesetz a German book but it also belongs to the Germany of 1935; this is why Strauss had no desire for an American edition. This does not mean that Strauss was ashamed of the book or that he changed his mind on the crucial question after writing it. In 1965, his 1936 Hobbes book appeared in the original German with a revealing Vorwort just as his 1930 Spinoza book was appearing in English equipped with its remarkable “Preface.” Paradoxically, it was in the eloquent dénouement of this second document that Strauss revealed his continuing pride in Philosophie und Gesetz by translating a considerable portion of what Scholem had called the “copiously argued . . . affirmation of atheism” found in the book’s 1935 Einleitung (“Introduction”). Given the passages Strauss deleted in translation, however, it would be somewhat disingenuous to retain the word “unfeigned.”


  The most remarkable revelation in the German “Foreword” to the Hobbes book is found in the following passage:


  
    The reawakening of theology, which for me is marked by the names Karl Barth and Franz Rosenzweig, appeared to make it necessary to investigate how far the critique of orthodox theology—Jewish and Christian—deserved to be victorious. Since then the theological-political problem has remained the theme of my investigations.2

  


  Strauss does not define “the theological-political problem” with clarity here or elsewhere and he certainly never explains his solution to it. But this passage validates the scholarly consensus that it involves the problematic relationship or rather conflict between what Strauss called “Athens” (or philosophy) and “Jerusalem” (or revelation). The words “critique of orthodox theology” bring these two poles together and Strauss repeatedly makes it clear that “Athens” (the basis of a philosophical critique) does not deserve “to be victorious” in its encounter with orthodox theology, or “Jerusalem.” It is, to the say the least, a peculiar position for an atheist to take and thus the temptation arises to view Strauss as a believer. A sober consideration of the enduring influence of F. H. Jacobi is a sufficient but hardly necessary condition for escaping this trap and it is obvious to most of his readers that Strauss’s ultimate loyalty is to “Athens” even though few of them recognize the decisionist basis of that loyalty. Based primarily on Philosophie und Gesetz, the chapter will show that Strauss made a decision against Jerusalem, Judaism, and also, paradoxically, both for and against “Jerusalem.” In any case, along with the revised version of its penultimate paragraph found in “Preface to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion,” the “Introduction” to Philosophy and Law is probably the single most important published document for bringing Strauss’s secret to light.


  Strauss’s decision against Judaism is symbolized in “the Second Cave.” The three published versions of this pseudo-Platonic image—one of them in a footnote found in chapter 1 of Philosophie und Gesetz—are less revealing that its first appearance in “Religiöse Lage der Gegenwart” (1930) and particularly the 1932 “Die Geistige Lage der Gegenwart,” the only thing Strauss wrote that explicitly belongs to what he called “the epoch of National Socialism.” In a significant advance on the traditional or rather apologetic view that the image illustrates the necessity and difficulty of escaping from the prison-house of historicism,3 John Ranieri has recently argued that the Second Cave represents Strauss’s attack on Christianity.4 This is correct but incomplete: it would be more accurate to say that it represents his attack on revelation generally. Strauss’s defenders are willing to countenance and even emphasize his antagonism to Christianity;5 this presumably permits them to present Strauss as all the more Jewish. But the first step towards understanding the connection between Leo Strauss and National Socialism is the recognition that the true Nazi privately regarded Christianity itself as “Jewish,” indeed as the principal evidence of Verjudung. The preceding appendix has illustrated the conflict between natural virtue and spiritual effeminacy in the Roman context and it was an easy matter for any Nazi who recognized the parallel between Spinoza and Caesar to conclude that Judaism had been effeminacy’s fons et origo. And to the extent that only the self-deified tyrant who aspires to rule over both men and gods possesses real courage, the God of Israel is the principal obstacle to “manliness.”6


  The rejection of Judaism embodied in Strauss’s Second Cave has a more radical basis than the intersection of Caesar and Spinoza: it operates on the level of metaphysics and epistemology, not ethics. To a large extent, this is due to the metaphysical and epistemological implications of Plato’s Cave. At the start of Republic VII, Socrates illustrates our level of education with an image of metaphysical dualism: we are imprisoned in a world of images thanks to our bodily senses and must rise to the purely intelligible realm outside the Cave. The reason Strauss needed to “secularize” Plato (by creating “Plato”) is that metaphysical dualism is the philosophical analogue of the God of Israel’s relation to everything else: from a Nazi’s perspective, Platonism—no less than Christianity, its vulgar form—is a product of Verjudung. By borrowing an image from “Athens,” Strauss attempted to conceal the metaphysical affinity between Plato and the Judeo-Christian Tradition, an affinity his predecessor Nietzsche had openly admitted in Beyond Good and Evil. The Second Cave conceals this affinity.


  Plato’s Cave is Plato’s image of how the realm of Becoming looks from the perspective of Being: it must therefore remain absolutely unintelligible to “Platonists” who make no room in their thought for the timeless, eternal, forever unchanging, absolutely transcendent Idea of the Good. In the Idea of the Good, Plato created the philosophical concept par excellence: the ultimate object of that love of wisdom we call “philosophy.” Precisely because Plato is a dualist—precisely because the Good is utterly transcendent—the best a human being can do is orient herself to its majesty: a humble awareness of our own lack of wisdom (on the one hand) and an erotic desire to rise towards it (on the other) is Platonic philosophy. In short: the wondrous Plato—greatest son of democratic Athens—made room for “Jerusalem”: if we grant His existence, the unseen God of Israel is outside of Plato’s Cave. The same applies to Allah, the Kingdom of Christ, and Kant’s “thing in itself.” Strauss is on the other side: in order to defend “philosophy” from “revelation,” Plato must become “Plato” and Plato’s original must be supplanted by Strauss’s second Cave. In his “Second Cave,” Strauss attempts to drive a wedge between “Athens” and “Jerusalem.”


  The first of five references to the Second Cave—and hence the evidentiary moment of its creation—is Strauss’s 1930 draft lecture “Religiöse Lage der Gegenwart” (“The Religious Situation of the Present”).7 Unfortunately, it has not yet been published in translation.8 In chapter 3, it was cited as the first instance in Strauss’s writings where he refers to Heidegger. This is no accident. Nor is it an accident that Heidegger would lecture on Plato’s “Allegory of the Cave” at the University of Freiburg in 1931-1932.9 Heinrich Meier has helped us to see what he calls “the hidden dialogue” between Strauss and Schmitt: the secret influence that the former exercised upon the latter.10 Someone needs to do the same thing for Strauss and Heidegger. There is, of course, no published evidence that they ever spoke together one-on-one and competent scholars have doubted that Strauss was present at Davos in 1929. Certainly no one has previously suggested that Strauss visited Heidegger when he returned to Freiburg in 1954 and no correspondence between the two has been brought to light. The only tangible link between them is Gerhard Kruger, a student of Heidegger’s11 with whom Strauss began to correspond in 1928.12 Krüger’s first response (after nineteen letters from Strauss) is dated November 13, 1932. Since there can be no doubt that Krüger actually did respond, even our best link between Heidegger and Strauss (on the personal level) is completely unsatisfactory.


  Nevertheless, it would be more accurate to say that there are five literary artifacts of the Second Cave not counting the correspondence between Strauss and Krüger. In the latter, it is mentioned frequently,13 the first time (February 27, 1931) making it obvious that Strauss had already sent Krüger “Religiöse Lage der Gegenwart.”14 Of these references, Strauss’s letter of October 15, 1931 is the most significant: “I have just now discovered [entdeckt] a fourth man who is with us [mit uns] in conceiving of the present as a second cave: Ebbinghaus.”15 In fact, the third non-epistolary record of the Second Cave—the first of three published versions of it—was Strauss’s “Besprechung von Julius Ebbinghaus, über die Fortschritte die Metaphysik” (1931).16 It is presumably upon this published (and thus exoteric) version that Meier depends while promoting his view that the Second Cave is principally an attack on historicism;17 the real significance of the pseudo-Platonic image is visible only in the two earlier, unpublished, and essentially un-translated versions. Nor does Meier take up the interesting question of the “the problem of the missing fourth.”18


  To paraphrase the opening of Plato’s Timaeus: “Strauss, Krüger, and Ebbinghaus, but where is the fourth?” The obvious candidates are Löwith and Klein. But in a letter to Löwith of August 8, 1946,19 Strauss feels compelled to gloss a reference to “cave” (he doesn’t call it “second”) in a manner that suggests they had not previously discussed it; there is, meanwhile, no reference to the Second Cave in Strauss’s far more open correspondence with Klein.20 I will hazard a solution to this mystery based on the following facts: (1) the evident secrecy involved (note the word “entdeckt” and the intimate “mit uns” Strauss uses with Krüger), (2) Krüger’s connection with Heidegger (and the frequent references to Heidegger in the letters of these early years),21 and (3) the approach that Heidegger took to the Cave in his 1931-1932 lectures. The fact that (4) only an important person could plausibly remain both anonymous and a fully recognizable fourth also points to Heidegger.


  Heidegger’s approach to the Cave in Vom Wesen der Wahrheit is, of course, a complicated subject in its own right. Among the features of Heidegger’s treatment that suggest the possibility of a “hidden dialogue” with Strauss is the radical decisionism that marks Heidegger’s approach to Plato in 1931-1932:22 “the Good” is neither transcendent nor moral23 but rather depends—much in the spirit of Zarathustra’s initial address to the Sun—on its “beholder.”24 None of these elements are visible in Strauss’s account of the Second Cave for the very good reason that until the last of the five presentations of the Second Cave (1948), Strauss doesn’t refer to escaping Plato’s. But Heidegger’s approach is next best: it is characterized throughout by an anti-metaphysical reading of Plato’s Allegory and this constitutes the principal point of contact. Heidegger doesn’t take the Ideas in anything like Plato’s sense: there is no metaphysical dualism,25 and, above all, no room for God,26 or the godlike truth outside the visible realm of Becoming. In fact, both Strauss and Heidegger regard the interior of the Cave as the locus of Nature27 and Being28 respectively. Nor does either take Plato’s Allegory (except in Strauss’s exoteric version) to be anything like a critique of historicism. The principle difference is that Heidegger must reject any lingering traces of Platonism29 while Strauss simply deletes them. Strauss was never simply Heidegger’s disciple. But the parallels between Strauss and Heidegger shed more light on the paramount importance of Plato than on either of them: the fact that Germany’s most brilliant intellectuals were annihilating Plato’s Allegory between 1930 and 1932 is significant enough in itself: Plato’s Cave is the refutation of all historicism, “radical” and otherwise. It is for this reason that Strauss’s creation of “a Second Cave” must inevitably deliver us over to historicism once again, albeit in a well-concealed fashion.30


  The keynote of Strauss’s Second Cave is pre-Platonic ϕύσις; the recovery of what he calls “the natural difficulties of philosophizing.” Enmeshed as w e are in our Tradition—defined by both the Bible and Greek Philosophy in the original 1930 version—we are trapped in a Second Cave below the one described by Plato: only through a deconstruction of that Tradition31 can w e recover our “natural ignorance.” But thanks to the “Religious Situation of the Present,” the disintegration of certainties and the ensuing superficiality that surrounds us,32 —thanks, ultimately, to the doubled refutation of Hegel on the Marne33 — we are presently poised, ready, and indeed required34 to do just that:


  
    We can begin from the very beginning: we are lacking all polemic affect toward tradition (having nothing wherefrom to be polemical against it); and at the same time, tradition is utterly alien to us, utterly questionable. But we cannot immediately answer on our own; for we know that we are deeply entangled in a tradition: we are even much lower down than the cave dwellers of Plato. We must rise to the origin of tradition, to the level of natural ignorance.35

  


  What needs to be said clearly is that the “natural ignorance” to which we must “rise” is the absolute rejection of certainties, especially of the otherworldly kind described by Plato and taught by the Bible. The teaching of Plato’s Cave—that the absolute truth, in all its ethical and metaphysical unity and splendor, is not of this natural world—this teaching is precisely what imprisons us in Strauss’s Second Cave. This is why the Second Cave, far from being a critique of historicism, is precisely the opposite. It is actually an attempt to annihilate at its philosophical point of origin the truly radical alternative to historicism: the timeless and unchanging Idea of the Good.


  It is important to grasp that ϕύσις is also the basis of Strauss’s radicalization of Schmitt’s merely preparatory critique of liberalism. Thanks to Schmitt’s tacit assumption that liberalism has “humanitarian morality” on its side,36 Strauss pointed out in 1932 that he therefore fails to make a moral judgment37 against liberalism, a judgment based on “pure, unpolluted knowledge” of an “undefiled and uncorrupted nature.”38 Without an alternative morality39 —without a non-liberal answer to the “Socratic” question (“what is right?”)40 —Schmitt’s sovereign decision not only remains without content but is trapped, despite its anti-liberal intent, in a liberal horizon that simply assumes “morality” means liberal humanitarianism. This is the essence of Strauss’s friendly critique of Schmitt from the Right: locked in a polemical battle with liberal morality, Schmitt paradoxically gave it too much weight.41 Strauss’s alternative is to raise anew the Socratic question—and to get (this is crucial) a Thrasymachean,42 Calliclean,43 or rather a Nietzschean44 answer—so as to ground his radical critique of liberalism in a return, first made possible by Heidegger,45 to what he will call “the Ancients.”


  
    For pure, unpolluted knowledge [Wissens] is never, except accidentally, polemical; and pure unpolluted knowledge cannot be gained from “the concrete political existence,” from the situation of the age, but only through a return to the origin, to undefiled, not corrupt nature.46

  


  It is precisely Schmitt’s failure to return to this origin that traps him “within the horizon of liberalism.”47 It will be noted that Heidegger makes precisely this return to ϕύσις as a “theorist of being;” hence the primacy of the pre-Socratics in his thought. Although Strauss makes the same return qua philosopher, he conceals its Heideggerian inspiration qua “political philosopher.”48 He will advance beyond Heidegger in more sinister ways as well.


  Even though Strauss is already using Platonic imagery to achieve an utterly anti-Platonic end,49 there is already a strong anti-Biblical component to what he means by “Tradition” in 1930.50 And of course it is Nietzsche who places both the Bible and Plato in the most questionable light:


  
    The end of this struggle is the complete rejection of tradition: neither merely of its answers, nor merely of its questions, but of its possibilities: the pillars on which our tradition rested: prophets and Socrates/Plato, have been torn down since Nietzsche. Nietzsche’s partisanship for the kings and against the prophets, for the sophists and against Socrates—Jesus neither merely no God, nor a swindler, nor a genius, but an idiot. Rejected are the θεωρειν and “Good-Evil”—Nietzsche, as the last enlightener. Through Nietzsche, tradition has been shaken at its roots. It has completely lost its self-evident truth. We are left in this world without any authority, without any direction. Only now, the question πως βιωτεoν has again received its full edge. We can pose it again. We have the possibility of posing it fully in earnest.51

  


  Still following Nietzsche after 1929, the scarcely disenchanted Strauss emphasizes or rather delights in the anti-Christian implications of the recovery of “natural ignorance.” But even in 1930, the influence of the “Jewish Question” is visible in Strauss’s joyful recovery of nihilism: it is, after all, a comment of Maimonides that Strauss uses to launch the discussion in the first place.52 This turns out to be a matter of great importance because our entrapment in Second Cave—although “discovered” by one Jew (Maimonides)53 and rediscovered by another (Strauss himself)—is precisely the “philosophical” image of Verjudung. It is probably no accident that Krüger, Ebbinghaus, and Heidegger were all Gentiles and that Strauss does not discuss his Second Cave with Löwith or Klein.


  Strauss’s “Die Geistige Lage der Gegenwart” (1932) proclaims itself to belong to what Strauss calls “the A g e of National Socialism” at the outset.54 Certainly 1932 was an important year for him: (1) he published his farewell to the vanishing world of German-Judaism in “Das Testament Spinozas"55 as well as (2) made his spiritual entrance into the emerging world of National Socialism with his “Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Politischen.” Finally (3) his departure from Germany in 1932 thanks to Schmitt completes a neat Hegelian synthesis of two complementary literary witnesses in what he called “a change of orientation.” But it is the unpublished “Spiritual Situation of the Present” that best reveals the inner form of this transformation. At first glance, it is not vastly different from the 1930 version. But it moves, presumably under the influence of Heidegger, decisively in the direction of severing Greek philosophy from the “prejudices” of the Judeo-Christian Tradition, as the essay’s last word indicates:


  
    When, therefore, the battle of the enlightenment against prejudices is only the battle against the historical difficulty of philosophizing, then is the actual goal of this battle but this: the restoration of philosophizing to its natural difficulty, of natural philosophizing, i.e., to Greek philosophy.56

  


  Strauss intends to complete the Enlightenment critique of religion on the basis of Greek philosophy much as he was already completing Schmitt’s critique of liberalism: he would discover or invent “a horizon beyond.” This requires driving a wedge between Greek philosophy and revelation so that the latter can be deployed against the former; this move will also undermine the foundations of the actual Enlightenment. Despite its pretensions to a priori knowledge, the Enlightenment has remained enmeshed in the Tradition it seeks to overcome.57 Even though there are still indications that both the Greek philosophy (science)58 and the Bible (“brotherly love”) are constitutive of that Tradition59 —and that Nietzsche deserves the credit for its destruction60 —Strauss’s emphasis now falls with unmistakable force on the tradition of revealed religion:


  
    It is therefore not the habituation to scripture in general, the growing up in a tradition generally, but the habituation to a very distinct scripture, growing up in a tradition of a very distinct character: namely in a tradition of such unlimited authority as is the tradition of revealed religion. The fact that philosophy has entered into a world resting on a tradition of revelation has increased the natural difficulties of philosophizing because of the historical difficulty.61

  


  Contrary to Meier—who reads the Second Cave as an attack on the radical historicism of Heidegger—this passage proves that it is not emancipation from historicism but the Heidegerian Destruktion62 of one particular historical tradition that Strauss is proposing: revealed religion (“Jerusalem”).63 Nor does it take much insight to realize that although the term “revealed religion” is certainly capacious enough to embrace Islam and Christianity as well as Judaism, that it is the latter alone that is the matrix of Strauss’s Second Cave. In short: the Second Cave is a vivid image of Verjudung. The fact that Strauss himself—particularly when considered as the most radical critic of Cultural Zionism—was himself “imprisoned” by the “prejudices”64 of the primordial revealed religion validates rather than vitiates this terrible verdict. It is from Judaism that we must enact an obscene new “Exodus”: whether we journey toward “the Promised Land” of Heidegger’s “Greeks,” to the simple nihilism of “radical ignorance,”65 or back to the Biblical Egypt hardly matters: the three are one in “the Age of National Socialism.”


  Although Nietzsche isn’t mentioned in any of the three published versions of the Second Cave, there is still a significant difference between the way Strauss trumpets his achievement in 1930 and 1932. In 1930, Nietzsche (“the last Enlightener”) has accomplished “the complete destruction of the tradition” (die vollstandige Verwerfung der Tradition) and that would seem to be the ne plus ultra of nihilism: all the pillars of tradition have been pulled down. By 1932, Nietzsche has accomplished something just a little bit different: now Strauss refers to “this completion of the Enlightenment” (diese Vollendung der Aufklärung). Considering the fact that the negative remark about Hegel has been dropped—Strauss no longer says that history has no meaning, as he had done in 1930—it is possible to say that we are witnessing the emergence of Strauss as “the Hegel of the Third Wave.” Like Hegel watching Napoleon in Jena, Strauss now grasps the meaning of “the revolution of nihilism”: in his awareness of its completion, it has been restored to a quasi-Hegelian rationality or rather its irrationality has become rational. Its Future will now emerge from the Past: it need only destroy the roots of the Tradition from which it emerged. In 1930, Nietzsche is simply a destructive force: he leads us back to an anti-Platonic and anti-Biblical nihilism. By “completing the Enlightenment” in 1932—by showing Strauss the way to annihilate the real Enlightenment in the full knowledge that the principles on which it was based (modern science and “brotherly love”) have been once and for all surpassed—Strauss’s Nietzsche becomes John the Baptist to the new “atheistic religion.” And this new religion is, it must be said, no longer Nietzsche’s “good European” aristocracy: in “the Age of National Socialism,” the “Chosen People” is already flocking to their post-God “Messiah.” Incidentally, open recognition of Hitler’s nullity does not constitute sufficient evidence for de-Nazification: the foundation (Grund) of National Socialism is an abyss (Abgrund)66 In other words, the “logical” basis of National Socialism proves to be a self-contradiction.


  Only one of the three published versions of the Second Cave appeared in English. It is found in the same article—“How to Study Spinoza’s Theologico-Political Treatise”—from which this book’s frontispiece is taken. Before moving on to the connection between the 1935 “Einleitung” to Philosophie und Gesetz and the 1965 “Preface” to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, a brief discussion of this 1948 text will begin to illustrate the folly of exculpating Strauss on the basis of developmentalism: the comforting hallucination that he abandoned his youthful German radicalism after an enlightening sojourn in these States. Strauss begins by referring to “the classic description of the natural obstacles to philosophy;” i.e., Plato’s Allegory of the Cave.67


  
    People may become so frightened of the ascent to the light of the sun, and so desirous of making that ascent utterly impossible to any of their descendents, that they dig a deep pit beneath the cave in which they were born, and withdraw into that pit.68

  


  For the first time,69 a conspiratorial element enters the Second Cave, and, also for the first time, Strauss mentions reaching the sun: of actually escaping from the first, or “natural” Cave. The cowardly and effeminizing conspirators—those who dig the deeper pit and lead “their descendents” into it—are frightened of those who will see the light, frightened of the consequences for themselves of such men learning the truth. Since Strauss accepts no transcendent Ideas,70 “the ascent to the light of the sun” culminates in a post-God Zarathustra moment when “men shall become as gods” and philosopher-nihilists know themselves as übermenschen standing “beyond good and evil.”71 As Strauss often points out, revelation ignores nature:72 the prohibition in Eden prevents anyone from seeing this particular “light,” i.e., the “truth” of self-deification.73 Presumably because they fear the natural superiority of a warrior-king, priests and prophets promulgate a “slave morality” designed to prevent their descendents from knowing themselves as gods and good and evil for what they are.74 In fact, once good and evil are recognized as shackles of the Second Cave, the metaphysical and epistemological basis of the image merges with ethics at last, consummated in an immoral morality. Reborn as “Platonic political philosophy,” this oxymoron will remain the hidden basis for Strauss’s radical critique of liberalism and provide him with a pseudo-Socratic means to continue “questioning the claim of humanitarian-pacifistic morality to be the true morality.”75


  Having now essayed the jump from Germany in 1932 to the United States of 1948 and beyond, it is time to examine Strauss’s 1935 “affirmation of atheism as the most important Jewish watchword” (as Scholem called it) from Philosophie und Gesetz alongside its literary reincarnation in 1965. Establishing this continuity is cumbersome but important: since the publication of his early German writings and personal letters from the 1930s, some of Strauss’s defenders postulate a softening of his views on liberalism and atheism.76 A comparison of two passages separated by thirty years (and an ocean) is the best way to counter this apologetic developmentalism. In order to compare these texts, it is convenient to quote a lengthy passage from Eve Adler’s 1995 translation (Philosophy and Law) while placing the passages Strauss repeated verbatim in his 1965 “Preface” in italics. The relevant passage will appears in its entirety, with no deletions and in proper order, but it will be broken up into several manageable bits interspersed with commentary.


  
    A new kind offortitude, which forbids itself every flight from the horror of life into comforting delusion, which accepts the eloquent description of the misery of man without God as a proof of the goodness of its cause, reveals itself eventually as the ultimate and purest ground for the rebellion against the tradition of revelation. This new fortitude, being the willingness to look man ’s forsakenness in its face, being the courage to welcome the terrible truth, being toughness against the inclination of man to deceive himself about his situation, is probity. [note 13 deleted in “Preface”] It is this probity, “intellectual probity,” [end of sentence in Preface].77

  


  Following Strauss (as she does wherever possible), Adler uses “intellectual probity” as a translation for the German word Redlichkeit. Apart from the deletion of the footnote, the other changes Strauss made are minor but not entirely insignificant. Deleting the words “the tradition of” tones down the political consequences—particularly disturbing in a 1935 context—of “the rebellion against revelation,” now divorced from the people who uphold and whose very existence is defined by that tradition. The significance of Strauss’s decision to delete “the inclination of man to deceive himself about his situation” is an informative comment about all kinds of hallucinations. But perhaps the most important point relates to something he did not change: the new fortitude or probity continues to be identified as “the courage to welcome the terrible truth.” As long as the truth is “the terrible truth”—as opposed to “the old love of truth” described in the deleted note—it is identical to what he next calls “intellectual probity.”


  Obviously the most significant change is the deletion of the footnote where Strauss sharply distinguishes the courageous atheism based on Redlichkeit (“the new probity”78) from what he will call “the old love of truth.” A careful consideration of this footnote in its entirety deserves explanation: the most sophisticated defense of Strauss has rather curiously come to depend on reading this footnote as endorsing “the old love of truth” rather than “intellectual probity.”79 There is, of course, nothing curious about the motive behind this move: obviously Strauss’s defenders would prefer such an endorsement since the probity in question “makes atheism, which is admittedly not demonstrable, into a positive dogmatic premise”80 whereas “the old love of truth” is a far more attractive and harmless alternative. The curious thing about this reading—apart from its abstraction from what Strauss actually writes—is that all reference to “the old love of truth” disappeared in 1965 when Strauss chose to delete the note, which begins as follows:


  
    The new probity is somewhat different [etwas anderes] than the old love of truth: when one speaks of “intellectual conscience,” “one means the ‘inner’ sovereignty of science over man, and not just any science, but modern science” (G. Krüger, Philosophie und Moral in der Kantischen Kritik, Tübingen 1931, p. 9 n. 2).81

  


  Adler’s translation of etwas anderes is inadequate: “something other” is better. She will do something similar at the very end of the note, by translating “schlechterdings etwas anderes” as “something very different” instead of “something completely different.” In short: the purpose of the note is to sharply distinguish “intellectual probity” from “old love of truth.” Strauss’s first substantive point is that the latter has now become modernized as the basis for the scientist’s determination to accept objective truth without reference to any preconceived value judgments except, of course, that it is truth alone that must guide one’s “intellectual conscience.” As the best student of F. H. Jacobi, Strauss is naturally willing to follow his friend and correspondent Krüger in rejecting this “inner sovereignty” of “modern science” over modern man’s “intellectual conscience.” It bears repeating that Strauss will later subject modern science to precisely the same decisionist critique that Jacobi employed against Spinoza: “Science itself rests, then, ultimately on a nonrational choice.”82


  
    The impartiality that characterizes this probity is “the impartiality of not being partial to transcendent ideals” (K. Löwith, “Max Weber und Karl Marx,” Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft undSozialpolitik, vol. 67, pp. 72 ff.).

  


  It is not so much modern science’s materialism that Strauss rejects as its failure to squarely face its own presuppositions: it fails to acknowledge that its “love of truth” is not a matter of facts but values. Probity, by contrast, rules out any “transcendent ideals” as a matter of principle, including the idealism that still informs the “impartiality” of modern science: i.e., the very notion of “objective truth” to which modern man’s “intellectual conscience” still remains subservient. In other words, “the new probity” rejects “the old love of truth” even in its imminent, post-Platonic, and utterly materialist form: modern science is based in a “transcendent ideal.” But Strauss now uses another source to slam Löwith:


  
    This conception of probity recalls the definition of criticism: “La critique . . . a pour essence la negation du surnaturel.” To this it was objected: “L’essence de la critique, c’est l’attention” (A. Gratry, Les sophists et la critique, Paris 1864, p. 9). It is in the sense of this objection that the opposition between probity and the love of truth is to be understood.

  


  By taking sides with Gratry against Löwith, Strauss finally refuses to define probity by that which it negates: Redlichkeit does not grant either the “supernatural” or any other transcendent ideal sufficient existential standing to define itself in contrast to them.83 Strauss is not speaking as a prisoner of the Second Cave: he has recovered “natural ignorance” and thus needs only to pay l’attention. Like the prejudices of revelation, the love of truth that fatuously exercises sovereignty over our intellectual conscience is a mere nothing, a non-entity, only the last dark shadow of a dying tradition.84 True atheism is not the reactive negation of “God”; it declines to grant its enemy even a polemical standing. In short: even in its final avatar as an anything but consistently valueless modern science, “the old love of truth” is unacceptable to any honest man. To drive home this paradoxical point, Strauss now adds the note’s eloquent conclusion:


  
    It is in the sense of this objection that the opposition between probity and the love of truth is to be understood: the open avowal that one is an atheist, and the resolute [entschlossene] intention of accepting all the consequences, and in particular of rejecting the semi-theism which was the dogmatic and probity-lacking premise of the post-Enlightenment synthesis, with all its implications, as for example the belief in progress—this has doubtless more probity than any compromises or syntheses; but if one makes atheism, which is admittedly not demonstrable [unbeweisbaren], into a positive, dogmatic premise [zur positiven, dogmatischen Voraussetzung macht], then the probity expressed by it is something completely different [schlechterdings etwas anderes] from the love of truth.85

  


  While an echo of Heidegger’s vorlaufende Entschloßenheit is present in Strauss’s affirmation of atheism, the decisive influence is Jacobi’s: two of the five elements listed in chapter 1 are here. First is the attack on alles Mittlere embodied in what Strauss now calls “the post-Enlightenment synthesis.” Strauss’s characteristic theme is that no reconciliation between faith and reason is possible: “Every synthesis is actually an option either for Jerusalem or Athens.”86 Progress, theism, and a moderate blend of “Athens” and “Jerusalem” will therefore remain the objects of Strauss’s ongoing assault on compromise: the either/or with which he is about to present his readers is “Enlightenment or orthodoxy” but this will immediately be replaced by a more radical Jacobian alternative: orthodoxy or atheism.87 Strauss’s open atheism makes him the merely apparent opposite of the Jacobi, the man of faith; this antithesis will soon enough be revealed as an identity. Here also is Jacobi’s critique of Spinoza and science in general: any rational “system” depends on “a positive, dogmatic premise.” Strauss, following Jacobi, had already shown that Spinoza’s critique of religion presupposed a world governed by natural law in order to eliminate the possibility of miracles; this premise leads to Enlightenment, modernity, modern science, progress, compromise, and the “probity-lacking” synthesis he calls “semi-theism.”88


  A third area of Jacobian influence comes immediately to light in the context of Strauss’s decision to delete this footnote while writing his “Preface” in 1962: the use of exotericism. He also deleted the next sentence of text, once again (in Scholem’s words) because it made his “affirmation of atheism” something less than “unfeigned.”


  
    It is this probity, “intellectual probity,” that bids us reject all attempts to “mediate” between the Enlightenment and orthodoxy—both those of the moderate enlightenment and especially those of the post-Enlightenment synthesis—not only as inadequate, but also and especially as without probity; it forces the alternative “Enlightenment or orthodoxy” and, since it finds the deepest unprobity in the principles of the tradition itself, it bids us renounce the very word “God.”89

  


  Here then is the passage that Scholem called “ludicrous,” particularly in a candidate for Jerusalem. Its deletion in 1965 is better explained by “the art of writing” than any shift away from the radical atheism Strauss is describing: he is considerably more circumspect in rejecting all talk of “God” in English than he was in German. Strauss will also suppress the Jacobian alternative he promptly offers to “Enlightenment or orthodoxy” by ending his transcription where he does: the subsequent reference to “orthodoxy or atheism” will not be included.90


  This alternative or rather antinomy is, however, the unchanging basis of Strauss’s thought as a whole: the radical discontinuity between Athens and Jerusalem.91 The reason Strauss often seems to be a believer is (1) he is a believer in the dogmatic premise of “the new probity” and (2) he shows that reason cannot refute orthodoxy when it is based on the dogmatic premise of faith in revelation.92 What Strauss will not abide is any attempt to mediate between reason and faith, i.e., to demonstrate that faith is reasonable and in particular the attempt of “the moderate Enlightenment” to demonstrate that reason is consistent with Biblical morality.93 It is in Strauss’s rejection of the latter that his atheism stemming from probity joins hands with his critique of liberal democracy: the Declaration’s appeal to self-evident principles based on the existence of created man and likewise our Creator, is precisely an attempt, thus far a successful one, “to “mediate” between the Enlightenment and orthodoxy.”94 In the United States, then, he refuses to commit “suicide” a second time although it is worthy of note that Scholem expressed surprise that Strauss would consider publishing even the less obvious “Preface” in a 1962 letter.95


  Strauss’s self-protective decision to delete the footnote was probably not the result of Scholem’s concerns but of Klein’s: his oldest friend had immediately grasped that the sharp distinction between the atheism from Redlichkeit and “the old love of truth” was the book’s most remarkable passage in 1935:


  
    At any rate one could, consecutive to your account, come to this result: why then not Orthodoxy?! You yourself thus say something very, very important, as it seems to me, when you don’t identify “probity” with “love of truth.” And consequently, everything stands open. Against which I myself have nothing to say. But it is clear that folks will hold it against you.96

  


  As the “folks” in Jerusalem including Scholem confirmed, Klein was right. This is just one of many indications that Klein—the only intellectual Strauss addressed as “du”—understood his oldest friend better than anyone else did. It was also Klein’s insight that occasioned the most revealing exchange in Strauss’s published correspondence and before completing the comparative analysis of the 1965 “Preface” and the 1935 Einleitung, consideration of this exchange will bring to light a fourth area of Jacobi’s enduring influence and justify this chapter’s title.


  The subject of the 1934 exchange is National Socialism. Strauss was in the United Kingdom at the time; Klein, who was in Denmark, began the extraordinary passage as follows:


  
    So much for the “private;” now for some “general.” It’s necessary for me to correct an error I’ve made repeatedly; it concerns National Socialism. I previously believed that it constituted part of that general and necessary movement that, having emerged from “liberalism,” had at the same time had a dialectical [aufhebende] tendency to abolish it.97

  


  Klein had formerly subscribed to the neo-Hegelian explanation of National Socialism current among German Jewish intellectuals in Strauss’s circle;98 it is both explicable and necessary since the inner contradictions of liberalism necessitate liberalism’s abolition. In this light, National Socialism has little to do with “the Jewish Question,” let alone with its “Final Solution”:


  
    In the framework of this movement, anti-Semitism also had its own place and an increasingly well-defined basis. All things considered, however, it constituted only one—though hardly adventitious—sideshow [Nebenerscheinung]. I expressed this thought, in a letter to you earlier this year.99

  


  But Klein has changed his mind and now points to something more infinitely more profound: “But this is simply not true. National Socialism has basically only one principle: its anti-Semitism.” The reader will recall that this became Strauss’s own position in later years.


  In the Introduction, I called this “a dangerous lie.” But the amazing thing about Strauss is that he doesn’t lie: he rather conceals the truth on the surface.100 If any one of us made this claim—any one who had not read, as we are reading now, the stunning analysis of National Socialism penned by Jascha Klein in 1934—it would be a lie, and a most dangerous one. But Strauss had read Klein’s analysis and was merely repeating its conclusion. In other words: Strauss would eventually publicly endorse the conclusion of an argument of which his readers or audience were entirely ignorant. Without Klein’s defense of this improbable conclusion—without the deeper truth that underlies it—it functions as concealment in the context both of our own knowledge about National Socialism and any application of the reductio ad Hitlerum to Strauss himself.


  Having pierced through the external surface of National Socialism, Klein nevertheless retains recognizably Hegelian elements: National Socialism has both essence and surface, it both is and isn’t part of a more general totalitarian movement, and its relation to that movement is profoundly dialectical:


  
    Everything else is basically not national-socialist: it is entirely external imitation of Russian and Italian matters, beginning with the head-gear of the Hitler Youth and ending with certain senseless propositions relevant to Germany that have nothing whatsoever to do with what is actually happening. With respect to these imitations, National Socialism is certainly also part of that general movement. But it is only linked in order to vitiate it.

  


  A new spirit—difficult to explain and therefore to translate—inspires this last sentence of Klein’s (“Aber es ist nur geeignet sie zu kompromitieren”). The sentiment that underlies it—unlike that which underlies Klein’s earlier view, or that of Löwith—is not only unequivocally hostile to National Socialism but already anticipates its well-deserved defeat. Klein’s older view was that National Socialism was something like the reductio ad absurdum on liberalism: along with the rest of the totalitarian movement, it was necessarily linked to liberalism and was destined therefore both to preserve and abolish it. In other words, it not only deserved to have succeeded in 1933 but it had done so inevitably, i.e., rationally. In his reformulation, however, National Socialism now functions in a similar role toward Stalinism and Fascism: it will not only discredit itself but the entire anti-liberal movement of which it is the culmination. But the decisive battle is only indirectly between National Socialism and liberalism:


  
    That which concerns anti-Semitism, on the other hand, involves a matter of greater scope. It is actually the first decisive struggle [der erste entscheidende Kampf] between what has long since borne the name of God and godlessness. About this there can be no doubt.

  


  As Strauss’s reply will make plain, Klein scarcely had the reputation of being a believer in God. But a clearer conception of National Socialism has wrought in him a change of heart, the cleansing blessing “Jerusalem” calls “teshuvah.” The erstwhile atheist has finally seen the light: he will now battle against “godlessness.” In the decisive battle between our people—the Chosen People of God—and the godlessness of the Nazis who hate us on principle, there can be no question of choosing sides even for the author of a work as un-political as Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra (1934). In fact, Klein has had a decisive moment of clarity: rather than look at National Socialism only as an inevitable result of an explainable historical process, he now sees it as evil. Of course the two may not be mutually exclusive: it is scarcely Hegel’s “God” with whom the Nazis are at war. Klein’s basic point, however, is that the anti-Semitism of the Nazis is an inevitable result of their particular brand of atheism. And Klein proceeds to give a name to this unholy concoction:


  
    The battle is decisive precisely because it gives itself a battleground determined by Judaism. National Socialism is “perverted Judaism,” nothing else: Judaism without God [Judentum ohne Gott], i.e., a true contradiction in terms.

  


  This analysis summarizes the results of chapter 2: Strauss’s “political Zionism”—to which Strauss never managed to convert Klein—is Klein’s “Judaism without God.” Ten years before the National Socialist Revolution, months before Mussolini’s March on Rome, the charismatic war-hero Walter Moses accomplished his 1922 Machtergreifung by becoming the Führer of Blau-Weiss (see appendix to chapter 2). Thanks to Strauss’s presence there, this long-forgotten event becomes in retrospect the archetypal Machtergreifung of the Fascist-National Socialist movement. This farcical second Moses has left little historical trace and yet he really accomplished something of immense importance: he unveils the secret of one who put his enormous erudition at the service of a proto-Nazi decisionism cloaked in pseudo-Jewish myth. Walter Moses himself may well have believed—like that other “great fool Hitler, who actually believed in his racial theories”—in the mission to Palestine: Strauss certainly did not. Strauss’s silence on emigration to Palestine in 1923 suggests that he recognized the Zionism of Moses as a mere myth meant to ensnare others: it was clearly not the promise of Erez Yisrael that made Strauss, as a practical matter, defend “Breslau” against the “cultural Zionists” of “Frankfurt.” By 1929, Strauss was leaving mere Fascism behind and bequeathed, as his last word to the Zionist public, a theoretical defense of the Führerprinzip. Godlessness was distinctly made essential in this last testament of Strauss’s lonely “political Zionism:” who else would be hard-nosed enough to employ “the traditional Messiah-expectation as dynamite?”101 Jacob Klein’s “perverted Judaism” delineates perfectly the relationship between Leo Strauss and National Socialism: Death becomes “God,” a new “Chosen People” self-consciously nominates itself for a post-liberal “Promised Land,” and a nihilist Führer re-enacts a post-Jewish “Messiah” for the vulgar. Only “philosophers” grasp the situation for what it is.


  If it was brilliant insight that led Klein to glimpse “perverted Judaism,” his gloss on “Judaism without God” seems more like a lucky guess. To begin with, a contradictio in adjecto can never be strictly speaking “true.” He was correct, of course: there is self-contradiction at the heart of “Judaism without God” as well as in Strauss’s own faithless faith in “the atheism from intellectual probity,” the subject to which I will return after discussing this epistolary dialogue. Positions like these would be the distilled essence of falsehood, its “true” form. And a self-contradictory position is what I take National Socialism to be: the last word in falsehood. In chapter 6, we will hear Strauss himself speak—in English, in New York City, in 1941—on the connection between nihilism and Nazism. For the present, it is enough point out that self-contradiction turns out to be the ultimate content of a radical decisionism: the affirmation of a contradiction-in-terms is the limiting and defining case (Grenzfall) of a concept developed at the border (Grenzbegriff). “Judaism without God” is merely a self-contradiction: a fully decisionist anti-metaphysics must be prepared to affirm an infinite number of them. Every single one of the lushly multiplying crimes perpetrated by National Socialism served merely to confirm that the individual Nazis who performed them had passed over the border to pure decisionism, where, in the negation of the God of Israel, they had attained an anti-Jewish Promised Land “beyond good and evil,” a land with but room enough for one Chosen People.


  After dispensing with some “private” preliminaries, Strauss begins his response to Klein’s “general” remarks on a somewhat peevish note:


  
    Now to your general remarks, which surprised—not to say repelled—me through their defeatist tone.102

  


  Without knowing the exact nature of the relationship between Leo and Jascha, one can only intuit how chastening an effect Strauss’s preliminary expression of disappointed disgust was intended to have on Klein. Therefore the thing that both surprises and repels the eavesdropper is Strauss’s decision to describe Klein’s tone as “defeatist.” In fact, Klein’s tone was unusually belligerent and triumphant: “About this there can be no doubt.” It is worth bearing in mind that the friendship between Strauss and Klein began when the former attempted to recruit the latter to what could only have been his own peculiar brand of “political Zionism.”103 Klein’s tone is anything but “defeatist” in relation to Strauss: he is reasserting his opposition to the latter’s “political Zionism.”104 Although Klein intended these remarks for general circulation, he must have known—the extent to which he did so must, of course, remain a mystery—that they would not delight Strauss. Given that Klein had earlier chastised Strauss for causing himself to be known as “a German nationalist,” Klein may have been trying to convert Strauss from “political Zionism” by performing upon it what must be considered one of the earliest examples of a reductio ad Hitlerum. But Strauss will “take no lessons” from Klein while maintaining his continuing determination to administer them.


  
    That one learns from events is good—but it does not follow that one can say what’s correct through them. And that is what you’re doing, it seems to me.

  


  Klein’s close observation of National Socialism in action provides, Strauss claims, no basis for drawing a conclusion about its essence. But in the shadows of this curious statement can be glimpsed—midway between Mendelssohn and Rosenzweig—the greatest of all German Jewish philosophers: Hermann Cohen. Although Strauss was the enemy of all three of these great men—and you learn to know a man through his enemies—a separate study needs to be made of the ongoing dialogue between Strauss and Cohen.105 Cohen is, after all, the subject of Strauss’s last published word106 and a good case could be made for the view that the young Strauss returned to Spinoza (and then Maimonides) primarily in order to refute Cohen.107 There is something most remarkable about Cohen: he is repeatedly refuted by history and Strauss in particular depends on the second of these sordid “refutations.” First his Jewish neo-Kantianism108 —translated into a humane faith in the progress of “democratic socialism”109 —was refuted by his passionate support for Germany during the World War.110 Hitler’s rise to power refutes him again. The two refutations work at cross-purposes: his position on the War belies the Dolchstoß legend. Cohen’s was the antithesis of Hitler’s solution to the Jewish Question: he is the distilled essence of a German-Jewish symbiosis. He was opposed to Zionism in principle and practice. In fact, he was no less the antithesis of Strauss’s “political Zionism” than of its National Socialist Doppelganger.111 Cohen’s Jewish Germanism was also a standing reproach to the Zionist who avoided Verdun.112 One of the greatest obscenities in this whole sad story is Strauss’s insinuation that Cohen’s optimism was refuted by 1933 when in fact it was his own shirking that proved the Nazis right about the dis-loyalty of German Jewry and Cohen’s Deutschtum und Judentum that proved them wrong.


  
    Without “the idea of God” as Cohen understands it morality as Cohen understands it becomes baseless. That idea is the basis of his trust in infinite progress or of his belief in history, of his “optimism.” Of his certainty of the ultimate victory of the good: “there is no evil.”113

  


  One eventually becomes disgusted by listening to Strauss deny that his opponents believe in God. But in these words can be heard not only the heart-broken—and hence sarcastic—cultural pessimism of post-War Germany but also Strauss’s hypocritical willingness to refute the lesson he’s just administered to Klein: in Cohen’s case, he has learned what’s incorrect—and therefore what isn’t—through events.


  It is at this point that Strauss explains what he has found “defeatist” in Klein’s tone; his defenders will be relieved to learn that the word has nothing whatsoever to do with politics, i.e., with Klein’s Hegelian prediction of the eventual defeat of National Socialism or the salutary results thereof:


  
    There is absolutely no excuse “to crawl to the cross,” I mean to speak of “God.”

  


  Here at last, to begin with, are the required quotation marks: Strauss never actually speaks of God any more than he speaks for philosophy. When ridiculing Cohen’s “idea of God,”114 when attacking Cultural Zionism from the Right,115 or maintaining the un-refuted claims of “Jerusalem” against “Athens,” Strauss will leave those quotation marks out; only in Philosophie und Gesetz does he use them. Strauss is angry that Klein has surrendered to God: he is disgusted by his friend’s teshuvah.116 Like an eminent Kaiser of the First Reich—and in the words of the Prussian architect of the Second—Klein crawls to a new Canossa:117 against the Third Reich, he makes his peace with God. But why does Strauss see this as defeatism? A winner unquestionably requires a loser: in what then has Klein lost confidence in this “defeatist” crawling to “God”?


  This question unlocks the essence of Strauss’s understanding of the “theological-political problem.” Klein’s surrender to God is the defeat of National Socialism and thus there were two ways Strauss could have used the word “defeatist,” and, on the surface, his choice between them would have suggested two different world-views. Had he taken the political road, and called Klein’s comment “defeatist” on the basis of Klein’s treason to the new Germany, he would have revealed himself as pro-Nazi. But what Strauss actually writes is even worse: only on the basis of the defeatist surrender to God can Klein withhold his Hegelian benediction from National Socialism. In other words, since it is precisely a theological-political problem, the two defeats (or the two victories) are one and the same: the victory of National Socialism depends on the defeat of God just as Klein’s justification of National Socialism’s eventual defeat can only be a victory for—not Churchill, Stalin, or Franklin Delano Roosevelt; they have their own human-all-too human motives—but for God, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Strauss might well have proved himself to be pro-Nazi if had taken Klein to task for political defeatism. But the fact that he doesn’t do so, that he castigates his friend for theological defeatism, shows that his theoretical grasp of National Socialism is far more profound than it would be if the “last word” of his loyalty were to Germany.


  
    And even if we were confined again in the ghetto and thereby compelled to go to the Synagogue and uphold the entire Law, we would do it as Philosophers, i.e. with an unspoken but nevertheless decisive reservation. I have considered the problem of the replacement of the civil state by the communities (Kehillah) in the last year and seen that this in principle changes nothing for our kind although almost everything in outward form.

  


  The first sentence suggests that it is only atheism that Strauss is defending: there can be no peace between philosophers like us—whose home is “Athens”—and “Jerusalem.” Our outwardly pious actions would be strictly exoteric.118 But the second sentence suggests that it is not only atheism that Strauss is defending in the face of “God.” It appears that Strauss—no less than Klein—has been learning “from events” if not “through them.” National Socialist policy towards “our kind” since 1933 “in principle changes nothing” except the “outward form.”119 It is worth recalling that Klein’s intention is to demonstrate that its anti-Semitic policies reveal National Socialism for what it is: “Judaism without God.” For Klein, the fact that active and aggressive anti-Semitism is inseparable from National Socialism forces a decision for God because the Nazis are being compelled by an inner spiritual necessity to make war on the Jews.


  As befits a “theological political” debate, Strauss’s reply is two-fold: (1) it is disgusting for Klein to speak seriously of “God,” and (2) a careful analysis of recent events shows that the Nazis are not really fighting a war to the death against the Jews. Strauss seems to believe that the Nazis intend nothing more than to confine us—at least those of “our kind” who remain in Germany—once again in the ghetto. Strauss regards this ghetto as infinitely preferable to the Weimar alternative: to Löwith, he had asserted his refusal “to crawl to the cross” not of “God” but of Liberalism.120 But the theological animus is primary: it is not our confinement to the ghetto by the Germans, it is the fact that we will be “compelled to go to the Synagogue and uphold the entire Law” by the Jews that temporarily troubles Strauss. In Paris, of course, he is well prepared to meet either difficulty head on. In short, Klein is wrong: “God” has not won and the Nazis have not lost. But perhaps because Strauss has allowed his argument to drift into dangerous waters concerning mere matters of fact; he returns to or rather introduces one of his commonplaces:


  
    That revelation and philosophy as opposed to sophistry—i.e., as opposed to the whole of modern philosophy—are united, I dispute as little as you. But that changes nothing as concerns the fundamental difference between philosophy and revelation: philosophy is possibly under one roof with belief, prayers, and preaching but can never combine into one.

  


  Here then is the essence of what will become exoteric Straussianism as well as a succinct summary of the political program Strauss had followed in the 1920s: one first makes a temporary alliance with Orthodoxy against Cultural Zionism (the “French” phase) and then one attacks Orthodoxy from the position of a fully atheistic Political Zionism (the “Russian” phase). This is why the publication of Strauss’s Zionist writings—to say nothing of his letters to Klein and Löwith—is almost certainly a disaster for the Straussians: these writings reveal the continuity of Strauss’s project and methods. The “fundamental difference between philosophy and revelation”—i.e., the insolubility of “the theological-political problem”—will become the basis of exoteric Straussianism. The first step beneath the surface is to see how Strauss temporarily combines the two into a concerted attack on what he here calls “sophistry . . . the whole of modern philosophy,” an avatar of his double-envelopment of Cultural Zionism. The next step is to see what Strauss really means by “modernity”:


  
    That National Socialism is perverted Judaism I would admit. But only in the same sense in which I admit this description for the whole modern world—

  


  Only the Verjudung-hypothesis makes sense of Strauss’s revealing claim that “the whole modern world” can be described as “perverted Judaism.” Strauss had learned from Spinoza that Judaism was responsible for an effeminate and un-political pseudo-State in which unarmed Prophets defied their Kings in the Name of God: “perverted Judaism” had inevitably wrought its own political self-destruction. As the most radical opponent of Cultural Zionism, Strauss had already proposed an ideology for a Spinoza-inspired Zionism that would so completely purge itself of Judaism that it could use as Machiavellian “dynamite”121 Israel’s messianic hopes. But in the meantime, thanks to military defeat, Germany had fallen prey to “perverted Judaism” in the form of Spinoza’s other solution to the Jewish Question: Liberal Democracy.122 It was no longer only German Zionists who dreamt of a restored State in opposition to liberal assimilation: now a growing number of non-Jews were even more eager to regain a post-liberal Promised Land. While Strauss had the theoretical acumen to create an anti-Jewish ideology for Political Zionism, the less acute Nazis, following their nihilist “Messiah,” were putting something uncannily similar into practice against the Weimar Republic. And Klein had been astute enough to recognize that the Nazis were now using Judaism against itself in order to achieve national redemption by Machiavellian means. It is unclear whether Strauss’s example helped him to make this discovery although I suspect that it did.


  What is clear is that Klein and Strauss are debating at cross-purposes. What Strauss means by “perverted Judaism” is the opposite of what Klein means by it: Klein assumes that there is an un-perverted core of Judaism based on God. For Klein, this core becomes perverted when it becomes National Socialism, i.e., Judaism without God. Strauss, who refuses even to mention God, is naturally silent about this formulation. For Strauss, Klein’s un-perverted Judaism, thanks to its dependence on “God,” is already “perverted Judaism;” Klein is a defeatist because of his willingness “to crawl to the cross” of the God of Israel. Against such a complex enemy, an amalgam of Judaism, Christianity, and liberalism, Strauss mobilizes Spinoza, Lagarde, and “Plato”: Liberal Democracy, characteristic product of the “sophistry” responsible for “the whole modern world,” is one more perverted product of the Second Cave. Strauss had known in 1923 that both modern science and the modern state are subject to theoretical critique via the Verjudung-hypothesis.123 And thus, when confronted ten years later with an anti-Liberal movement committed in practice to Entjudung,124 Strauss was in a perfect position to discern or rather supply its theoretical foundation:


  
    National Socialism is only the last word in “secularization,” i.e., the belief in the harmony that produces itself from itself [des Glaubens an die an sich von selbst herstellende Harmonie] or the reign of passion [Leidenschaft] and feeling [Gefuhls] or in the sovereignty of the Volk [die Volkssouveränität].125

  


  With these amazing words, Strauss concludes his response to Klein’s discovery that National Socialism is “Judaism without God.” Heidegger and Schmitt had merely joined the Nazis; Strauss gave National Socialism a philosophical basis. Strauss doesn’t deny Klein’s equation, nor does he assert, for example, that National Socialism is deadly, evil, or bad. But he is willing to say four things about it, and that is more than enough. To start with the last of them, Strauss’s National Socialism is “die Volkssouveränität.” It was a very poor decision on Schmitt’s part not to keep in closer touch with Strauss: it would have saved him a great deal of trouble if had consulted his Jewish collaborator before publishing his Staat, Bewegung, Volk in 1933. Richard Wolin has shown that Schmitt, by treating “the Volk as merely the ‘passive,’ ‘unpolitical’ element, had failed to accord the latter the equal status required for it by official propaganda” i.e., Schmitt had failed to respect the strictly exoteric surface of the Nazi Revo lution.126 Strauss, by contrast, even in this unpublished letter and free from the scrutiny of the National Socialist leadership—sharp-eyed “guardians” who would henceforward regard Schmitt, despite his best effort to sell them his soul, as “unreliable”—is perfectly willing to take seriously the Nazi pretense of “popular sovereignty.” Such a step proves that we are not overhearing the confused ramblings of some vaguely pro-Fascist fellow traveler.


  Having already bested Schmitt on the “popular sovereignty” question, the trail-blazing Strauss continues to reveal himself. Jacobi’s enduring influence is visible in the other descriptions: Strauss’s use of the word “Gefühl” recalls the fact that Jacobi replaced rational Cartesian certainty with an explicitly irrational “Wesenheitsgefühl”127 while emphasizing that the decision ex nihilo is ultimately grounded in faith (Glaube). Strauss’s “the harmony that produces itself from itself’ is a poetic and evidently heartfelt endorsement of Jacobi’s Glaubensakt and thus confirms the centrality of Schmitt’s decisionism in National Socialism: “the decision emanates from nothingness.”128 Indeed the most striking thing in the whole letter is the phrase: “die an sich von selbst herstellende Harmonie.” Here Strauss sounds like a Christian neo-Platonist describing the Holy Trinity or, to take a more contemporary example, like an artist and poet connected with Dadaism and the Bauhaus describing his art.129 In his response to Klein, Strauss not only fails to say anything negative about National Socialism but also actually manages to speak of it with passion,130 considerable poetic feeling, and noticeable sympathy even for its pretenses.


  But the most important thing Strauss says here about National Socialism is that it is “the last word in ‘secularization.’” This expression may not be as poetic but it is clearly the essence of Strauss’s conception of National Socialism: the other definitions (self-actualizing harmony, irrational feeling, and popular sovereignty) are merely its triune gloss. The reason Strauss puts “secularization” in quotation marks is because he knows that he using the term in a distinctive sense. To understand Strauss’s use if the term, it is necessary to distinguish between (1) unconscious and (2) deliberate secularization: the former is the secularization that most of us, including Klein, would easily recognize. On the basis of the conventional view of secularization, Daniel Tanguay has already called attention to some problematic aspects of Strauss’s use of the term.131 But lacking awareness of Jacobi’s deliberate secularization of “faith” and “revelation,” every reader will naturally be puzzled when Strauss writes in his 1965 “Preface” that Heidegger has “secularized” Christianity. “The fundamental awareness characteristic of the new thinking is a secularized version of the biblical faith as interpreted by Christian theology.“132 Atheists might well assume that Strauss is criticizing Heidegger for being too Christian;133 for them, the next sentence must come as a greater surprise:


  
    Heidegger wishes to expel from philosophy the last relics of Christian theology like the notions of “eternal truths” and “the idealized absolute subject.” . . . Accordingly, he interprets human life in the light of “being towards death,” “anguish,” “conscience,” and “guilt”; in this important respect, he is much more Christian than Nietzsche.134

  


  It would, of course, be difficult not to be more Christian than Nietzsche but Heidegger manages to pull it off. Now that Nietzsche’s anti-Christian polemic may be said to have succeeded (thanks in large measure to the “secularization” of biblical phraseology by “Zarathustra”), all that now remains—among Germany’s “philosophers,” at least—are Christianity’s “last relics.” Heidegger can therefore afford to use words like “conscience” and “guilt” in a perfectly post-Christian fashion. “Secularization means, then, the preservation of thoughts, feelings, or habits of biblical origin after the loss or atrophy of biblical faith.”135 Strauss’s definition from his essay “The Three Waves of Modernity” leaves the crucial question open: “preservation” could be either unconscious or deliberate. It is explicitly deliberate in Strauss’s Heidegger who “wishes to expel from philosophy the last relics of Christian theology.” For Strauss, then, secularization is not simply the unconscious process by which, e.g., capitalism becomes an atrophied form of the Protestant ethic:136 it is also the deliberate decision of Hegel,137 Nietzsche, and Heidegger to employ Christian means to achieve an anti-Christian end, a movement that was actually initiated by Hamann and Jacobi. Although Strauss will continue to conceal its revealing pre-history, his own signal contribution to what he will later call “the third wave” is that he does the same thing to Judaism that Nietzsche and Heidegger did to Christianity: he secularizes it.138 And this, as Klein discovered, is exactly what the Nazis were doing.


  Strauss’s characterization of National Socialism (“the last word in secularization”) is therefore synonymous with Klein’s Judentum ohne Gott. As indicated by this epistolary dialogue, Strauss’s solution to “the theological-political problem” will involve a combination of decisionism, secularization, and exotericism. He had already announced this solution in his 1929 “Zur Ideologie des politischen Zionismus;”139 it will remain his solution through The Argument and the Action of Plato’s Laws (1975). By appropriating myth, Plato’s Athenian Stranger “secularizes” Platonism; Strauss not only “secularizes” Plato but also Judaism, the fons et origo of revelation and the Kingdom that is not of this world. In the darkling light of the Nocturnal Council, the Athenian speaks the first while the German Stranger speaks the last word in “secularization.” In all three cases, a nihilistic or post-moral elite makes a decision to re-enact what they privately recognize to be an atheistic religion. Whether Strauss contemplated some positive end or whether his project was principally destructive remains unclear; my sense is that the originally positive dreams of youth gradually gave way to a more patient and practical project—albeit still amazingly audacious—after some years in the United States. But before any political practice comes theory: only a prior, self-contradictory, and necessarily secret decision to secularize religious faith by turning it against itself grounds a revolt against the enduring legacy of revelation responsible for the Second Cave. Unfortunately, this somber summary offers a convenient opportunity to return to the interrupted comparison of the 1935 and 1965 texts (repeated passages are still marked with italics).


  
    This atheism with a good conscience, or even a bad conscience, differs precisely in its conscientiousness, its morality, from the conscienceless atheism at which the past shuddered; [end of sentence in Preface] the “Epicurean” who became an “idealist” in the persecutions of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, who, “living in hiding” safely, learned to fight and die for honor and truth, finally becomes the “atheist” who rejects for reasons of conscience the belief in God. Thus it becomes clear that this atheism, [new sentence in Preface beginning with “Compared”] compared not only with the original Epicureanism but [“with the unbelief of the age of Spinoza”] also with the generally “radical” atheism of the Enlightenment, is a descendent of the tradition grounded in the Bible [“it reveals itself as a descendent of Biblical morality;” the sentence ends here in Preface].140

  


  Apart from deleting words that would have presupposed the American reader’s familiarity with the various moments of the historical development of atheism from Epicureanism to the radical atheism he is now proposing, Strauss changes very little of substance in the 1965 revision.141 Obviously the deletion of “morality” in the first sentence and its reappearance as “Biblical morality” in the last cannot be accidental, nor can the decision to contrast “the conscienceless atheism” of the past with a new version characterized by “conscientiousness.” Without concealing the paradoxical or rather oxymoronic element in “this atheism with a good conscience, or even a bad conscience,” indeed while retaining the crowning paradox that this conscientious rejection of God is grounded in the Bible,142 Strauss is clearly making it more difficult for his American readers to grasp that he is advocating what I will call “faith-based atheism.” Certainly this motive explains his deletion—albeit only a partial deletion in the case of the first—of the following sentences:


  
    Thus it becomes clear that this atheism, compared not only with the original Epicureanism but also with the generally “radical” atheism of the Enlightenment, is a descendent of the tradition grounded in the Bible; it accepts the thesis, the negation of the Enlightenment, on the basis of a way of thinking [auf Grund einer Gesinnung] which became possible only through the Bible. Although it refuses, since it is unwilling to disguise its unbelief in any way, to represent itself as a “synthesis” of the Enlightenment and orthodoxy, yet it itself is the latest, most radical, most unassailable harmonization of these opposed positions.143

  


  The reader will note that the second sentence reveals Strauss’s secret solution to the theological-political problem: a “religion” predicated on faith-based atheism marks the intersection of “secularization” and decisionism. In addition to any atheistic religion’s need for exotericism, there are two expressions in this passage that explain its deletion. The words “the negation of the Enlightenment” are suppressed because they made his attack on liberal democracy too obvious for American readers. And his Redlichkeit required him to delete the words “unwilling to disguise its unbelief in any way” because in 1965, he clearly was willing to disguise his unbelief in a certain way, e.g., by deleting this passage. But Strauss’s intent is not to conceal the paradoxical or rather self-contradictory aspect of the new atheism; it would be more accurate to say that he withholds from his American readers a clear statement that its basis—a basis whose paradoxical effects he will not conceal—is a coincidentia oppositorum, i.e., the “harmonization of these opposed positions.”


  These “positions” Strauss will eventually call “Athens” and “Jerusalem.” A Biblical faith in atheism solves the theological-political problem because Strauss’s “problem” only exists because he maintains that there is no way to adjudicate or synthesize the competing and mutually exclusive claims of Athens and Jerusalem. Strauss’s post-logical “solution” presupposes, preserves, and annihilates their absolute irreconcilability. One might well call it a Hegel-inspired Aufhebung of antitheses. Paternity aside, Strauss annihilates the problem by a sovereign decision for a self-contradictory content. But it is not only the problem Strauss annihilates: decisionism’s “triumph of the will” (“the belief in the harmony that produces itself from itself”) destroys both antagonists. The result of a decision for atheism negates “Jerusalem” while the decision itself negates the rational basis of “Athens.” Strauss’s exoteric position will be that the two are irreconcilable; he will hereafter conceal how they can by “harmonized.”144 He either fails to grasp or conceals his awareness that both “Athens” and “Jerusalem” already stand shoulder-to-shoulder against an atheistic religion like National Socialism. Given the terrible cost of having once allowed them to be viewed as antithetical, restoring this solidarity is both possible and necessary. Once “Postmodernism” is recognized as a euphemism for “post-War,” a new harmonization provides the solid basis what I will call “post-post-War thought.”


  Strauss obviously believed that this harmonization of opposites was “the latest, most radical, most unassailable” position in 1935; the question his defenders must now raise is: did he later abandon it? If he did, he would certainly have needed to discover a counter-position, i.e., a less radical position than the one he describes here, from which the position he called “most unassailable” in 1935 could have been assailed and taken by storm. Such a change is: (1) prima facie unlikely given the strong words he uses to describe the position that his defenders claim he later abandoned, (2) never identified by Strauss, least of all by linking “eros” with “the old love of truth,”145 and (3) inconsistent with his 1965 decision to republish a radical passage he so clearly admired:


  
    This atheism, the heir and judge of the belief in revelation, of the centuries-old, millennia-old [replaced in the “Preface” with “the secular”] struggle between belief and unbelief, and finally of the short-lived but by no means therefore inconsequential romantic longing for the lost belief, confronting orthodoxy in complex sophistication formed out of gratitude, rebellion, longing, and indifference, and also in simple probity, is according to its own claim as capable of an original understanding of the human roots of the belief in God as no earlier, no less complex-simple philosophy ever was. The last word and the ultimate justification of the Enlightenment is the atheism stemming from probity, which overcomes orthodoxy radically by understanding it radically, free of both the polemical bitterness of the Enlightenment and the equivocal reverence of romanticism. [end of paragraph in Philosophie und Gesetz].146

  


  Thanks to paradox, oxymoron, or self-contradiction, this is one of the most beautiful (“eloquent” is the word Strauss will use to describe it) sentences in his published writings: “in complex sophistication formed out of gratitude, rebellion, longing, and indifference.” Although he no longer calls this position “unassailable” in 1965, it is still “the last word.” What he does not say—and I am claiming that he does not say it for political reasons, not because he no longer thinks it—is that “the last word and the ultimate justification of the Enlightenment” accomplishes at the same time “the negation of the Enlightenment.” To put the same point another way: he refuses to make explicit in 1965 that the “radical” Enlightenment’s alternative (“Enlightenment or orthodoxy”)—let alone the probity-lacking attempt of “the moderate Enlightenment” to synthesize or rather mediate between Enlightenment and Orthodoxy through the separation of Church and State—has been superceded by his more radical Jacobian alternative “atheism or orthodoxy.”147 Forcing this alternative is the original, distinctive, and never-abandoned move in Strauss’s intellectual repertoire. It is the basis for the Athens and Jerusalem antinomy and accounts for the fact that faith in revelation—a defense of revelation that makes no attempt to present itself as rational—can only be answered by an opposed decision for a faithless faith. It is with this passage that the most important paragraph in the “Introduction” to Philosophie und Gesetz concludes. From this point forward, then, we are dealing with the American Strauss, i.e., with the German Stranger.


  The best place to introduce the Stranger’s modus operandi is with Liberalism Ancient and Modern, in which he republished his 1965 “Preface” to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion in 1968, thereby securing for it a wider readership. The cumulative teaching of this collection of essays is that since the last vestige of “ancient liberalism” is predicated on the gulf between slaves and free men,148 only the liberally educated can emancipate themselves from the egalitarian illusions of “modern liberalism.”149 Along the way, Strauss will, after a secret nod to Heidegger,150 join “the friends and allies of democracy,”151 then more accurately defend himself in the guise of Protagoras,152 introduce the Athenian Stranger,153 explain “original Epicureanism,”154 remind us of how to read sentences that begin with “we,“155 introduce the possibility of an atheistic religion,156 and appear to embrace “love of truth” as opposed to “intellectual honesty“157 (as opposed to “the old love of truth” and “intellectual probity”) before reprinting “Preface to Spinoza’s Critique of Religion” albeit without attaching the Schmitt review to which he nevertheless alludes in “Note 66” of its final paragraph.158 To its penultimate paragraph, modeled closely, as we have seen, on a considerable portion of a lengthy German paragraph that ends with the word “romanticism,”159 he now adds another sentence that justifies my earlier claim that he regarded the description of “the new atheism” he has just finished as “eloquent.”


  
    Yet this claim, however eloquently raised, cannot deceive one about the fact that it is an act of will, of belief, and that being based on belief is fatal to any philosophy.160

  


  Strauss’s decision to supplement the Nietzsche-inspired “act of will” with a repetition of the word “belief” (Glaube) testifies once again to the enduring, if well-concealed, influence of F. H. Jacobi. This sentence also explains why Strauss’s defenders are now compelled to assert his commitment to “the old love of truth” rejected in the deleted footnote from Philosophie und Gesetz. Despite the fact that the 1935 footnote endorses the very same decision (i.e., “an act of will, of belief” that “makes atheism, which is admittedly not demonstrable, into a positive, dogmatic premise”), the “old love of truth,” rejected there, provides Strauss’s defenders with their only textual alternative, no matter how tenuous, to his now somewhat concealed embrace of the atheism from “intellectual probity.”161


  In fact, as Strauss has just finished telling us, “being based on belief” is not “fatal to any philosophy” (emphasis mine). To begin with, it is not fatal to the philosophy of F. H. Jacobi, to any philosophy resting on Nietzsche’s Will to Power,162 or in general to decisionism. But above all it is clearly not fatal to “the new probity” that Strauss has just been describing so eloquently: “This atheism . . . is according to its own claim as capable of an original understanding of the human roots of the belief in God as no earlier, no less complex-simple philosophy ever was.”163 It is not only those who have read and understood “Fârâbî’s Plato” and “The Literary Character of the Guide for the Perplexed” who will note and understand Strauss’s motives for using self-contradiction;164 he has already alerted the careful readers of the “Preface.”165 Despite this revealing concealment, a decision against orthodoxy, i.e., a decision for atheism, remains Strauss’s position in 1965. He will furthermore never tire of asserting: “the choice for philosophy is based on faith.”166 But in 1965, Strauss’s position is no longer “unwilling to disguise its unbelief in any way” as was the case in 1935; in the meantime he has discovered “political philosophy” and therefore suggests that “philosophy” is still what most of us mean by the term: the old love of “wisdom in the proper sense.”167


  Strauss’s secret teaching—his “complex-simple philosophy”—depends on affirming the absolute truth of a self-contradiction. It is worth pointing out that Strauss is admitting precisely this by using the oxymoronic adjective “complex-simple.” He can contradict himself on the decisive question of whether or not “any philosophy” is negated when it rests on an act of will by having already revealed that the “philosophy” that rests on such an act—the “complex-simple philosophy” he has just so eloquently described—is deliberately and explicitly based on self-contradiction and thus requires a self-contradictory adjective to describe it. The amalgam of the simple and complex explains the paradox that confronts the reader who would get to the bottom of Strauss: why it is so difficult to find any truth-claims on crucial questions in this resolute opponent of relativism? It also explains why Strauss can be plausibly defended as harmless because he affirms nothing whatsoever: it is difficult to grasp that “affirms nothing” really has a double meaning. To put it another way: what makes Strauss’s “philosophy” simple is that he affirms nothing; what makes it complex is that affirming nothing does not mean that there is nothing he affirms.


  Strauss resolves the internal contradiction that constitutes the heart of his thought—or rather the Grund seiner Gesinnung—by means of exotericism: his would be a “two-truth” solution in the tradition of the falâsifa if he were not post-Nietzsche. It is well to remember that philosophy—i.e., “the love of wisdom”—must be Wahrheitsliebe for anyone who has not effaced wisdom with the granddaddy of all self-contradictions: “[It is True that] There is No Truth.” In accordance with his lifelong commitment to Redlichkeit, Strauss presents himself as merely a “political philosopher:” he can, in truth, be no other kind. Without the love of “wisdom in the proper sense,” no true philosophy is possible. There is no true alternative to “the old love of truth” because the existence of absolute truth can be denied only by means of pseudo-Socratic self-contradictions like “knowledge of ignorance.” Strauss speaks the truth when he tells us that the absolute rejection of revelation depends on a prior act of faith and that “being based on belief is fatal to any philosophy.” But having just called “this final atheism” a “complex-simple philosophy” in one of the most eloquent sentences he ever wrote, he succeeds in dividing his readers into two camps by means of deliberate self-contradiction: (1) those who accept the pious platitudes of die alte Wahrheitsliebe will find him equally harmless while (2) his intended readers, those who have been stirred by his eloquence or rather those who are equally entranced by Strauss’s boldness and by their own ability to detect it, these will become “philosophers.” The Big Lie in Strauss’s writings is that when he discusses philosophy and Plato, the words “Plato” and “philosophy” aren’t written with quotation marks. Nor is he scrupulous with “God.”


  In order to complete the transition to the German Stranger, a discussion of the final paragraph of the “Preface” will bring this chapter to an end. It begins with the suggestion that “Jerusalem” has won because we cannot base a choice for “Athens” on an act of will:


  
    The victory of orthodoxy through the self-destruction of rational philosophy was not an unmitigated blessing, for it was a victory, not of Jewish orthodoxy, but of any orthodoxy, and Jewish orthodoxy based its claim to superiority to other religions from the beginning on its superior rationality (Deut. 4:6).168

  


  This sentence plants a doubt in the average reader’s mind that a faith-based decision for orthodoxy is really a victory for Judaism. But for those of us who recognize that Strauss’s obvious indecision about Jewish orthodoxy merely conceals his secret decision for its antithesis, it is the words “rational” and “unmitigated” that need to be taken literally. Jews (like Cohen) who celebrate Judaism’s “superior rationality,” should not rejoice in orthodoxy’s victory: an irrational basis for rationalism is hardly an unmitigated blessing for the latter (who believe in “blessings”) while (at the same time) it is only a rational philosophy—not a deliberately irrational alternative like Nietzsche’s or Strauss’s—that is subject to “self-destruction.” In fact, it is Judaism’s “claim to superiority” that cannot survive “the self-destruction of rational philosophy.” But Strauss abruptly deserts this question for a decisionist irrationalism that likewise makes “its claim to superiority.”


  
    Apart from this, the hierarchy of moralities and wills to which the final atheism referred could not but be claimed to be intrinsically true, theoretically true: “the will to power” of the strong or of the weak may be the ground of every other doctrine; it is not the ground of the doctrine of the will to power: the will to power was said to be a fact.169

  


  Even if both Judaism and Christianity are merely “slave moralities,” there must still be some basis for their inferiority to the “master morality” of Nietzsche’s übermensch. In other words, hierarchy (Rangordnung) presupposes some standard of superiority. If that standard is an explicit embrace of “the will to power,” the problem confronting Nietzsche would at first sight appear to be identical or rather reciprocal to that confronting rationalist Jews like Cohen: if rationality ultimately has an irrational basis, irrationality cannot dispense with some rationality if only to preserve “the hierarchy of moralities and wills to which the final atheism referred.” The only way out of this dilemma is to follow Nietzsche’s lead and abandon truth altogether:170 “the ground of the doctrine of the will to power” is a decision, and therefore precisely the decisionist alternative to a foundation in the “intrinsically true, theoretically true.” But Strauss doesn’t publicly embrace this alternative and must indeed encourage his liberal readers to think this approach has been refuted:


  
    Other observations and experiences confirmed the suspicion that it would be unwise to say farewell to reason.171

  


  Most will understand that the “other observations and experiences” to which Strauss refers are the crimes of National Socialism but he doesn’t literally say anything like this.172 In fact, Strauss professes to have learned from old books (and not from contemporary events) that it was “unwise” for a decisionist to say a public farewell to reason.


  
    I began therefore to wonder whether the self-destruction of reason was not the inevitable outcome of modern rationalism as distinguished from premodern rationalism, especially Jewish-medieval rationalism and its classical (Aristotelian and Platonic) foundation.173

  


  Here the naive reader will believe that Strauss is reviving Plato and Aristotle (“Athens”) in order to preserve sovereign reason so that he can discover in “Jerusalem” (rather than in Nietzsche’s “final atheism,” the only alternative to it he has thus far mentioned) the “intrinsically true, theoretically true.” Would that this were the case! But this is Cohen’s project, not Strauss’s. In opposition to Cohen, Strauss regarded “Jewish-medieval rationalism” as a merely exoteric defense of Judaism;174 this is the significance of his way of reading Maimonides. In other words, just as the pre-modern falâsifa cloaked their atheism by a strictly exoteric rationalism in defense of revelation,175 so now will Strauss employ a strictly exoteric “classical foundation” in order to equip an ultra-modern irrationalism with a rational Rangordnung for that will furnish a basis for dividing his “philosophers” from the vulgar: the elitism implicit in exotericism itself.176 This circular solution is elegant but the problem it solves is one with which a tactician would grapple, not a great thinker. While Strauss never claimed to be one of the latter, he also never admitted to being the former.


  Strauss next tells us something of great personal importance: his views have changed since writing Die Religionskritik Spinozas in 1928.


  
    The present study was based on the premise, sanctioned by powerful prejudice, that a return to premodern philosophy is impossible.177

  


  This sentence invites his American readers to interpret this “powerful prejudice” as the vulgar “historicism” that renders any “return” to a previous viewpoint impossible. But Strauss’s German writings state—and his “Preface” has already suggested—that the word “prejudice” refers paradigmatically to religious belief.178 He’ s really only telling us that he hadn’t yet discovered a way to escape the Second Cave in 1928.179 As long as we think we know what he means by “premodern philosophy,” as long as we insist on seeing in the German Stranger a Jewish enemy of National Socialism,180 we could never realize that Strauss is really embracing the Verjudung-hypothesis,181 not least of all because none of us ever imagined that Entjudung—even if we know what it is—could possibly have any philosophical basis.182 But our capacity to avoid the truth is sorely tested when we read the following words from 1930:


  
    in order to make philosophizing possible in its natural difficulty, the artificial complication of philosophizing will need to be removed from the earth [aus der Welt geschafft]; prejudices will need to be attacked [gekämpft].183

  


  It was on the basis of such thoughts as these that Strauss discovered how “a return to premodern philosophy” might have become possible between 1929 and 1932.184 Nor does he completely conceal the nature and origin of such thoughts from those Scholem aptly called “the poor Americans.“185


  
    The change of orientation which found its first expression, not entirely by accident, in the article published at the end of this volume [Note 66] compelled me to engage in a number of studies in the course of which I became ever more attentive to the manner in which heterodox thinkers of earlier ages wrote their books.186

  


  At the end of Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, Strauss courageously published and thereby kept faith with his 1932 critique of Schmitt; his orientation had changed but it had changed before writing his “Comments.” In fact, the two critiques differ only with respect to their objects: only on the basis of a “new fortitude” grounded in “the atheism from intellectual probity” can “the decisive battle [Entscheidungsampf]”187 be fought without “the polemical bitterness” that erroneously grants an enemy—whether it be revelation or liberalism—the priority it will be denied in theory by outflanking it in time. Temporal priorities become important here: the double critique presupposes a certain understanding of history. An attack on revelation is logically prior to the attack on both modern state and modern science because revelation is chronologically prior to both. Emancipation from revelation’s Second Cave, the recovery of “natural ignorance,” is therefore the presupposition for a radical critique of liberalism. A failure to overcome either is equally a matter of “crawling to the cross” but the origins of that “cross” are neither liberal nor Christian. A radical attack on either demanded historical awareness of the Ursprung of both; the Verjudung-hypothesis supplied it. “History” could now recover or re-enact “Nature”: a radical critique (as opposed to either Spinoza’s or Schmitt’s) of both revelation and the liberalism it had spawned (if only in opposition to itself) demanded affirming a new “right” that must be presented as primordial, i.e., as both old and natural.188 As the basis of any radical historicism, there is naturally a considerable quantum of the traditional variety in Strauss’s thought and the existence of an anti-historicist historicism should surprise no one who has begun to see through his secret.


  Although the phrase “not entirely by accident” is a comical understatement and the word “their” should be emphasized if Strauss’s sense of humor is to be fully appreciated, it is the literal meaning of this sentence that is incompatible with the view that Strauss’s “change of orientation” was either “a return to pre-modern philosophy” or the discovery of exotericism.189 It is, rather, the unnamed “change of orientation” that compelled Strauss to pay closer attention to the way pre-modern thinkers had written their books. In other words, Strauss compels the thoughtful reader, confused by conflicting alternatives, to ask: “In what did this change of orientation consist?” This question, in turn, compels that reader to turn to Strauss’s “Comments” and, moreover, to do so only after reading Schmitt’s text. Having done so, the reader will have realized that Schmitt became a Nazi in 1933 and that his 1927 attack on liberalism wasn’t radical enough for Strauss in 1932, i.e., the reader will learn from Strauss’s “Comments” that Schmitt—whom Strauss could easily have attacked for any number of other reasons—remains entrapped within the liberal horizon he is attacking and therefore cannot, given his misunderstanding of Hobbes, deliver “a radical critique of liberalism.” In this context, the reader discovers that it was indeed “not entirely by accident” that a “change of orientation” that found its first expression in this by no means unfriendly dialogue with a soon-to-be Nazi would have compelled Strauss, having now become a heterodox thinker himself (particularly after having emigrated to the United States), not only to orient his ongoing studies in accordance with the end indicated by this particular change (about which end he is absolutely silent) but explicitly to give closer attention to the means by which earlier heterodox thinkers had written their books.
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  50. GS2 389 (Zank): “The same with the Bible: we no longer self-evidently agree with the prophets; we ask ourselves seriously whether perhaps the kings were right. We really need to begin from the very beginning.”


  51. GS2 389 (Zank).


  52. GS2 387 (Zank): “In a manner of speaking, the struggle of the entire period of the last three centuries, the struggle of the Enlightenment, is sketched, drawn up, in RMbM’s [sc. Maimonides] comment: in order to make philosophizing possible in its natural difficulty, the artificial complication of philosophizing must be removed; one must fight against the prejudices. Herein lies a fundamental difference between modern and Greek philosophy: whereas the latter only fights against appearance and opinion, modern philosophy begins by fighting against prejudices.”


  53. It is noteworthy that the “prejudice” to which Maimonides referred was “the corporeality of God” (GS2 386; Zank). Incidentally, the best cinematic presentation of the connection between National Socialism and “the theological-political problem” is found in the stunning “sermon” delivered in 49th Parallel (1941). Imre József Emmerich Pressburger knew what he was writing about: Leslie Howard is reading Der Zauberberg. And of course there are some parallels between LS and Orson Welles’s small-college professor in The Stranger (1946): during the 1939-1940 academic year, LS taught at Wesleyan, Amherst, Union, Hamilton, and Middlebury (GS3 573).


  54. GS2 443-4 (emphasis mine): Machen wir uns diesen Sachverhalt etwas genauer klar. Das Judenproblem, dessen Dringlichkeit im Zeitalter des Nationalsozialismus wohl niemandem bewiesen zu werden braucht”


  55. EW 219: “We need not mention these names, and can indeed regard the proposition as proven, that the Jewish origin and education of a great man, taken by themselves, do not give us the right to claim his greatness for Judaism.” An even more telling remark about Spinoza that is also self-referential follows at EW 220: “Spinoza belongs not to Judaism, but to the small band of superior minds whom Nietzsche called the ‘good Europeans.’”


  56. GS2 456.


  57. GS2 446: “The Enlightenment fought for the freedom from traditions insofar as it fought the traditions in the name of the principles of tradition: it fought in the name of the Greek principle of science against the Aristotelian-Scholastic science; it fought in the name of the Biblical principle of brotherly love against the intolerance of Judaism and Christianity.”


  58. POS 325: “modern western science is ‘the child or stepchild’ of Greek science.”


  59. GS2 446: “But exactly this is characteristic of our age: that the old traditions—the tradition of the Bible and the tradition of Greek Philosophy—have lost their power. The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the Age of the Enlightenment, had fought for the freedom from all traditions. The fact that that such a teaching or project conceives itself in terms of the Bible, of Plato or Aristotle, impresses us no longer.”


  60. GS2 446-47: “The nineteenth century has radicalized the battle of the Enlightenment: it has doubted the principles of the tradition: it has placed in question science as such and brotherly love as such; it has ripped down the pillars upon which the European world is built. This decisive act [diese entscheidende Tat], this completion of the Enlightenment is conjoined with, and will forever remain conjoined with the name of Friedrich Nietzsche.”


  61. GS2 456.


  62. Heidegger, Essence of Truth, 87: “For a long time our own history has run along a path that does not reach far down enough into the essence of man, and in a region within which we can no longer be touched by the occurrence expressed in the word ἀλήθεια.”


  63. GS2 456: “To put it another way: the natural difficulties of philosophizing have received their classical representation in the parable of the Platonic Cave. The historical difficulty can be illustrated when one acknowledges that there is yet another Cave beneath the Platonic Cave.”


  64. GS2 456 (emphasis mine): “In the cited remark from the twelfth century [sc. of RMbM] was clearly sketched the whole battle of the Enlightenment against prejudices and therefore anticipated it. From this remark, a new light falls upon this battle: the battle of the enlightenment against prejudices does not have an absolute significance because the enlightenment itself is wrapped up with them, and not simply because man always has prejudices and must have them, but rather the reverse: because prejudices in the strong sense of the word are only the ‘prejudices’ of revealed religion. It stands as follows: the battle against prejudices only finally reaches its end when both the foundation and the consequences of revealed religion are placed in question.”


  65. GS2 447: “Not only the traditions, but the principles of the tradition have been placed in question by Nietzsche. The freedom of thought, the freedom for which the Enlightenment had fought: the freedom to think the opposite of what had been thought in the Middle Ages, has finally been surpassed: we are entirely free. But free for what [wozu]? Have the principles of tradition been replaced by other binding principles? Absolutely not. We absolutely do not know for what we are free, for what end we live, what the right and the good is, in relation to which we can be clear with ourselves. Our freedom is the freedom of radical ignorance. The spiritual situation of the present is thereby characterized: we no longer know, that we know nothing.”


  66. See MH’s 1929 “Vom Wesen der Grundes” in Heidegger, Wegmarken. MH reveals Grund (“grounds,” “fundamental basis,” “rational basis,” “sufficient reason”) as Ab-grund (“abyss”) at 174; thus nihilism. Under the influence of MH (LS reveals that he had studied “Vom Wesen der Grundes” in 1946; see ONIP, 336n6), LS draws a similarly nihilistic conclusion about the progress of modern “historical consciousness” at GS2 452; translation mine (I have chosen to leave German words based on “Grund” untranslated): “Historical consciousness—one cannot emphasize this sharply enough—is, in accordance with its own conception, a higher stage of consciousness: we know more than earlier peoples; we know deeper and more fundamentally [gründlicher] than our predecessors [die Früheren; these will become ‘the Ancients’] the historically determined character of everything human [what LS will call ‘Historicism;’ the German is die geschichtliche Bedingtheit alles Menschlichen]. Now, however, it is historical consciousness that is the Grund for the fact that we, although driven to ask, are incapable of asking [thus does Historicism’s Grund become a self-conscious—for both MH and LS—Abgrund]. Thus we are more incapable of asking than our predecessors because we know more, because we know too much. We are however driven to ask why we im Grund know nothing. Ignorant from Grund up, we are unable to reach knowledge because we know too much.—because we believe we know too much. We will never move beyond our radical ignorance [unsere radikale Unwissenheit] until this belief in knowing [Glaube zu wissen] is transcended [aufgehoben].” Following FWN, Glaube zu wissen will be overcome by Wille zur Macht. Traces of this connection can be found in LS’s American writings as well; cf. RCPR 33-34 and JPCM 305. Although “Political Philosophy and History” (1949) appears to be simply an attack on historicism (but see the self-referential description at the top of WIPP 60), the careful reader (who notes the implication of the words “the spirit of our time is historicism” at WIPP 57) will realize that a radical historicism that (1) calls itself into question (WIPP 72) and (2) rejects the Idea of Progress (compare the exoteric conclusion that historicism is compatible with progress at WIPP 77 with WIPP 66 where the two are made antithetical—nihilism and belief in progress are mutually exclusive as well) is in fact defended by LS (especially in the two paragraphs at WIPP 70-71). The sentence at WIPP 72 (“In fact, if the historicist thesis is correct, we cannot escape the consequence that the thesis itself is “historical” or valid, because meaningful, for a specific historical situation only”) only appears to attack historicism but in fact embraces nihilism: i.e., Grund becomes Abgrund.


  67. The context, of course is Spinoza at PAW 156: “According to Spinoza, the natural obstacle to philosophy is man’s imaginative and passionate life, which tries to secure itself against its breakdown by producing what Spinoza calls superstition.” LS’s Spinoza is wrong about this: “superstition"—i.e., “the tradition of revealed religion” (1932) is precisely the unnatural obstacle to philosophy.


  68. PAW 155.


  69. But see Heidegger, Essence of Truth, 100: “However the defensive meaning of ‘conceal’ can immediately change over into offence; i.e., not hidden from . . . but, actively, to erect a façade, thus to mislead and lead into error.” The whole passage (97-100) is revealing.


  70. There is no reason to think that LS is being ironic when he writes at WIPP 26 (emphasis mine): “If one does not relapse into the decayed Platonism which is underlying the notion of timeless values, one must conceive of the values embodied in a given social science as dependent on the society to which the social science in question belongs, i.e., on history.”


  71. Cf. GS3 743; on this passage, see Lazier, God Interrupted, 127-37.


  72. SPPP 151 (“Jerusalem and Athens”); it is to his own writings that LS refers at PAW 155: “If one of the descendents desired to ascend to the light of the sun, he would first have to try to reach the level of the natural cave, and he would have to invent new and most artificial tools unknown and unnecessary to those who dwelt in the natural cave.” Although useful as a means to liberation, LS must eschew any hint of the idea of progress in the construction of these tools: “He would be a fool, he would never see the light of the sun, he would lose the last vestige of the memory of the sun, if he perversely thought that by inventing his new tools he had progressed beyond the ancestral cave-dwellers.”


  73. It is At PL 127 that LS announces what the “philosophers” will see at the post-God Zarathustra moment: “they themselves become the thing which they see.” Cf. JPCM 372 (“On the Interpretation of Genesis”): “Was this likeness to God not a constant temptation to be literally like Him?” See appendix to chapter 1.


  74. Cf. Nietzsche, Genealogy of Morals, 33-34: “All that has been done on earth against ‘the noble,’ ‘the powerful,’ ‘the masters,’ ‘the rulers,’ fades into nothing compared with what the Jews have done against them; the Jews, that priestly people, who in opposing their enemies and conquerors were ultimately satisfied with nothing less than a radical revaluation of their enemies’ values, that is to say, an act of the most spiritual revenge.”


  75. SCR 349/NCS 104.


  76. What follows expands upon my “Leo Strauss in 1962.” Perspectives on Political Science 39 no. 2 (April-June 2010), 97-107.


  77. PL 37 and LAM 256/SCR 30. For the sake of clarity, I am going to ignore in the discussion that follows the minor differences between SCR and LAM.


  78. PL 137-38n13.


  79. See especially David Janssens, Between Athens and Jerusalem: Philosophy, Prophecy, and Politics in Leo Strauss’s Early Thought (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2008) and my review “The Hindenburg Line of the Strauss Wars.” Philosophy of the Social Sciences 40 no. 1 (March 2010), 118-153.


  80. PL 138n13.


  81. PL 137n13; the next four block quotations will quote the footnote (137-38) in its entirety and will not be cited separately.


  82. JPCM 305.


  83. Note that LS must inevitably make the same mistake by explaining Redlichkeit in contrast to the old love of truth.


  84. GS1 460 (“Quellen des Zionismus”): “But Herzl knew full well that in politics there is no unambiguous sense in speaking of truth and falsehood. Politics deals with creating realities. What is false today will, perhaps just because one presents it as true, be actually true tomorrow.”


  85. I have modified Adler’s translation of schlechterdings etwas anderes.


  86. MITP 78. See also WCWL 528-29.


  87. PL 38.


  88. See Walter Soffer, “Modern Rationalism, Miracles, and Revelation: Strauss’s Critique of Spinoza” in Kenneth L. Deutsch and Walter Nicgorski (eds.), Leo Strauss: Political Philosopher and Jewish Thinker. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1994.


  89. PL 37.


  90. PL 38: “Thus at last the ‘truth’ [having rejected ‘the old love of truth’ in note 13, he must now put the word ‘truth’ in quotation marks; cf. PL 33-34] of the alternative ‘orthodoxy or Enlightenment’ is revealed as the alternative ‘orthodoxy or atheism.’


  91. In addition to SPPP 147-73, see “Progress or Return? The Contemporary Crisis in Western Civilization” at RCPR 227-70.


  92. NRH 75.


  93. PL 22-24.


  94. PL 37.


  95. GS3 747-48, quoted below.


  96. Letter of Klein to LS, Berlin-Charlottenburg, 6 May 1935 at GS3 539.


  97. GS3 512. Until otherwise noted, the following block quotations constitute a single continuous passage from Klein to LS, Copenhagen, 19/20 June, 1935 at GS3 512-13. This letter deserves more attention than I can give it and I have reluctantly decided to pass over Klein’s remarks—and therefore LS’s responses—about Political Zionism that follow the passage considered below.


  98. Löwith to LS, Rome, 23 February 1935 at GS3 644: “Although even such an ‘assimilated’ Jew like me cannot overlook the impact [Einschnitt] and seriousness of the German Jewish-Question, still I also do not sympathize with the unhealthily [heillos] embittered emigrants, the number of whom here, by the way, is very small. Most of them do not understand what is happening in Germany (and what isn’t) since they are thinking in old-fashioned moral categories instead of historical-philosophical ones [geschichtsphilosophischen].”


  99. See Klein to LS, Berlin, 27 March 1933 at GS3 461: “The Jewish Question is not essential.”


  100. This is the (merely apparent) meaning of TOM 13: “The problem inherent in the surface of things, and only in the surface of things, is the heart of things.” This is Seth Benardete’s “golden sentence” and, of course, the trick of M. Dupin, Poe’s great detective. Its actual meaning will be considered in the conclusion.


  101. “Zur Ideologie des politischen Zionismus” (GS1 441-48) is discussed in chapter 2; the significance of this text cannot be exaggerated.


  102. Until otherwise noted, the following block quotations are a continuous passage from LS to Klein, London, 23 June 1934 at GS3 516-17.


  103. JPCM 460.


  104. GS3 513-15.


  105. Udoff, “On Leo Strauss,” 2 puts aside “the complex matter of his [sc. LS’s] relation to Cohen.” See also 22n3.


  106. SPPP 233-47.


  107. Smith, “Between Athens and Jerusalem,” 91.


  108. Hermann Cohen, “Innere Beziehungen der Kantischen Philosophie zum Judentum” in Lehranstalt für die Wissenschaft des Judentums 28 (1910), 40-61.


  109. Steven S. Schwarzschild, “The Democratic Socialism of Hermann Cohen.” Hebrew Union College Annual 27 (1956), 417-438.


  110. Hermann Cohen, Deutschtum und Judentum (Gießen, Töpelmann, 1915).


  111. David Novak, “Universal Moral Law in the Theology of Hermann Cohen” in Modern Judaism 1 no. 1 (May 1981), 101-17, especially 103-4: “However, whereas Mendelssohn developed his theory of Judaism’s affirmation of universal law to facilitate the entry of committed Jews into the mainstream of European civilization, Cohen developed his theory to counteract the charges made in the late nineteenth century Germany that committed Jews could not possibly remain within that mainstream because Judaism was so essentially antithetical to it.” Both anti-Semites and Zionists made these charges: their views were synthesized in LS’s “Paul de Lagarde.”


  112. For the wartime debate between HC and Martin Buber, see “A Debate on Zionism and Messianism” in Paul R. Mendes-Flohr and Jehuda Reinharz (eds.), The Jew in the Modern World: A Documentary History, 448-453 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980).


  113. LAM 247/SCR 21. LS’s use of the word “idea” while discussing HC reflects his ongoing assault on Platonism.


  114. LAM 246/SCR 21 “the idea of God . . . who is not a person, nor living, nor existing, nor a spirit or mind, but an idea, ‘our’ idea” Cf. Ernst Cassirer, “Hermann Cohen, 1842-1918.” Social Research 10 no. 2 (May 1943), 219-32 at 231: “As a Platonist he could not think of the ‘idea’ as a lower or derivative reality that is to be subordinated to the phenomena, to the empirical facts. The idea was to him the Urbild, not the Abbild; the archetype, not the mere copy of things.”


  115. LAM 232/SCR 8-9; cf. FHJ’s paraphrase of Lavater in On the Doctrine of Spinoza.


  116. LAM 231/SCR 7.


  117. See appendix to chapter 4. At the risk of sounding like an old Ghibelline, it seems as clear as anything in the Middle Ages can be—before the rediscovery of the transcendent Platonic Idea—that in addition to fighting for themselves, the German Emperors (i.e., those who fought the Guelphs) were fighting for “the Separation of Church and State.” It shouldn’t be forgotten that the principal enemy of the Enlightenment was the Mediaeval Papacy created by the likes of Gregory VII. Both Mann’s Leo Naphta and Dostoyevsky’s Grand Inquisitor show that LS’s “solution” to the theological-political problem was hardly original in principle albeit considerably more radical in historical context, to say nothing of the fact that LS wasn’t fictional.


  118. See appendix to chapter 2; for the sake of fusion with the KJV, “Breslau” is willing to go through the pious motions required by the demand of “Frankfurt” for Jewish content.


  119. I hope the reader will forgive me for not having had the stomach to discover what laws or policy changes towards German Jews LS is justifying here. I’ll leave such a project for those who disagree with the main thrust of my book.


  120. See appendix to chapter 4.


  121. GS1 445; cf. LAM 239/SCR 15: “Spinoza—the greatest man of Jewish origin who had openly denied the truth of Judaism [LS’s RMbM is not open] without becoming a Christian . . . the hardheaded, not to say hardhearted, pupil of Machiavelli” Note that LS leaves open the possibility that Spinoza is “the greatest man of Jewish origin.”


  122. LAM 241/SCR 16 (emphasis mine): “He [sc. Spinoza] was the philosopher who founded liberal democracy, a specifically modern regime.” It seems more sensible to see Spinoza as a product of the Dutch Republic than the Dutch Republic as a product of Spinoza. It would be like saying that LS “was the philosopher who founded” National Socialism (a specifically post-modern regime) simply because he was the first to grasp its philosophical basis. For LS on Jan de Witt, see EW 141-43; on the separation of Church and State in the Dutch Republic, see EW 142: “The freedom of inquiry was to be protected [in fact it was protected] from the public powers—and there were two public powers, the secular and the spiritual.”


  123. EW 65.


  124. On “de-Jewification”—which does not necessarily entail the Endlösung or “Final Solution"—see Longerich, Holocaust, 1-26.


  125. For Leidenschaft, see GS2 387 (“Erkenntnisproblem”), where it is opposed to Verstand. See also Gerhard Krüger, Einsicht und Leidenschaft; das Wesen des Platonischen Denkens (Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1939).


  126. See Richard Wolin, “Carl Schmitt, Political Existentialism, and the Total State.” Theory and Society 19 no. 4 (August 1990), 389-416 at 409 and Balakrishnan, The Enemy, 185.


  127. GS2 257 (“Erkenntnisproblem”): “Understanding therefore moves itself [bewegt sich] in a double sense between “irrationals,” in that just as its own essence [Wesen] so also its object is irrational” Compare Allan Udoff, “On Leo Strauss,” 23n3.


  128. Schmitt, Political Theology, 31-32.


  129. Consider the summary of a 1930 manifesto by Theo von Doesburg (1891-1931) reproduced in Günter Minas, Rede zur Eröffnung der Ausstellung Martine Andernach, madé und Guy Toso in der Sparkassenakademie Schloss Waldthausen (2001) found at www.minas-mainz.de/html/lectures/lecture_09.htm (accessed April 15, 2010).


  130. RCPR 259: “At any rate, philosophy is meant, and that is the decisive point, not as a set of propositions, a teaching, or even a system, but as a way of life, a life animated by a peculiar passion, the philosophic desire, or eros.” Tanguay, Leo Strauss, 132-33 is provocative on “eros” in Straussian pedagogy.


  131. Tanguay, Leo Strauss, 100: “Yet Strauss makes use of the idea of secularization in a complex and ambiguous manner.” Tanguay draws attention to the curious fact that LS refused to see the Enlightenment as the ‘secularization’ of various Christian concepts (100, 112-13, 205-6). Instead of presenting liberal democracy, individualism (118, 204-5), the rule of law, and the idea of progress—see also Robert M. Wallace, “Progress, Secularization and Modernity: The Löwith-Blumenberg Debate” in New German Critique 22 (Winter 1981), 63-79—as examples of secularization (Tanguay suggests that they really are at 112) LS insists that modernity is based on a rejection of revelation, not its secularization (cf. Tanguay 112-13 with TWM 82-83.). Tanguay fails to explain clearly why LS does this (205-6); he nevertheless shows that LS does so as well as how (inadequately, in Tanguay’s view) he justifies his position. Tanguay demonstrates that Strauss grounds Modernity’s stance towards Revelation on “anti-theological ire” (109; cf. WIPP 44). This emphasis is very illuminating: it explains why the Enlightenment polemic against revelation did not escape the Second Cave. Unfortunately Tanguay fails to grasp what LS means by “prejudice” (cf. Tanguay, 44-45 and GS2 386-89) and this allows LS to preserve “secularization” for phenomena far more congenial to him than the Enlightenment, “sophistry,” and the “whole modern world.” Tanguay points out that LS can explain the fact that the Enlightenment appears to be a secularized version of Biblical faith by the claim that the Enlightenment promulgated “a fable convenue invented after the fact” (113-14) to disguise “the radical opposition between the Christian religion and modern ideas.” The letter to Löwith that Tanguay quotes (GS3 666-70) is worthy of close attention because it illustrates the great gulf between the two men: LS is undermining the thesis of what will become Karl Löwith, Meaning in History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949) and Löwith hasn’t heard of LS’s “second cave” (GS3 666). See Jeffrey Andrew Barash, “The Sense of History: On the Political Implications of Karl Löwith’s Concept of Secularization” in History and Theory 37 no. 1 (February 1998), 69-82.


  132. LAM 237/SCR 12.


  133. Altman, “Hindenburg Line,” 145.


  134. LAM 237/12. The phrase “idealized absolute subject” indicates LS’s view that GWFH (the creator of “Absolute Idealism”) practiced “secularization” in LS’s sense of the term (RCPR 25/REL 152). The deleted sentence is: “But the understanding of man which he opposes to the Greek understanding of man as the rational animal is, as he emphasizes, primarily the biblical understanding of man as created in the image of God.” This claim is justified only by the Meier’s “Death as God”; MH’s man (Sein zum Tode) is created in the image of “God.”


  135. TWM 83. Note the replacement of “fear of the Lord” by “fear of violent death” in LS’s account of Hobbes in the preceding sentence.


  136. TWM 82-83.


  137. REL 152: “Christianity had become completely reconciled with the world; it had become completely secularized, or the saeculum had become completely Christian through the postrevolutionary state;”


  138. See Altman, “Strauss in 1962,” 106n73; cf. SPPP 161-62 (“Jerusalem and Athens”).


  139. LS’s radical form of Political Zionism is a strictly transitional phenomenon: although it uses Judaism in a non-Jewish manner, it does not “secularize” Judaism to the positive detriment of actual Jews. Messias-Hoffnung (GS1 445) will be re-enacted because of its Jewish provenance, not because of its intrinsic and trans-ethnic power and appeal. See Gross, Carl Schmitt and the Jews, 102: “The main affect tied to the Nazi mirroring of what they understood as the world Jewish conspiracy was not mainly fear. Rather, it was a complex made up of fear, admiration, and a powerful dose of envy. . . . In the case of the Nazis, this emotion [sc. envy] was closely connected with the Jews’ imaginary role as God-chosen rulers over the law: a role signifying both a wound and a challenge . . . there was no possibility of two chosen people.” In the first deleted passage, Gross discusses Jewish envy in Freud’s Moses and Monotheism; in the second, he explains the connection between “abstract” Jewish law and Nazi “racial theories.”


  140. PL 37 and LAM 256/SCR 30.


  141. The references to atheists fighting and dying “for honor and truth,” like the earlier reference to “the terrible truth,” become significant in another piece LS wrote in 1962 (“An Epilogue”; LAM 203-223); see my “Strauss in 1962,” 102-4.


  142. LAM 237/SCR 12: “The fundamental awareness characteristic of the new thinking is a secularized version of the biblical faith as interpreted by Christian theology.” This leaves room for a secularized version of biblical obedience mediated by an apparently Jewish concern for Law. Cf. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 244 (Concerning the Doctrine of Spinoza): “The first indispensable need, both for individual men and society too, is a God. Complete submission to a superior authority; strict, holy, obedience—this has been the spirit of every great age that has brought forth an abundance of great deeds, great sentiments, great men.”


  143. PL 37. Note that it is the radical or atheistic Enlightenment that is being synthesized with orthodoxy here, not the moderate Enlightenment championed by MM.


  144. See Tanguay, Leo Strauss, 161-62; see my “Review Essay: Pyrrhic Victories and a Trojan Horse in the Strauss Wars.” Philosophy of the Social Sciences 39 no. 2 (June 2009), 294-323.


  145. Janssens, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 100, 182, and 191.


  146. PL 38 and LAM 256/SCR 30; the SCR version replaces “the ultimate justification of the Enlightenment” with “the ultimate justification of Spinoza’s critique.”


  147. PL 38: “Orthodoxy, with its hostile eye, recognized from early on, from the beginning, that this is the case.” The end of this paragraph deserves comment: “Thus one sees oneself induced—provided one does not know from the outset, as one cannot know from the outset, that only new, unheard of, ultra-modern thoughts can resolve our perplexity—to apply for aid to the mediaeval Enlightenment, the Enlightenment of Maimonides.” What renders this “application” merely exoteric is the parenthetical remark: the ultramodern solution (i.e., the “unassailable harmonization”) does not “resolve our perplexity” on the basis of knowledge but rather “faith.”


  148. LAM 10: “Originally a liberal man was a man who behaved in a manner becoming a free man, as distinguished from a slave.”


  149. LAM 4: “Democracy, in a word, is meant to be an aristocracy which has broadened into a universal aristocracy. Prior to the emergence if modern democracy some doubts were felt whether democracy thus understood is possible.” Note the humor.


  150. LAM 3 (“What is Liberal Education?”): “It is a piece of good luck if there is a single one [sc. “those teachers who are . . . the greatest minds”] alive in one’s time.”


  151. LAM 24 (“Liberal Education and Responsibility”). The “Golden Sentence of Straussian Apologetics” will receive attention in Chapter 7.


  152. LAM 55-56 (“The Liberalism of Classical Political Philosophy”): “He [sc. Protagoras] might have defended oligarchy pure and simple if he had not been compelled [cf. ‘Socrates forces Protagoras’ at 55] to adapt his doubtlessly ‘negotiable’ political convictions to a democracy.”


  153. LAM 65 (“On the Minos”; opening sentence): “The Minos has come down to us as a Platonic work immediately preceding the Laws.”


  154. LAM 76-139 (“Notes on Lucretius”) at 91: “he is the first to write a poem openly devoted to the liberation of the mind from the bonds of religion, and he wishes to be the first; he is spurred by a great hope of praise;” cf. 107.


  155. LAM 140 (“How To Begin To Study The Guide of the Perplexed”; opening sentence): “I believe that it will not be amiss if I simply present the plan of the Guide as it has become clear to me in the course of about twenty-five years of frequently abandoned but never interrupted study.” Cf. PAW 82-84 and LAM 9 (opening sentence) with LAM 24.


  156. LAM 187 (“Marsilius of Padua”): “But if not Aristotle, at any rate other philosophers (who, as philosophers, did not believe in another life) devised or accepted allegedly divine laws accompanied with sanctions in another life, because they held that such sanctions would induce the nonphilosophers to avoid the vices and cultivate the virtues in this life.” Cf. LAM 105 (“Notes on Lucretius”): “Given the fact that many men, nay, almost all men, will always refuse to listen to the Epicurean teaching, religion will always serve a good purpose.”


  157. LAM 218 (“An Epilogue”); see Altman, “Leo Strauss in 1962,” 102-4.


  158. LAM 257 and 259n66; cf. SCR 31 and 331-51.


  159. PL 34-38; there are three more short paragraphs in PL.


  160. LAM 256/SCR 30.


  161. Note the italicized “chooses” at Tanguay Leo Strauss, 147; cf. 213.


  162. See NRH 26 and 26n9; cf. Laurence Lampert, Nietzsche’s Task: An Interpretation of Beyond Good and Evil (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001), 156n7.


  163. PL 38 and LAM 256/SCR (emphasis mine).


  164. FP 369: “If he [sc. Fârâbî] understands by ‘philosophy’ in both cases the same thing, he flatly contradicts himself. This would not be altogether surprising. For, as we ought to have learned from Maimonides who knew his Fârâbî, contradictions are a normal pedagogic device of the genuine philosophers. In that case it would be incumbent upon the reader to find out by his own reflection, if guided by the author’s intimations, which of the two contradictory statements was considered by the author to be true.” Cf. PAW 68-69.


  165. LAM 251/SCR 26: “Cohen read Spinoza on the one hand not literally enough and on the other hand much too literally; he understood him too literally because he did not read him literally enough. Hence he did not find his way among the contradictions in which the Theological-political Treatise abounds.” See Leora Batnitzky, “Leo Strauss’s Disenchantment with Secular Society.” New German Critique 94, Secularization and Disenchantment (Winter, 2005), 106-126 for a novel solution at 122.


  166. MITP 233: “But what then does the choice of philosophy mean under these conditions? In this case, the choice of philosophy is based on faith.” Cf. LAM 255/SCR 29, NRH 75, RCPR (“Progress or Return?”) 260, and RR 173-74.


  167. SPPP 70 (“On the Euthydemus”).


  168. LAM 256/SCR 30.


  169. LAM 256-7/SCR 30.


  170. Nietzsche, Gay Science, 357: “Up north—embarrassing to tell—/I loved a creepy ancient belle:/The name of this old hag was Truth.”
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  Appendix to Chapter Five

  

  The Evanescence of the Weimar Paradox


  
    Nazi antisemitism therefore had a theological dimension. It was an assault by evil on God through the body of Israel. This is the only interpretation of the Holocaust that even begins to do justice to that inescapable mystery.


    Michael Wyschogrod1

  


  How are we to understand the juxtaposed synchronicity of the Weimar Jewish Renaissance and the rise of National Socialism? The conventional approach is to connect the two only by means of disconnection: a merely adventitious juxtaposition cognized under the signs of irony or tragedy. But the remarkable thing—other than the juxtaposed synchronicity itself—is an ongoing failure to name and therefore to discuss and understand this “Weimar paradox.” It most frequently comes to light in the ongoing discussion of the Heidegger-Rosenzweig convergence;2 unfortunately, the brilliant work of Steven Schwarzschild on this subject remains unpublished.3 But thanks to Klein’s insight that National Socialism is best understood as Judentum ohne Gott, a more integrated conception of this easily overlooked paradox becomes possible; ironically this new conception renders the paradox evanescent at the same moment that it becomes visible: “And ere a man hath power to say “Behold!”/The jaws of darkness do devour it up.” Of course these beautiful lines are describing love: darkness devours the enlightenment brought by what Shakespeare calls “a mid-summer night’s dream.”4 Since an un-paradoxical connection between the Weimar Jewish Renaissance and National Socialism is the deliberate antithesis of both enlightenment and the Enlightenment, Shakespeare’s lines are applicable only “with the necessary changes having been changed” (mutatis mutandis); here it is enlightenment that will devour the twentieth century’s terrible flash of darkness.


  It is hardly a matter of chance that this has now become possible. Consider Benjamin Lazier’s God Interrupted (2008), a comparative study of three Weimar Jewish intellectuals.5 Naturally, his account of Strauss is most relevant here. After a clear statement, refreshing in the context of recent apologetics,6 of both Strauss’s atheism and the decisionist basis for his choice of Athens over Jerusalem,7 Lazier borrows from Joseph Cropsey the term “physiodicy,”8 coined by analogy with “theodicy,” in order to describe Strauss’s project:


  
    Physis here usurps God’s place. Theodicy implies faith, a faith that God in his mystery will defeat in the end what appears to man as autonomous and unvanquished evil. Physiodicy, too, implies faith, faith by the philosopher in the natural ground of his own activity. Strauss admitted that “the quest for evident knowledge rests itself on an unevident premise.” Or to borrow a phrase from Franz Rosenzweig, philosophy was “atheistic theology.” Strauss would no doubt have objected.9

  


  Strauss certainly would not have confirmed Lazier’s astute deductions in public. But Lazier’s only error here is that he doesn’t grasp that Rosenzweig—acme and telos of the Weimar Jewish Renaissance—had used the term “atheistic theology” in precisely the opposite sense:10 against the mystical and rationalistic theology Rosenzweig was unmasking as ultimately atheistic. Strauss’s anti-liberal and decisionist “theology,” on the other hand, is self-consciously (if not always openly) atheistic and employs a transcendent or personal “God,” the suprarational basis for revelation, as the only weapon powerful enough to shatter the accommodation of philosophy and revelation achieved by the Enlightenment.11 Even without going so far as to claim that this “atheistic religion” constitutes Strauss’s esoteric solution to “the theological-political problem,” Lazier’s comment on Strauss is perfect: “He had rebelled against God, but found he could not do without him, and so set out to discover, or erect, a new idol in God’s place.”12


  Consider another member of Lazier’s Weimar triad: near the end of the second volume of his Gnosis und spätantiker Geist (1954), Hans Jonas makes a surprising comment in the context of his discussion of the possibly Jewish origin of Gnosticism:


  
    I would be thrilled to the bone if the first [sc. a Gnosticism with “a fallen God,” “benighted creator,” “sinister creation,” “alien soul,” “cosmic captivity,” “acosmic salvation,” and “the self-redeeming of the Deity”] could be shown to have been engendered within Judaism. It would add the last touch to the kind of violent and defiant impulse I see at work behind Gnosticism; and its revolutionary aspect, which I have emphasized from the first, would be enhanced beyond my wildest imagination.13

  


  Jonas realizes that a purely Jewish origin of Gnosticism would have spoken the last word in heresy: a rebellion against the God of Israel staged by His Chosen People. But by a dialectical necessity, any radical attack on the Old Testament God must be recognized as a distinctly Jewish type of heresy. What makes Lazier’s such an important book is his application of this “logic"14 or dialectic of heresy to Jonas, Scholem, and Strauss.15 What makes his book incomplete is his failure to consider these men in the context of the Weimar Paradox, i.e., in connection with the theological-political revolution that was actually taking place in post-War German thought and that triumphed in 1933.


  The moment that we allow ourselves to recognize that National Socialism is aimed at the annihilation of Israel as a means of annihilating God—as well as Christianity (privately understood as Verjudung)16 and all other traces of “modernity"17 —it too must be understood as a Jewish heresy, complete with its own nihilist Messiah. Bound captive to the purportedly pacifistic,18 liberal, legalistic, and humanitarian hegemony that had won the First World War,19 a new Chosen People would overcome der alten Judengott20 in a Second with a revived Messianic Gnosticism that would restore natural right by sealing the sacrifice of the deforming tradition of natural rights21 (and the concealing ontology of timeless and transcendent Being)22 in the blood of the Jews.23


  The third member of Lazier’s triad, Gershom Scholem, has taught us to recognize that the foregoing description of National Socialism makes very little use of what he called “the utopian factor” in “the Messianic idea;“24 like Heidegger’s thought, the foregoing description is almost exclusively “restorative.”25 This indicates that the analogy is not radical enough to accurately describe the use and abuse of messianism in the Third Reich.26 By the nineteenth century, the tamer restorative element of the Messianic idea had practically disappeared from Judaism,27 a development Scholem insightfully links to the secularization (in the conventional sense) of utopianism in the progressive,28 socialistic, “religion of reason” championed by Hermann Cohen.29


  
    In an era like the nineteenth century, by contrast, apocalypticism seemed finally liquidated and possessed, at least for the great Jewish rationalists of this age, no urgency or force whatever. (That they deeply and crucially deluded themselves on this score is another matter.) Nowhere did they reveal any feeling for the immense power of apocalypticism, which was still active in disguised forms, since for them it had become meaningless, empty nonsense. The anarchic element in utopianism no longer frightened the freest among them as something destructive, but rather counted as a positive element in the progress of mankind, which was developing from old forms to ever higher and less restricted forms of human freedom.30

  


  The cost of interpreting Scholem without reference to National Socialism, of ignoring his explicit hints,31 here becomes prohibitive: it was in this movement (“among the freest of them”) that the messianic idea lived on in a disguised—and given the Jewish origin of the idea, horribly inverted—form: it would be by destroying the restrictions imposed by the God of Israel, imperatives to charity and humanity foremost among them, that a n e w birth of freedom, prophesied by Nietzsche, would finally be achieved. Scholem’s parenthesis is particularly noteworthy: Cohen had not deluded himself any more than he would be refuted, as Strauss later had the temerity to suggest, by history.32 On the contrary: I want to suggest that the Weimar Paradox disappears the moment we realize that a well thought-out reaction against the Jewish Renaissance, drawing comfort from Cohen’s successor at Marburg,33 and Husserl’s heir at Freiburg,34 consciously attempted to extinguish Israel’s eternal “Star of Redemption” by means of an inverted “Judaism,” i.e., by a “Judaism without God.” To make use of Strauss’s phrase, only when National Socialism “understands itself,”35 is it the last word in “secularization.”


  Quite apart from Strauss’s role in either the Weimar Jewish Renaissance or the rise of National Socialism, there is a natural resistance and repugnance to placing the two on the same plane: this is what has rendered the Weimar Paradox invisible. It will be noted, for example, that Scholem’s parenthesis—which would have been more attractive if it were expressed in terms of tragedy rather than contempt—is still merely ironic; no causal connection has been indicated. And this is the way we prefer it: the Weimar Renaissance is a matter of scholars, artists, and thinkers; the Nazis must remain eternally ignorant thugs. From the start, I have insisted that it isn’t intelligent, prudent, or patriotic to disregard the general principles, i.e., the intellectual content, of so dangerous a movement as Nazism. The dumber the Nazis, the less we have to fear them; given the evils they wrought, it would be better to fear them too much than too little.


  In defining it as “a perverted Judaism,” Klein elevates the discussion of National Socialism onto its proper plane. The very conception of a Holy War against God is not the stuff of ad hoc opportunism and disgruntled scapegoating on the part of ignorant thugs. Isn’t it time we were offered a conception of Nazism consistent with Germany’s rich intellectual tradition? Isn’t it time we realized that Heidegger’s claims about “the inner truth and greatness of National Socialism” were no aberration? If we can entertain the notion that a nihilistic elite deliberately created an atheistic religion that concealed an esoteric assault on Christianity under the guise of an exoteric anti-Semitism, we must ipso facto entertain the idea that National Socialism was an intellectual movement with a theoretical basis. Quite apart from Strauss, this would be a very welcome step. Moreover, if the extermination of the Jews was based on a metaphysical principle—or rather on the determination to establish once and for all an enduring anti-metaphysics—then National Socialism would not only operate on the same level as the revival of Judaism in Weimar Germany but would become visible for the first time as its deadly enemy, committed to its destruction, i.e., as a conscious and deliberate reaction to it.


  It is therefore a sign of the times that there is a section called “The Messiah of 1933” in the penultimate chapter of Mark Lilla’s The Stillborn God (2007);36 without intending to do so, Lilla has made it much easier to see the causal resolution of the Weimar Paradox that I am proposing. At first glance, to be sure, it might appear that he too is committed to a tragic juxtaposition of the two:


  
    Though Germany was historically destined to be a Protestant nation, what was Protestantism, the liberal Jews asked, but Judaism for the gentiles, another interpretation of the fecund moral teaching delivered to Moses on Sinai? If Germans could be made to see that, they would learn to see their Jewish neighbors as full fellow citizens in a new kind of political society. We know what happened to these hopes.37

  


  Lilla clearly thinks that he knows what happened to these hopes but I‘m not convinced he really does. He thinks that the Nazis proved these hopes wrong. But leaving aside the question of whether one can prove a messianic hope wrong, it is important to state that although the hopeful one is not actually named in this passage, Lilla is referring to Cohen.38 And Lilla usefully offers an unusually radical statement of Cohen’s position:


  
    His thinking culminated in a posthumous treatise, Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism (1919), which argued that Judaism is both source and quintessence of all ethical monotheism. . . . What Kant failed to see, according to Cohen, was that his own basic principles—the moral superiority of universal law to the pursuit of pleasure, the absolute value of human freedom, the ethical obligation to actualize freedom in history—all derived from Jewish monotheism and its messianic promise.39

  


  Despite this sublime statement of Cohen’s claims and hopes—claims and hopes that show very clearly why Entjudung would be the last word in anti-liberalism if Cohen was right—Lilla is even more eloquent in stating the other side:


  
    Cohen, who died in 1918, lived barely long enough to witness Germany’s defeat in the war or to digest its lessons. He was, fortunately, spared the shame of seeing what would become of his Germany, the Jews’ “spiritual home,” by midcentury. His wife Martha was not so fortunate. After surviving the early years of the Second World War, she was finally deported to Theresienstadt, where she was exterminated by the Nazis in 1942.40

  


  The reader will recognize Strauss’s “refutation” of Cohen.41 Despite Lilla’s expertise on both Strauss and the secondary literature about him42 —including mastery of a nuanced form of Straussian apologetic43 —he never mentions Strauss in The Stillborn God. His presence is nevertheless pervasive.44 Particularly significant is Lilla’s emphasis on and juxtaposition of Karl Barth and Franz Rosenzweig, a pairing to which Strauss gave classic expression:


  
    The reawakening of theology, which for me is marked by the names Karl Barth and Franz Rosenzweig, appeared to make it necessary to investigate how far the critique of orthodox theology—Jewish and Christian—deserved to be successful. Since then the theological-political problem has remained the theme of my investigations.45

  


  It is in this context that Lilla inadvertently offers some support for the way in which I have linked Leo Strauss and National Socialism:


  
    Barth and Rosenzweig stood aghast as the political atmosphere of Weimar Germany daily became more poisonous and the last shreds of liberal democratic decency disappeared. But neither Rosenzweig, who died in 1929, nor Barth, who lived until 1968, recognized the connection between the rhetoric of their theological messianism and the apocalyptic rhetoric that was beginning to engulf German society. Their books did nothing to cause that political development, which had much deeper sources. But they did unwittingly help to shape a new and noxious form of political argument, which was the theological celebration of modern tyranny.46

  


  Lilla stops short of blaming Barth and Rosenzweig for the Nazis; neither does he suggest the means by which their rhetoric found friends in all the wrong places.47 He evidently favors an impersonal and ultimately Hegelian view couched in terms of a biological metaphor: “Every orthodoxy spawns heterodoxy.”48 But it is Strauss’s interest in Barth and Rosenzweig that can help us to clarify or rev-erse the causal connection that Lilla is gingerly implying here. Particularly useful for this purpose is a passage from Lilla’s “Introduction.” Lilla thinks he is preparing the reader for the analysis of Rosenzweig and Barth that he will present near the end of his book; neither is actually named at this early stage. But as a direct result of this anonymity, he has offered me the chance49 to turn his own crypto-Straussian text against itself.


  “The aftermath of the disastrous First World War saw a serious, and wholly unexpected, revival of messianic political theology in Germany.”50 This, of course, is a most promising start: the World War is at the center of my story. But Lilla’s reference to Schmitt’s “political theology” proves stillborn in the next sentence: “Some of those who promoted it were Protestants, others were Jews; all of them were self-consciously modern figures who gave modern reasons for turning to the Bible for political inspiration.” Although he has previously discussed Schmitt in print51 —like Strauss, Schmitt is never mentioned in The Stillborn God—Lilla can be justly faulted for confining his attention to Jews and Protestants. But he has other fish to fry; in addition to Rosenzweig and Barth, he is targeting Ernest Bloch and Heinrich Gogarten:52 “To compound the puzzle, these thinkers were universally hostile to the thinking that had given rise to modern liberal democracy, and more than a few defended the most repugnant ideologies of the twentieth century, Nazism and Communism.” It is only in the next sentence that the nameless referents of Lilla’s general description begin to assume a familiar shape: “These were not naive idealists who recklessly trafficked in religious and political ideas they did not understand.” Certainly the “naive” Cohen is excluded. But can we say the same of Strauss? “They were learned men who had digested and metabolized the works of their philosophical and theological predecessors, and had highly developed views about the course of modern life.” Clearly no one had a better-defined conception of modernity than Strauss. But the mark is missed in what Lilla writes next: “They were reactionaries, though not of the old school; they did not appeal to miracles, or Biblical inerrancy, or divine providence, or sacred tradition.” Here Lilla’s description gets only half of the story; although Schmitt was an atheist, it was precisely the miracle that he deployed against the liberal state in Politische Theologie53 Going beyond either Schmitt or Heidegger,54 Strauss’s Jacobian project demanded not simply the rejection but rather the “secularization” of theology. But how much further did he go? “They were oriented toward the future, which they saw in theological-political terms as a time of redemption, marking the end of the dark epoch that had begun with the birth of the modern age.” Here then is the reappearance, in a National Socialist context, of Scholem’s “utopian factor” in “the messianic idea.” In the following chapter, evidence will be presented that Strauss was anything but unfamiliar with this particular Siren’s call.


  Before leaving The Stillborn God, Lilla’s claim that the reactionaries “did not appeal to miracles” deserves further critical comment. Consider the passage from Schmitt’s 1922 Political Theology cited above:


  
    The exception in jurisprudence is analogous to the miracle in theology. Only by being aware of this analogy can we appreciate the manner in which the philosophical ideas of the state developed in the last centuries. The idea of the modern constitutional state triumphed together with deism, a theology and metaphysics that banished the miracle from the world. The theology rejected not only the transgression of the laws of nature through an exception brought about by direct intervention, as is found in the idea of a miracle, but also the sovereign’s direct intervention in a valid legal order. The rationalism of the Enlightenment rejected the exception in every form.55

  


  The importance of this text for understanding Strauss cannot be exaggerated: the faith-based decision for “miracles” is the basis for his critique of Spinoza’s critique of religion.56 It is in this context that we must understand Strauss’s rejection of modernity’s attempt “to be absolutely sovereign, to become the master and owner of nature, to conquer chance.”57 From Schmitt, Strauss learned the political implications of reviving a God who does what He pleases regardless of “the laws of nature”; “the Messiah of 1933” will be the result. From Schmitt, Strauss learned that the revival of the miracle will destroy “the modern constitutional state” because the Enlightenment had depended on banishing the miraculous.58


  But Strauss had already learned from another source how useful “Biblical inerrancy, or divine providence, or sacred tradition” could be in opposition to Enlightenment deism and “the laws of nature” or, to use a more arresting phrase, those F. H. Jacobi had called “the Jews of speculative reason.”59 Hamann and Jacobi had deployed a “secularized” Christianity against Mendelssohn, German-Jewish champion of Enlightenment; now Rosenzweig’s revival of Judaism at the Frankfurt Lehrhaus suggested to Strauss how Judaism could be used against Cohen, the new German-Jewish champion of Enlightenment.60 If Cohen was right and, in Lilla’s words, “the moral superiority of universal law to the pursuit of pleasure, the absolute value of human freedom, the ethical obligation to actualize freedom in history—all derived from Jewish monotheism and its messianic promise,” then Judaism needed to be destroyed in principle before the Enlightenment could be extinguished once and for all. The Weimar Paradox begins to resolve itself the moment we ask: What mere Nazi knew what Cohen was claiming, let alone that he was right? Although Rosenzweig had long since heard of Heidegger,61 Heidegger’s turn to National Socialism was not informed by his familiarity with Rosenzweig; Strauss is another matter.


  A more revealing instance of finding Strauss hidden between the lines of a text about Rosenzweig is a brilliant passage in Peter Gordon’s comparative study of Rosenzweig and Heidegger.62 The passage in question begins with a quotation from Rosenzweig’s 1920 Hegel und der Staat:


  
    Today, in the darkness that surrounds us, only a glimmer of hope still shines from out of that hardly noticeable concluding portion from Hölderlin’s poem [sc. “Our time of life is so narrowly bound / We witness our numbered years and count them / Yet the years of the nations, / did a mortal eye ever yet see them?”], the beginning of which was initially chosen in better days as the leading epigraph of the work. Only a glimmer, and yet to the prisoner in his cell it irresistibly compels his glance.63

  


  Having quoted this passage, Gordon writes: “I would like to suggest that these lines indicate a hidden continuity in Rosenzweig’s political thinking.”64 In addition to making a compelling case for his thesis about Rosenzweig, Gordon also creates a powerful new way of thinking about the continuity of Strauss’s thought between its Zionist phase and his 1929-1932 “change of orientation.”


  
    Let us suppose that the “prisoner” alone in his cell is the finite individual of Hegel’s philosophy. Naturally the reference to “today” can only be Europe after the First World War. If so, then the “darkness that surrounds us” is the sense of despair felt by so many in Rosenzweig’s generation upon their return from the front. But what, then, is meant by the “glimmer of hope”?

  


  Like Lilla, Gordon begins well: with the War. Naturally the words “return from the front” do not apply to Strauss, who, along with Schmitt and Heidegger, managed to evade that particular civic responsibility. But Rosenzweig did serve his country and, like Cohen, was not only deeply committed to a German victory, but worked for it. It is instructive but seldom remarked that Cohen did not survive Germany’s defeat; he died on April 4, 1918, just under a year after the United States had declared war on his Vaterland and sealed its fate.


  
    The prisoner still seems to believe that redemption from his isolation is a real possibility. And nationalism provides the only light in his dark cell. For as the second epigraph makes clear, only belonging to a national community offers salvation: “the years of the nations” seem to stretch to eternity beyond the vision of “mortal eyes.” The closing lines hint at the unfulfilled and still-living hope in the salvific powers of certain people, even while the German people no longer provided a viable solution.

  


  Gordon’s thesis about Rosenzweig here becomes visible: he transferred his nationalist hopes from one nation to the other. As a disappointed German soldier and patriot, Rosenzweig returns after the lost War to Israel, to a surrogate nation. But Strauss was not a German patriot: if it wasn’t his commitment to Zionjism that justified his attempt to avoid military service, it would be difficult to say that it was anything other than what Hobbes called “the fear of violent death.” It is difficult to know how Strauss measured victory as a Zionist but there is no evidence that his campaign against Cultural Zionism was successful. In any case, I would like to suggest that his 1929 “adieu” to Political Zionism was the equivalent of Rosenzweig’s movement away from German nationalism, a movement that—as Gordon shows—depended on continuity as much as it did on difference.


  
    A major claim of this book is that one cannot understand Rosenzweig’s philosophy apart from its German context. This is especially true of Rosenzweig’s theoretical attachment to the idea of Volk, or people.

  


  It is here that I would like to introduce a hermeneutic device based on the Latin words mutatis mutandis. I want to claim that Strauss’s philosophy after his “change of orientation” cannot be understood apart from its Zionist antecedent. In Strauss, however, it is not nor was it ever a commitment to any Volk but rather its antithesis that remains constant: his Spinozist antipathy to the effeminizing effects of Judaism. As the enemy of Cultural Zionism, Strauss rejects the cultural element of the Jewish experience—and above all Israel’s belief in a transcendent God and its expectation of a God-sent Messiah—that permanently threatens to infect his own purely political Zionism. Having advocated the use of the traditional Messias-Hoffnung as “dynamite” as a Zionist in 1929, Strauss was in the best possible position to understand what Lilla calls “the Messiah of 1933.”


  
    As I will show in the following two chapters, Rosenzweig’s abandonment of German nationalism as a philosophical principle should not be mistaken for a wholesale rejection of its theoretical grounds.

  


  This is my claim as well, mutatis mutandis. Strauss will never become a German nationalist any more than he was ever a Jewish nationalist; it is his rejection of Judaism that remains constant and this is why he is the opposite of Rosenzweig and the archenemy of Cohen.


  
    The striking thing about the Star of Redemption is that it expresses an attachment to the Jewish people by means of a logic that is clearly borrowed from his earliest engagement in German political philosophy. The “glimmer of hope” for the prisoner in his cell signifies a mode of national attachment beyond German nationalism and yet also dependent upon the lessons of German politics.

  


  The post-Hegelian philosopher who transferred his allegiance from Germany to Israel is the Hegelian antithesis of the Jacobian polemicist who preserved throughout his antagonism to Cohen. To put the same point the other way: thanks to Cohen, Rosenzweig can make the transition from philosophy to Judaism while Strauss, thanks to Rosenzweig, can make the transition from Zionism to “philosophy.” The “philosophy” Strauss will embrace is a radicalized version of Heidegger’s; by definition—thanks to the unbridgeable gulf between “Jerusalem” and “Athens”—antithetical to the revelation Rosenzweig so lovingly embraced and translated into living German.


  
    For even while the war had irrevocably damaged the dream of German national redemption, it had not fully extinguished the hope for a national life of a different order.

  


  From a National Socialist perspective, Rosenzweig had given up on “German national redemption” too soon; a Wiederholung (repetition) of Heidegger’s vorlaufende Entschlossenheit was a plausible expression of its continuing validity on the military plane. As a philosopher, by contrast, Heidegger would embrace and translate not Hebrew but pre-Socratic discourse into living German. Strauss’s philosophical embrace of Heidegger—of a world redeemed from the polluting prejudices of the Second Cave, i.e., from Verjudung—therefore had its antithetical analogue in Rosenzweig:


  
    In this sense Rosenzweig’s philosophical embrace of the Jews is a twofold thought, combining transference with retreat. On the one hand, it represents a continuation of German nationalism in a new form—so one might say that Rosenzweig did not so much abandon his nationalist hopes as project them upon an unexpected entity.

  


  Certainly no projection could have hit upon a more “unexpected entity” than Strauss’s. But thanks to Klein’s Judentum ohne Gott, the “continuation . . . in a new form” Gordon finds in Rosenzweig is, unfortunately, there to be seen in Strauss’s case as well.


  
    On the other hand, the defeat of the German state introduced a violent discontinuity, confirming Rosenzweig’s belief that a new kind of identification was required. Because the Jewish people rested in suspension beyond the vicissitudes of political life, the idea of Jewish redemption remained largely immune from the widespread climate of political pessimism following the First World War.

  


  No one knew better than the Nazis that “the defeat of the German State” in 1918 had created the need for “a new kind of identification.” And in this moment of national darkness, Rosenzweig began to find the light; it is a poignant example of just how wrong the Nazis were that the German Jew who found more of that light than any one else had loved the German Volk, had not been a Zionist, and had faithfully served his country in her hour of need. Having freed himself of allegiance to any Volk, Strauss bridged the gap between the two forms of redemption that arose in Weimar; this is—as a Hegelian might say—his world-historical significance. Better than any other man who rejected the doctrine on principle, Strauss knew that Germany already harbored a Chosen People, a people who were only now, through Cohen and above all Rosenzweig, discovering themselves as a people to be eternally “beyond the vicissitudes of political life.” And it was in response to this discovery that an amazing new idea of German redemption began to take root among thoughtful Nazis. No matter how few of those there may have been, there was, at the very least, one of them. It is instructive that the very notion of “a thoughtful Nazi” seems little less obscene to most of us than that of “a Jewish Nazi.” Thought separately, each may well remain unthinkable; thought together, they take on an all-too-human face. The solution to the Nazi Aufhebung of Judaism—to make use of the Hegelian term for the simultaneous preservation and annihilation of a logically prior stage or “moment”—is simple: Cohen was right about Judaism. The terrible paradox of the German Stranger follows in the train of this sublime truth: only someone who knew that Cohen was right and yet opposed, on the basis of “fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles,” all that the neo-Kantian had held dear,yki would realize that there was no way to refute Judaism rationally;65 only one “refutation” was available, and that was precisely the “refutation” administered by “history.” It is in Strauss’s inveterate enmity to Cohen that we behold the evanescence of the Weimar Paradox.


  One of the many reasons that Strauss needs to be understood in the context of Hegel is that both are remarkably committed to the power of thought: in Strauss’s writings, great thinkers are never reduced in Marxist style to the status of mere epigones; they are never the expressions of some independently given political or socio-economic context. Thought moves the world. If this were another kind of book, Strauss’s influence would be presented here as a case in point, i.e., it is difficult not to agree with Strauss in the light of his own influence on these States, an influence that depends entirely on the strength of his thought. Particularly germane to Strauss’s Hegelianism is his 1965 claim, already remarked, that Spinoza “was the philosopher who founded liberal democracy.” Even without mentioning the annuity Spinoza received from Jan de Witt,66 it is obvious to any reputable historian that it was the ongoing battle for religious toleration in the Dutch Republic during the seventeenth century that made Spinoza’s Tractatus possible, not the reverse.67


  In accordance with this empirical realism, Strauss avoids making the same claim in his important 1924 essay “Cohens Analyse der Bibel-Wissenschaft Spinozas,” his fullest treatment of the separation of Church and State. But, as Michael Zank points out,68 there is a revealing ambiguity on the crucial question:


  
    The freedom of inquiry was to be protected from the public powers—and there were two public powers, the secular and the spiritual [sc. “Church” and “State”]. The combination of the two heterogenous problems in the Treatise [sc. “the freedom of philosophizing” and “piety and peace within the state” (141)] has a deep root, namely the context from which the two powers arises. That is to say: with respect to the state—and since the reference was to a liberal government [da es sich um eine liberale Regierung handelte]—the rational construction would have sufficed. The claims of the church rested less on reason than on Scripture.69

  


  Strauss’s purpose here is polemical: he is justifying the title of Spinoza’s book against Cohen’s critique by pointing out that even if the separation of Church and State has now become invisible as a problem (except to Strauss, that is),70 it was not in Spinoza’s time; hence his conclusion: “Therefore: in Spinoza’s historical context, the connection between political theory {Staatstheorie} and critique of the Bible is sufficiently motivated.”71 Given the “unbiased” evidence that Strauss uses in 1924,72 it would be difficult to sustain his 1965 conclusion in any case.73 But the point is that his Hegelianism remains a constant; Spinoza is “a necessary moment.”74 What Strauss seems to mean is that Spinoza was the first to explain liberal democracy in philosophical terms; he “founded” this “specifically modern regime” by grounding both regime and modernity in concepts.


  My claim, then, is that Strauss does something similar for National Socialism, another specifically modern—not so much post-modern as post-War—regime. Certainly a clear understanding of either Nazi or liberal democratic regimes presupposes a clear understanding of modernity and no one has a better claim to that than Strauss. To borrow Strauss’s language once again, when National Socialism understands itself, it is the last word in “secularization.” And he who understands a movement better than it understands itself—and no movement understands itself on the level that a Hegel or a Strauss understands it—is, by analogy with Strauss’s fallacious claim about Spinoza, its founder. To put the same point in a different way: Strauss is either wrong about National Socialism or he understands it better than it understood itself.


  Since Strauss’s private thoughts on the subject have been discussed, consider the understanding of National Socialism he was willing to make public in his 1962 lecture on “Why We Remain Jews.”


  
    The Nazi regime was the only regime of which I know which was based on no principle other than the negation of Jews.75

  


  The first point, then, is that Strauss’s National Socialism—the regime he is willing to found in speech—is based on principle; this is a necessary first step towards giving it a rational character, as its founder must. It is, of course, by no means universally agreed that the Nazis had any principles; it is easy to see them as, at best, clever improvisers responding to opportunities with no well-defined objective other than the seizure of power.76 Nor is the Final Solution any different in this regard; hence the “structuralist” explanation of the Holocaust. The fact that the Nazi regime has, according to Strauss, one principle is therefore no objection to its rationality,77 least of all to the coherence of its “system,” another word he applies to the Nazis.78 When Strauss says: “So I speak of our enemies, and I want to show that they recognize that we are not from the gutter,”79 he is also pointing out that those of us who proudly take our Judaism seriously (in which group he assumes we will understand him to belong) must acknowledge that our enemies likewise “are not from the gutter”: they recognize our high quality by opposing us on principle. He also avoids the trap of seeing National Socialism as Christian.80


  Schwarzschild has brilliantly delineated the convergence between Heidegger and Rosenzweig on their synchronized turn to ethnicism. But Strauss’s understanding of National Socialism surpasses Heidegger’s or Schwarzschild’s. Those who believe that National Socialism is based on the superiority of the Aryan race have not grasped its innermost principle:


  
    But what does “Aryan” mean? The Nazis were compelled, for example, to give the Japanese the status of Aryans, and quite a few others. In a word, “Aryan” had no meaning but “non-Jewish.”81

  


  In short, Strauss’s published account of Nazism asserts that it is a non-Christian system based on principle with a single clearly defined objective, an objective and principle, it should be added, that was not generally or at least publicly recognized as such by most Nazis.82


  But this public description is perfectly consistent with the solution to the theological-political problem that emerges from Klein’s epistolary challenge to Strauss and Strauss’s revealing response: the re-enactment of an atheist religion (“Judaism without God”) by a nihilist elite cloaked in “popular sovereignty” as the last word in deliberate “secularization.” Lest we lose the forest for the trees, the important point is that Klein discovered, and Strauss agreed with him, that National Socialism had no principle other than its anti-Semitism. Both m e n ground National Socialism in theology, one as “secularization,” the other as anti-Semitism; in fact, the two are the same. Klein announces “the first decisive battle” of “Gott-losigkeif against its ancient adversary; unlike Klein, Strauss offered no explanation of why the Nazis aimed to negate the Jews. The Weimar Paradox offers an explanation.83 Only a thinker w h o combined “fascistic, authoritarian, imperial principles” with an intimate knowledge of Cohen and Rosenzweig—and it bears emphasis that Strauss worked, as it were under cover, at both Lehrhaus and Akademie—was in a position to found or even find the kind of National Socialism described by Klein and Strauss.84 If Cohen is right, there would be no “ideal of humanity” without Judaism;85 if Rosenzweig is right, there could be no Judaism without Jews.86 Amidst such darkness, it is therefore an encouraging sign that a young German scholar has named his recent book on Rosenzweig’s religious and political thought: “God alone must speak the last word.“87
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  Chapter Six

  

  To Master the Art of Writing


  



  In the same year that Strauss published his famous article “Persecution and the Art of Writing,” he prepared a lecture for delivery on February 26, 1941 that he would never publish: a report to his colleagues at the New School of Social Research in New York City on Hermann Rauschning’s The Revolution of Nihilism: A Warning to the West (1939).1 If Strauss actually delivered this lecture, he said nothing at all in favor of heeding Rauschning’s timely and prescient warning. For related reasons, “German Nihilism” is a most revealing document and it is also among the least readily available of Strauss’s essays.2 It illuminates a transitional moment in his intellectual or political development: the German Stranger has arrived in the New World (September 12, 1938) having already discovered “a horizon beyond liberalism” in the Old but has not yet mastered the art of concealing that position in public and therefore cannot demonstrate the effective courage required of mature manhood that he will have attained by 1954-1955. Since Strauss creates in “German Nihilism” something very like a “self-portrait of the artist as a young man,” it will be discussed here not only in relation to a transition from apprenticeship to mastery but also in the context of a Bildungsroman, the classic German novel of the hero’s spiritual growth and development. In addition, “German Nihilism” will be considered in relation to his famous article on exotericism already discussed in chapter 1. Although a careful reading of this lecture reveals why he didn’t wish to see “German Nihilism” in print, it is helpful to consider Strauss’s intentions in the light of “Persecution and the Art of Writing.” I will show that Strauss had good reason to think that the publication of “German Nihilism” would have made him the object of persecution.


  “Of all German philosophers, and indeed of all philosophers, none exercised a greater influence on post-war Germany, none was more responsible for the emergence of German nihilism, than was Nietzsche.”3 In 1941, Nietzsche remains subject to refutation by the reductio ad Hitlerum in a very direct form; moreover, Strauss has not yet identified the reductio (in order to reject it) as a logical fallacy: Natural Right and History (1953) belongs to the future. Strauss’s strategy is therefore to give a chronologically nuanced answer to the crucial question “What is German Nihilism?” by distinguishing the later development of National Socialism from its Nietzschean origins in post-War Germany. In fact, Strauss makes a double distinction: National Socialism is both a late and a vulgar development of German Nihilism:4 it can thus be attacked while defending a more honorable and earlier form of nihilism that (1) presumably has nothing whatsoever in common with National Socialism and (2) whose adherents presumably never became Nazis. This alleged disconnect between an earlier honorable form of German nihilism and its vulgar offshoot might be called the exoteric teaching of “German Nihilism.” It will be noted that even this exoteric position tends to subvert what Strauss’s defenders now claim: that Strauss was neither a disciple of Nietzsche nor a nihilist.


  Strauss describes in great detail the intellectual orientation of “the young nihilists:”5 in the towering shadow of Nietzsche, a powerful portrait of “postwar German thought”6 emerges in vivid detail. The autobiographical element in this sympathetic portrait is obvious to a sober and well-balanced scholar.7 A central element in Strauss’s attempt to make these young nihilists attractive is his insistence on their opposition to Communism: it is in this context, indeed, that he first introduces them. Anti-communism is, of course, the best camouflage for an unrepentant Nazi: it is the (temporary) common ground between Liberalism and National Socialism (see chapter 2, figure 1). As long as Liberal Democracy is locked in mortal combat with Communism, a secret National Socialist can honestly profess to be—in the language of Straussian apologetics—a “qualified” friend of Liberal Democracy. In February 1941, it is not only the United States that isn’t fighting Nazi Germany: Operation Barbarossa is still four months away. “German Nihilism” not only belongs to a moment of transition in Strauss’s intellectual development, it takes place at a time that when Nazi Germany (1) has not yet made the cataclysmic mistake of attacking the Soviet Union, and (2) is not at war with the United States. After Pearl Harbor, mere anti-Communism will no longer provide sufficient camouflage for a secret Nazi: the Russians will be our “friends and allies” against the Third Reich. After December, not even a whisper of sympathy—not even between the lines—will remain inaudible to the vulgar. It is thus the intersection of two transitional moments that tempts Strauss to expose himself in a dangerous manner never to be duplicated. Without firm evidence to the contrary (evidence others have failed to find),8 I haven’t been able to persuade myself that Strauss had the nerve to give this talk in public, even before Pearl Harbor. But this statement must not be misconstrued: the fact that he even contemplated doing so proves to my satisfaction that Strauss had nerves of steel. In either case, the lecture’s text speaks for itself.


  On February 26, 1941, Strauss sets the stage with what Karl Marx had called “the specter haunting Europe:” the nihilists of post-War Germany were simply responding to the Bolshevik Menace.


  
    The older ones in our midst still remember the time when certain people asserted that the conflicts inherent in the present situation would necessarily lead to a revolution, accompanying or following another World War—a rising of the proletariat and of the proletarianized strata of society which would usher in the withering away of the State, the classless society, the abolition of all exploitation and injustice, the era of final peace. It was this prospect at least as much as the desperate present, which led to nihilism.9

  


  And it is in this context—in honorable opposition to the evils of Communism—that Strauss offers his most revealing self-portrait:


  
    The prospect of a pacified planet, without rulers and ruled, of a planetary society devoted to production and consumption only, to the production and consumption of spiritual as well as material merchandise, was positively horrifying to quite a few very intelligent and very decent, if very young, Germans.10

  


  After emphasizing that these “very intelligent and very decent” young Germans were both above selfish motives (and therefore “very decent”) and completely without illusions (and hence “very intelligent”),11 Strauss makes their connection to Nietzsche explicit:


  
    What they hated, was the very prospect of a world in which everyone would be happy and satisfied, in which everyone would have his little pleasure by day and have his little pleasure by night, a world in which no great heart could beat and no great soul could breathe, a world without real, unmetaphoric sacrifice, i.e., a world without blood, sweat, and tears.12

  


  This passage constitutes Strauss’s lyrical bid to gain sympathy for these honorable young nihilists: he skillfully weaves together allusions to the proto-Nazi Nietzsche13 and Winston Churchill,14 the greatest anti-Nazi authority available on February 26, 1941. The significance of the Churchill allusion will be discussed in detail hereafter; for now, it is obvious that Strauss is whitewashing the young Nietzschean nihilists15 of whom he was once one. But this text is very revealing in the context of Strauss’s entire project: he leaves no doubt that he possessed “great heart” and “great soul.” He converted his life into a lonely crusade for godlessness and thereby avoided the numbing routine of everyday life he had evidently abhorred as a young man. Having committed himself to an utterly uncanny high adventure, he is now speaking boldly in the belly of the whale and prepares to offer an apologia pro vita sua. Although he admits that “the young nihilists” were inarticulate16 and subject to a serious delusion,17 he suggests that it is these “decent, if very young Germans” and not National Socialism that should be understood as revealing what “German Nihilism” really is:


  
    Their Yes was inarticulate: they were unable to say more than: No! This No proved however sufficient as the preface to action, to the action of destruction. This is the phenomenon which occurs to me first whenever I hear the expression German nihilism.18

  


  At the outset, Strauss had said something quite different: “When we hear at the present time the expression “German nihilism,” most of us naturally think about National Socialism.”19 He already hopes to have distinguished these honorable “young nihilists” from the vulgar Nazis and he now intends to change what “most of us” think about the matter. But by admitting that even the “young nihilists” were committed to “the action of destruction,” Strauss opens the dangerous door to the truth: that these youngsters grew up to be adult Nazis. He has committed himself to closing the doorway between a (harmless) Nietzschean destruction of “the last man” (and all his works) and Hitler’s War. Had Strauss not felt compelled to offer a defense of (honorable) nihilism, he would not have placed himself in this dangerous position nor will he ever again make this mistake again: nihilism will hereafter join Communism as Strauss’s bogies. But for now, the agenda is a different one and the folly of youth (Strauss was forty-two) compels him to discuss contemporary events with his customary Redlichkeit. Nor is his madness entirely without method: by distinguishing “the young nihilists” from the vulgar Nazis, he has in fact given a clever generational or chronological alternative to the distinction between elite and masses that is essential to Hermann Rauschning’s telling portrait of National Socialism.


  A former Nazi himself, Rauschning is particularly insistent on distinguishing the outlook of Nazism’s nihilist elite from the fanatical belief system of the gullible masses. Perhaps he regards his former Nazi self as having belonged to the former, although it may well be the case that it was his discovery of them that led to his flight. In any case, the distinction is basic:


  
    The outsider overlooks above all the essential distinction between the mass and the elite in the new revolutions. This distinction is vital in every field. That which is intended for the mass is not applicable to the elite. Program and official philosophy, allegiance and faith, are for the mass. Nothing commits the elite—no philosophy, no ethical standard. It has but one obligation, that of absolute loyalty to comrades, to fellow members of the initiated elite.20

  


  In “German Nihilism,” Strauss for the most part21 ignores Rauschning’s distinction between élite and masses so characteristic of Strauss’s own thought and soon to be given a published theoretical basis later that year in “Persecution and the Art of Writing.”22 Strauss claims that “the young nihilists”—as distinct from the vulgar Nazis who followed them but (apparently) only in a chronological sense—had a “No” but not a “Yes” (i.e., “the young nihilists” had no program). Thus he attempts to conceal the fact that their “No”—an affirmative negation that, as he admits (“proved . . . sufficient as the preface . . . to the action of destruction”)—is precisely what Rauschning claimed was the aim of National Socialism’s elite: the practical application of their “Will to Power”:


  
    A sharp distinction must be drawn in National Socialism between this genuinely irrational revolutionary passion, affecting not only the mass of followers but the leaders themselves, and the very deliberate, utterly cold and calculating pursuit of power and dominance by the controlling group. We may generalize: The doctrine was meant for the masses. It is not a part of the real motive forces of the revolution. It is an instrument for the control of the masses. The élite, the leaders, stand above the doctrine. They make use of it for the furtherance of their purposes.23

  


  Nobody is going to get to the bottom of Nazism without understanding its intrinsic connection with nihilism. It is precisely this connection that makes Rauschning’s Revolution of Nihilism such a valuable document.24 While it is true that the inner core of National Socialism may have eluded Rauschning’s grasp—situated as it was in the midst of a complicated “theological-political problem”—it is something of a relief to return to a mere void. According to Rauschning, the Nazis claimed to be certain about a wide variety of subjects: Germans are superior, Jews are inferior, War is good, Communism is bad, etc.25 But it is the nihilistic nullity at the heart of Rauschning’s vision of Nazism that allowed it to trample down and disregard all systems of law and morality.26 It isn’t that “might makes right” because it is even more nihilistic than that: right is absolutely meaningless except as might27 Any dogmatism, any absolutes, any truth whatsoever is nothing more nor less than “the will to power.”28 Starting from this secret nihilistic premise, the Nazi leadership gave their followers a great many certainties in which to whole-heartedly believe; certainties which the leaders themselves—to the extent that they understood (in Heidegger’s apt phrase) the “inner truth and greatness” of their movement—regarded as useful for acquiring power rather than as simply true.


  It is this political step that shows why Nietzsche himself is not a Nazi: he merely laid down the decisive premise on which the evil edifice was later built. The committed Nazis knew that Nietzsche’s radical critique of all values was the ne plus ultra on the theoretical level.29 They themselves pushed on into the practical sphere—against all odds—and went on the attack:30 this militant aspect (where the First War’s Sturmangriff becomes the Second’s Blitzkrieg) is why Nazism can only be understood as a post-War phenomenon.31 Rauschning’s Nazis were able to ruthlessly murder millions not primarily because they believed that Jews,32 Gypsies, Communists, homosexuals, etc., were inferior but because they believed in Nothing33 They merely presented themselves as a Movement (Bewegung) that would restore Values: the same pervasive cultural nihilism that had filled the masses with uncertainty in the first place (and thus had made those masses desperate for the certainties the Nazis offered them) was simultaneously the prerequisite for their own vision and the source of their ability to successfully implement it.34 Naturally those much-trumpeted values—Jewhating, Red-smashing, the fervent Nationalism of Deutschland über Alles35 —were to the advantage of the stronger party (i.e., to themselves) and were therefore regarded by them as both just and true, and persuasively presented as such to the masses.36 But to the philosophers of Nazism—as distinct from the deluded fools who sincerely believed that the Nazi leadership37 actually believed in something other than their own acquisition of power38 —all of these were merely useful lies.


  It will be seen that Rauschning’s “warning to the West” not only went unheeded in 1939 but is not being given adequate consideration even today, long after having been proved perfectly prophetic. As for “German Nihilism,” it is important to point out, before listening to the many incriminating things that Strauss does say, a few of the things that he doesn’t: (1) he never calls for the destruction of Nazi Germany, (2) never suggests that American intervention in the War would be a good thing, (3) never makes a plea for the Jews of Europe, and (4) never denies the basic thesis of Rauschning’s book: i.e., that National Socialism’s core is nihilism. The first three points will be dismissed as cheap shots by Strauss’s defenders: although they are not, the argument from silence is completely unnecessary for my purpose amidst so many damning things that Strauss does say. But the fourth point is crucial. Strauss never denies that National Socialism is “the revolution of nihilism.” It is therefore only in the context of the Verjudung-hypothesis that Rauschning’s National Socialism can be squared with Klein’s: its aim grows out of its anti-Semitism. Although he himself did not grasp that aim, Rauschning’s accurately reveals the gulf separating the Nazi elite from the gullible masses. This important truth underlies two derivative distinctions that Strauss will be willing to discuss: the exoteric and esoteric distinction itself in “Persecution and the Art of Writing,” and the disconnection between the young Nietzschean nihilists and the Nazis they later became in “German Nihilism.”


  In “German Nihilism,” Strauss naturally ignores the possibility that “the young German nihilists” ultimately became adult Nazis: it is indeed precisely this connection that he must suppress. But because this connection is so obvious, Strauss must invent an ingenious apologia for a crime he refuses to say was ever committed. Even if these young Germans ultimately turned to Hitler (which he nowhere admits), it was not their fault: the responsibility belongs rather to the “Old Guard” defenders of liberalism. To pull off this remarkable sleight of hand, Strauss first introduces a middle term between “the young nihilists” and the old generation of Liberals:


  
    The adolescents I am speaking of, were in need of teachers who could explain to them in articulate language the positive, and not merely destructive, meaning of their aspirations. They believed to have found such teachers in that group of professors and writers who knowingly or ignorantly paved the way for Hitler (Spengler, Möller, van den Bruck, Carl Schmitt, Bäumler, Ernst Jünger, Heidegger).39

  


  These, then, were the teachers to whom “the young nihilists” (note that Ernst Jünger was only six years older than Strauss) fatefully turned.40 But rather than examine exactly how they “paved the way for Hitler,” Strauss chooses instead to blame another sort of teacher: the traditional liberals who opposed the aggressive new nihilism with a defensive nineteenth century faith in progress.41 This “faith” had nothing in common except the word with the dangerous form of decisionist “theology” that developed after the War.42


  
    If we want to understand the singular success, not of Hitler, but of those writers, we must cast a quick glance at their opponents who were at the same time the opponents of the young nihilists.43

  


  Strauss is not shameless enough to directly blame the liberal “Old Guard” for Hitler: their inadequate pedagogy44 is to blame only for the success of men like Heidegger and Schmitt in (“knowingly or ignorantly”) paving the way for Hitler. Thus the sleight of hand: the “pedagogues of progress” (as I will hereafter call them) are indirectly blamed for National Socialism. In other words, it is not Strauss’s fault that he decided to cast his lot with Heidegger rather than Cassirer in 1929:


  
    They made the impression of being loaded with the heavy burden of a tradition hoary with age and somewhat dusty, whereas the young nihilists, not hampered by any tradition, had complete freedom of movement—and in the wars of the mind no less than in real wars, freedom of action spells victory.45

  


  This is a particularly revealing passage. Soon enough, Strauss will make an explicit connection between “the pedagogues of progress” and Great Britain: what he will call “the Anglo-German War” currently raging across the Atlantic thus has a philosophical counterpart in the “wars of the mind” of which the 1929 Davos confrontation between Heidegger and Cassirer was the archetype. But it bears emphasis that in February 1941, Erwin Rommel, a veteran of Verdun, began his daring drive on Suez. Strauss tells the story of that legendary campaign in advance: the dusty British traditionalists will prove to be no match for the fox who strikes at will from the desert.


  And once the reader detects Heidegger’s presence in this passage, it becomes clear that he too (only ten years older than Strauss) must be classed among “the young nihilists”: he is the opponent of Tradition par excellence. It is worth recalling that Strauss’s exoteric argument depends entirely on the separation between (1) the young nihilists, (2) their radical teachers (it is in this class that Strauss places Heidegger), and (3) the Nazis. This passage makes it plain that this tripartite division is perfectly fraudulent: Heidegger belongs to all three groups. At the same time that he is hinting that Germany will win the War, Strauss makes it clear that it is not Heidegger’s fault that he opposed the conservateurs of tradition46 so persuasively in the name of German Nihilism nor that he himself can be blamed for betraying his Jewish Doktorvater by taking sides with a possibly anti-Semitic but in any case Gentile proto-Nazi: the blame attaches to the likes of Cassirer.


  
    But one cannot refute what one has not thoroughly understood. And many opponents did not even try to understand the ardent passion underlying the negation of the present world and its potentialities. As a consequence, the very refutations confirmed the nihilists in their belief; all these refutations seemed to beg the question; most of the refutations seemed to consist of pueris decantata, of repetitions of things which the young people knew already by heart.47

  


  The striking expression “the negation of the present world and its potentialities” is a perilous bridge that now explicitly connects Strauss’s description of a philosophical movement among Germany’s post-War youth with the War concurrently raging in Europe. What makes Strauss’s sympathetic treatment of “the young nihilists” all the more striking—and potentially dangerous for him—is the fact that he has already told his audience that German Nihilism is playing an active role in the contemporary conflict: “The fact of the matter is that German nihilism is not absolute nihilism, desire for the destruction of everything including oneself, but a desire for the destruction of something specific: of modern civilization.”48 Strauss has also left his audience in no doubt that “modern civilization” (i.e., “the present world and its potentialities”) essentially means Great Britain,49 which in February 1941 is resisting Hitler’s Germany alone.


  
    That moral meaning of modern civilization to which the German nihilists object; is expressed in formulations such as these: to relieve man’s estate; or: to safeguard the rights of man; or: the greatest possible happiness of the greatest possible number. What is the motive underlying the protest against modern civilization, against the spirit of the West, and in particular of the Anglo-Saxon West? The answer must be: it is a moral protest.50

  


  It is one thing to point out that a principled group of young men in post-War Germany had honorable motives for embracing an anti-Communist Nietzscheanism; it is quite another matter to characterize German Nihilism as “a moral protest” against the French Revolution and English Utilitarianism.51 Strauss’s summary is striking: “The present Anglo-German war is then of symbolic significance. In defending modern civilization against German nihilism, the English are defending the eternal principles of civilization.”52 By rhetorically elevating “modern civilization” into “the eternal principles of civilization,” Strauss suddenly sounds more like one of “the pedagogues of progress” than “the young nihilist” we know him to be. Is he really prepared to defend das meskine Unwesen? By framing the Second World War in these stark symbolic terms, however, Strauss risks becoming visible as a Nazi sympathizer unless he can persuade his audience that he is a committed Anglophile who is prepared to defend “modern civilization” as he describes it against nihilism’s critique.53 How will he meet this daunting challenge in conformity with Redlichkeit?


  Strauss frames the political difference between Germany and Britain in relation to the distinction between open and closed societies.54 German nihilism, according to Strauss, is a protest—on moral grounds—against “the open society.”


  
    That protest proceeds from the conviction that the internationalism inherent in modern civilization, or, more precisely, that the establishment of a perfectly open society which is as it were the goal of modern civilization, and therefore all aspirations directed toward that goal, are irreconcilable with the basic demands of moral life.55

  


  This description of the nihilist’s position is hardly unsympathetic: in fact, he is defending that position by emphasizing precisely the “internationalism” (a word that conjures up the Bolshevik bogey) of the open society. What else would we expect Strauss to do? He is now on the verge of a fateful decision: if he still intends to refute the position he has just described, he must abandon Schmitt along with his long-term project of “finding an horizon beyond liberalism.” He does neither. Instead of rejecting Schmitt, he takes—with triumphant tripled anaphora56 —the irresistible (and self-destructive)57 step his courage and Redlichkeit compel him to take:


  
    That protest proceeds from the conviction that the root of all moral life is essentially and therefore eternally the closed society; from the conviction that the open society is bound to be, if not immoral, at least amoral: the meeting ground of seekers of pleasure, of gain, of irresponsible power, indeed of any kind of irresponsibility and lack of seriousness.58

  


  Armed with the courage of his convictions, Strauss is not just defending a theoretical position: he is courageously putting into practice the sublime willingness for self-sacrifice that the decaying and hypocritical “open societies” of the West cannot muster.


  
    Only life in such a tense atmosphere, only a life which is based on constant awareness of the sacrifices to which it owes its existence, and of the necessity, the duty of sacrifice of life and all worldly goods, is truly human: The sublime is unknown to the open society. The societies of the West which claim to aspire toward the open society, actually are closed societies in a state of disintegration: their moral value, their respectability, depends entirely on their still being closed societies.59

  


  Not only has Strauss defined “the Anglo-German War” in terms that strongly suggest loyalty to Hitler’s Germany—as well as to two less vulgar Nazis (Heidegger and Schmitt)—he also invokes the authority of Nietzsche to bolster the Anglophobe position. After quoting two anti-English passages from Beyond Good and Evil,60 Strauss concludes: “I believe that Nietzsche is substantially correct in asserting that the German tradition is very critical of the ideals of modern civilization, and those ideals are of English origin.”61 In the context of 1941, Strauss’s endorsement is striking.


  But Strauss doesn’t leave himself completely exposed: he balances an anti-English Nietzsche with the far more timely anti-German authority of Winston Churchill. On the other hand, the context of the only direct reference to Churchill in the lecture by no means implies that Strauss supports England in her fight for “the eternal principles of civilization.” In accordance with Redlichkeit, Strauss—who ought to know—presents Churchill as the kind of leader young German nihilists would have followed:


  
    Only one answer was given which was adequate and which would have impressed the young nihilists if they had heard it. It was not however given by a German and it was given in the year 1940 only. Those young men who refused to believe that the period following the jump into liberty, following the communist world revolution, would be the finest hour of mankind in general and of Germany in particular, would have been impressed as much as we were, by what Winston Churchill said after the defeat in Flanders about Britain’s finest hour.62

  


  Unlike “the pedagogues of progress” whose hackneyed answers offered nothing compelling to “the young nihilists,” Churchill spoke a language of manly virtue even in the face of military defeat. This was a language “which would have impressed the young nihilists if they had heard it”; indeed, claims Strauss, “they would have been impressed as much as we were” (my emphasis). This is as close as Strauss comes to making explicit what has been implied throughout: his identification with “the young nihilists.” It is also the only time that Strauss makes the political sympathies of his potential auditors explicit: they are well disposed to Churchill. Strauss tells them that he feels the same way. But he tells them this by claiming that Germany’s youthful nihilists would have supported Churchill as well, and in the same anti-Communist context he had used earlier (their antipathy to “the communist world revolution”) to make those nihilists appear less vulgar and more honorable than the Nazis. As his earlier indirect reference63 to another of the Prime Minister’s heroic speeches64 suggested, Strauss’s Churchill is conflated with Nietzsche: he is an anti-Communist leader who can speak the language of manly virtue and self-sacrifice. In other words, Strauss praises Churchill from the perspective of German Nihilism: it is not Churchill’s defense of “the open society” or “the eternal principle of civilization” that is emphasized here.


  Strauss’s most visible attempt to present himself as a supporter of England is placed strategically in the most exposed portion of the lecture: its conclusion. But even when he reassures his audience that it is Britain and not Germany that deserves to win this symbolic War, it is not because one of them is defending “the open society.”


  
    But this much is clear beyond any doubt: by choosing Hitler for their leader in the crucial moment, in which the question of who is to exercise planetary rule became the order of the day, the Germans ceased to have any rightful claim to be more than a provincial nation; it is the English, and not the Germans, who deserve to be, and to remain, an imperial nation: whatever may be the outcome of this war, it is the English, and not the Germans, who deserve to have an empire. For only the English, and not the Germans, have understood that in order to deserve to exercise imperial rule, regere imperio populos, one must have learned for a very long time to spare the vanquished and to crush the arrogant: parcere subjectis et debellare superbos.65

  


  Although his intended New York knows nothing about it, we know that Strauss had used the same truncated quotation from Virgil to make a different point eight years earlier: in the 1933 letter to Löwith,66 he had used it to defend the German revolution from liberal critics and now he uses it to assert Britain’s moral superiority to Hitler’s Germany. But it is therefore not as a liberal democracy but as the Roman Empire reborn that Great Britain deserves to win the War.67 Having now become the German Stranger, Strauss has not changed: what has changed is the fact that he now believes (or professes to believe) that “the Roman thought” has migrated from Germany to England.68


  Although Strauss ends the proposed lecture with praise for Britannia as “an imperial nation,” it is not the only quality for which he praises her. Between the lyrical hymn to England as the new Rome and the two eloquent Anglophobe passages from Beyond Good and Evil, Strauss places the following passage, which begins with something unique: a criticism of Nietzsche.


  
    He forgets however to add that the English almost always had the very un-German prudence and moderation not to throw out the baby with the bath, i.e., the prudence to conceive of the modern ideals as a reasonable adaptation of the old and eternal ideal of decency, of rule of law, and of that liberty which is not license, to changed circumstances.69

  


  In addition to their imperial skill, the English possess “prudence and moderation” precisely where the Germans lack it: while German Nihilism constitutes a rejection of modern civilization, the more practical English have devised a reasonable synthesis between old and new. Here, if anywhere, Strauss presents Britain—and himself as well—as defending “the eternal principles of civilization” (“the old and eternal ideal of decency”). Moreover, he is doing so with rhetorical vigor (the anaphora beginning with “of” as well as the alliterative “liberty which is not license” antithesis) while remaining properly English in tone (for example the colloquial phrase “throw out the baby with the bath”).


  
    This taking things easy, this muddling through, this crossing the bridge when one comes to it, may have done some harm to the radicalism of English thought; but it proved to be a blessing to English life; the English never indulged in those radical breaks with traditions which played such a role on the continent.70

  


  Strauss continues to blend rhetoric with impressive mastery of colloquial Anglicisms as he points the contrast between English moderation and German radicalism. But a careful listener will not be fooled. It is noteworthy that Strauss refuses to explicitly embrace “the modern ideal” in the service of which the English have invented their efficacious “prudence and moderation.”71 More importantly, the very qualities he appears to praise at the end of the lecture have been described in far less flattering terms at the beginning of it.


  Little has been said thus far about the structure of “German Nihilism” but the fact that the draft lecture is preceded by an outline makes explaining that structure an easy task. It is divided into three parts. The first is entitled “I. The ultimate, non-nihilistic motive under-lying German nihilism.” It is in this section that Strauss contrasts open and closed societies and shows that a nonnihilistic “moral protest” is the basis of German Nihilism. In the second part, Strauss describes the dilemma confronting “the young nihilists” during the Weimar years; it is called “II. The situation in which that non-nihilistic motive led to nihilism.” Finally, Strauss turns to an analysis of Rauschning in “III. What is nihilism? And how far can nihilism be said to be specifically German?” where Strauss will connect German nihilism (via German militarism) to its nonnihilistic origin in German philosophy. Obviously this final section includes—indeed concludes with—the passages on the English (as well as Strauss’s description of the symbolic significance of “the Anglo-German War”) that I have just been discussing. But in part I, Strauss had put an uglier face on the English capacity to “muddle through.”


  Consider, for example, Strauss’s claim that “the open society” does not actually exist. The passage in question follows the section cited earlier as internal evidence that Strauss never gave the lecture in public on the grounds that it left him too exposed. As if he hadn’t gone far enough already, he begins ominously:


  
    Let us pursue this argument a little further. The open society, it is asserted, is actually impossible. Its possibility is not proved at all by what is called the Progress toward the open society.72

  


  Not only is the open society morally inferior to the closed society (the non-nihilistic insight underlying nihilism) but the open society does not and will never exist. Lest Strauss be taken for a disciple of Edmund Burke, he is here (under the guise of reporting only what “is asserted”) denying not only that the open society presently exists but also that any gradual progress proves that it will ever exist in the future. Progress is an illusion (“it is asserted”) and the image of progress is created merely by euphemisms that ignore or palliate the hard facts of life as described by Thucydides, Machiavelli, and Schmitt.


  
    For that progress is largely fictitious or merely verbal. Certain basic facts of human nature which have been honestly recognized by earlier generations who used to call a spade a spade, are at the present time verbally denied, superficially covered over by fictions legal and others, e.g., by the belief that one can abolish war by pacts not backed by military forces punishing him who breaks the pact, or by calling ministries of war ministries of defense, or by calling punishment sanctions, or by calling capital punishment das höchste Strafmass. The open society is morally inferior to the closed society also because the former is based on hypocrisy.73

  


  Here colloquialism (“to call a spade a spade”) and skillful use of current events74 is combined with Schmitt’s assault on the hypocrisy of the post-War settlement.75 Indeed this passage is simply an application of Schmitt’s “logic of the political:” an “open society” cannot evade the friend/enemy distinction except at the expense of truth. If we are intent on calling things by their proper names, we must wonder whether Strauss thinks that “the very un-German prudence and moderation” of the English he appears to praise in the final portion of the lecture is anything more than the “hypocrisy” he unmasks and skewers here.


  Important though both the beginning and the end of “German Nihilism” unquestionably are for understanding what Strauss is trying to accomplish in this lecture, it is characteristically the middle part (“II. The situation in which that non-nihilistic motive led to nihilism”) that is decisive. Strauss further subdivides part II into three sections. The first has already been considered: it is called “German nihilism is the reaction of a certain type of young atheist to the communist ideal or prediction.” The second section (“On the affinity of youth to nihilism, and the nihilistic consequences of the emancipation of youth”) is where Strauss indirectly blames “the pedagogues of progress” for the fact that the non-nihilistic (or, if nihilistic, then at least in a more honorable and less vulgar sense) motives of the youth were transformed into “the revolution of nihilism.” Although undoubtedly important, these two sections are comparatively straightforward from an exegetical perspective in comparison with the last. Although the title Strauss gives this section on the outline bears little resemblance to what he tries to accomplish in the actual lecture, it is fitting to bring it to the reader’s attention at this time: it is “On the affinity of progressivism to nihilism: progressivism leaves the aim undefined; it therefore opposes an indefinite No to the given order.”76 This becomes clearer by examining what I will call “the secret teaching” of “German Nihilism.” His presentation of this teaching shows why it was “the art of writing” rather than his dangerous analysis of “the Anglo-German War” that he famously presented to the public later in 1941. The content of this secret teaching need not be withheld for dramatic effect: Strauss himself announces it close to the beginning of the lecture: “Yet the defeat of National Socialism will not necessarily mean the end of German nihilism.”77 But what seems like a vigilant warning to those who oppose Germany at the outset becomes rather an insidious secret message of hope in the crucial sixth section Strauss places at the end of part II. That section will now receive a methodical exegesis. Bear in mind that section five has already described the failure of “the pedagogues of progress” to restore “the young nihilists” to faith in “modern civilization.”


  
    6. I have tried to circumscribe the intellectual and moral situation in which nihilism emerged which was not in all cases base in its origin. Moreover, I take it for granted that not everything to which the young nihilists objected, was unobjectionable, and that not every writer or speaker whom they despised, was respectable.78

  


  In the light of what follows, this is a comparatively mild statement of Strauss’s attempt to secure acceptance for his highly sympathetic portrait of “the young nihilists:” they were not all wrong nor were “the pedagogues of progress” beyond reproach. Naturally Strauss has not overtly embraced “the young nihilist” position in his previous description of it in sections four and five. But he now goes further in this direction:


  
    Let us beware of a sense of solidarity which is not limited by discretion. And let us not forget that the highest duty of the scholar, truthfulness or justice, acknowledges no limits.79

  


  Strauss is making the danger he faces explicit: his audience is inclined to solidarity with “the pedagogues of progress;” they will be, he admits, resistant to his sympathetic portrait of “the young nihilists.” Only if that audience demonstrates “discretion” and keeps in mind “the highest duty of the scholar” will they accept what Strauss is trying to persuade them to acknowledge: “that not everything to which the young nihilists objected, was unobjectionable, and that not every writer or speaker whom they despised, was respectable.” He asks for, and believes he can rely on, the limitless commitment of the liberal to “truthfulness” as he attempts to secure “justice” (by which he really means sympathetic indulgence if not actual support) for “the young nihilists” whose opposition to Liberalism has already been described by Strauss. To this extent, Strauss is invoking liberal values to persuade a liberal audience to give a sympathetic hearing to those who would destroy not only liberal democracy but liberals as well.


  
    Let us then not hesitate to look for one moment at the phenomenon which I called nihilism, from the point of view of the nihilists themselves.80

  


  This is easy enough for Strauss himself to do because he has been doing so all along; this is simply the closest he comes to admitting it. But now he has higher aspirations: he wants to present the nihilist position to his audience and asks them to be held back by no scruples (“not hesitate . . . for one moment”) that would otherwise prevent them from adopting this “point of view” themselves. With this for a preface, Strauss next unleashes the whirlwind.


  
    “Nihilism,” they would say, is a slogan used by those who do not understand the new, who see merely the rejection of their cherished ideals, the destruction of their spiritual property who judge the new by its first words and deeds, which are, of necessity, a caricature rather than an adequate expression.81

  


  Fearful of losing their spiritual capital to the “intellectual proletarians” and terrified by the word “nihilism,” “the pedagogues of progress” must denounce “the new.” Speaking for the first time as an open nihilist, it is remarkable that Strauss invokes here the rhetoric of both Bolshevik (“spiritual property”) and liberal democrat. Progress, the liberal watchword, is invoked to protect nihilism’s “first words and deeds” which must be given time in which to evolve from “caricature” to “adequate expression.” Strauss is saying: “You liberals are soft on Communism yet you are intellectual capitalists; you claim to believe in progress but you refuse to acknowledge that nihilism is only taking its first baby steps.” Here is Strauss’s distinction between vulgar and honorable nihilism: on the one hand Hitler (“of necessity, a caricature”) and those who are nihilism’s “adequate expression” on the other. It is reasonable to assume that it is the likes of Heidegger who constitute, or perhaps better, will provide the latter. But possibly that task awaits the emergence of Hegel among “the young nihilists.”


  
    How can a reasonable man expect an adequate expression of the ideal of a new epoch at its beginning, considering that the owl of Minerva starts its flight when the sun is setting?82

  


  Speaking as the nihilist he is, Strauss honestly hails “the revolution of nihilism” as “a new epoch at its beginning;” he withholds his praise from it only to the extent that the Nazis have thus far been unable to provide “an adequate expression of the ideal” of it.


  Strauss had proclaimed: “Yet the defeat of National Socialism will not necessarily mean the end of German nihilism.” National Socialism under Hitler83 may perhaps lose this War: but even that won’t mean the end of German Nihilism. The final product (“the ideal of a new epoch”) will justify its vulgar beginnings. But how can Strauss know that? Can he foretell the future? It is rather that he fully knows the end (“the ideal of a new epoch”) in a conceptual rather than in a chronological sense: the end justifies the means that end must use to actualize itself. It is not accidental that Strauss invokes Minerva’s owl in this context: the whole thought process is thoroughly Hegelian. National Socialism under Hitler is doubtless a caricature, an inadequate expression—a one-sided moment, as it were, in the full realization—of that ideal. Patience is therefore required (see chapter 7). By justifying the beginning in relation to the end, Strauss proves that what he will later call “the Third Wave of Modernity” will receive—is indeed already receiving—an adequate expression from its new Hegel.


  A perfectly conscious Hegelianism is reflected in Strauss’s rhetorical question. The obvious answer (given, that is, a full acceptance of Hegel’s historical vision!) is “No! No reasonable man could possibly expect an adequate expression of the ideal of a new epoch at its beginning!” Naturally Strauss does not supply this answer: it is understood. Instead, he follows this question with two others.


  
    The Nazis? Hitler? The less is said about him the better. He will soon be forgotten. He is merely the rather contemptible tool of “History”: the midwife who assists at the birth of the new epoch, of a new spirit; and a midwife usually understands nothing of the genius at whose birth she assists; she is not even supposed to be a competent gynaxicologist.84

  


  Strauss begins his discussion of Hitler with the words “the less said of Hitler the better;” this comment is then followed by two sentences about Hitler, both of which begin with the pronoun “he” (meaning Hitler). Apparently Strauss was exaggerating: there are some things that must be said “of Hitler.” Strauss attaches great importance to attaching no importance to Hitler. Rather than pay attention to him, Strauss lays great emphasis on her: Leo the Hegelian anthropomorphizes and feminizes “History” in order to reiterate the previous point that, from the perspective of “History” (properly understood in concepts rather than in facts), Hitler constitutes “the birth of a new epoch.” Just in case his audience doubts that “History” is showing much cunning in bringing forth “the genius” (another expression for “the ideal of a new epoch”), Strauss now concedes her ignorance (“a midwife usually understands nothing”) but not his own! Strauss divines a higher purpose at work where others do not. “Nazis? Hitler?” By asking these equally rhetorical questions, Strauss’s point is that “no reasonable man” could possibly believe that these soon to be forgotten first fruits—these “contemptible tools”—are anything like “an adequate expression of the ideal of a new epoch.” The less said about them, the better.


  Except that he does not write “them”; he writes: “the less said of him the better.” Strauss is practicing “the art of writing” in order to escape “persecution” (i.e., detection). Although he came close to lying about Hitler (of whom he clearly believes that there are important things that must be said) he is once again telling the truth (between the lines) about the Nazis: he really does believe that the less said about them, the better. And therefore he says nothing about them whatsoever. As the text makes plain, the Nazis truly are “soon forgotten” while Strauss is busy rendering Hitler contemptible. Strauss is telling us that “Hitler” vanishes alongside “the new epoch” of which he is merely a contemptible harbinger. But in the text, the Nazis vanish alongside Hitler: thanks to “the art of writing,” Strauss simply makes them disappear. But although they become invisible in his text, they scarcely cease to exist in fact. They are, to begin with, legion. They are also unbeaten in February 1941. They include—in addition to the vulgar, ignorant masses—the likes of Schmitt and Heidegger. Not all of them, therefore, are contemptible. Nor will all of them “soon be forgotten.” Strauss makes the Nazis vanish in the shadow of Hitler; he makes Hitler vanish in the shadow of “the new epoch.” The two feats of magic suggest three objects: that too is illusion. The “new epoch” in whose shadow Hitler disappears exists only in the minds of the true Nazis; in the minds of the vulgar, it is these Nazis who will disappear in the shadow of Hitler. Only one of the true Nazis—the elite that understands the “inner truth and greatness” of National Socialism—could denounce Hitler for being a contemptible harbinger. The same impetus discernable behind the reductio ad Hitlerum is at work here as well.85


  
    A new reality is in the making; it is transforming the whole world; in the meantime there is: nothing, but—a fertile nothing.86

  


  Here then, is the secret teaching of “German Nihilism,” a teaching that has now traded its veil of cautious vigilance for naked rhetorical recklessness. Earlier he had said: “Yet the defeat of National Socialism will not necessarily mean the end of German nihilism.” No longer a warning, the message has become a clarion call of hope. The contemporary manifestation of “German Nihilism” may perhaps be defeated. But the “nothing” that is at the etymological root of “nihilism”—and, it bears repeating, Strauss never denies Rauschning’s thesis that National Socialism is nihilism—this nothing will transform the world. Hitler is doubtless a “nothing” in the vulgar sense. But the nihilist “nothing” at the core of National Socialism is something different: it is “a fertile nothing.” Strauss is now not only speaking (temporarily) as a nihilist: he now speaks as if his auditors were his fellow nihilists.


  
    The Nazis are as unsubstantial as clouds; the sky is hidden at present by those clouds which announce a devastating storm, but at the same time the long-needed rain which will bring new life to the dried up soil; and (here I am almost quoting) do not lose hope; what appears to you the end of the world, is merely the end of an epoch, of the epoch which began in 1517 or so.87

  


  Here, at last, the Nazis reappear. When addressing the vulgar, he made the Nazis disappear; under the remarkable hallucination that he is now speaking to those who share his views, Strauss addresses the question of what a Nazi really is. Is a Nazi like Hitler? A “contemptible tool” that is “soon to be forgotten”? Yes and no. Strauss compares the Nazis to clouds: this at first sight suggests that they are “nothing” in the vulgar sense (“as insubstantial as clouds”). But clouds not only announce a storm (Hitler does this as well) but they bring “the long-needed rain which will bring new life to the dried up soil.” Their effects will therefore not soon be forgotten. To be sure they are “insubstantial”: the very same operation that brings the refreshing rain is the annihilation of the cloud as cloud. But when did a true Nazi cling to his or her own life when it is a question of sacrifice for the New Epoch or the Thousand Year Reich? Authentic Dasein knows how to die: it resolutely runs forward into death. This was Heidegger’s formulation of Nietzsche’s great discovery: a horizon beyond Christianity. The “theological-political” roots of the Third Wave project are clearly visible in the date “1517.” It is the Christian epoch—restored to temporary new life on German soil thanks to Martin Luther88 —that is ending. No matter how vulgar our leader, no matter how evanescent we ourselves may be, do not lose hope! The tomorrow for which we destroy ourselves (as the clouds that we are become fructifying rain) is our post-Christian eternity. As if to emphasize the contrast, Strauss now “secularizes” the Bible in order to bring his nihilist sermon to a properly obscene conclusion.89


  How will Strauss return from these oratorical heights? How will he restore the audience’s faith that he is not a Nazi?90 Without denying the persuasive power of what he has just said (indeed he emphasizes that power) Strauss follows up his discussion of nihilism “from the point of view of the nihilists themselves” (he marks the return to an apparently non-nihilist persona with a pointed repetition of the pronoun “I”) by distinguishing positions from which that nihilist point of view cannot be refuted from a single one from which it can.


  
    —I frankly confess, I do not see how those can resist the voice of that siren who expect the answer to the first and the last question from “History,” from the future as such, who mistake analysis of the present or past or future for philosophy and who believe in a progress toward a goal which is itself progressive and therefore undefinable; who are not guided by a known and stable standard: by a standard which is stable and not changeable, and which is known and not merely believed.91

  


  Who can resist the siren’s song of nihilism and who cannot? Strauss challenges those whose approach to philosophical problems is historical to acknowledge that the nihilist’s skillful use of a category like “the ideal of a new epoch at its beginning” has performed a reductio ad Hitlerum on the Idea of Progress. Justifying the present “from the future as such” (as “Strauss the Siren” has just done) is what “the pedagogues of progress” usually do: Strauss suggests that he has merely assumed the persona of a neo-Hegelian nihilist92 to show historicists to what evil uses their own premises can be put.93 Those who imagine that any historicist notion of philosophy is adequate to deafen the ears of a modern Odysseus to history-oriented appeals from a persuasive nihilist are wrong: it is their own reliance on history94 that has rendered “the voice of that siren” irresistible. This has been Strauss’s point all along, he now reassuringly suggests. Moreover, it is only by embracing a timeless, absolute, and unchanging standard that the nihilist can be refuted. Strauss now seems to be calling for a revival of traditional Platonism (“the Ancients”) or even possibly actual knowledge—rather than mere belief—in the Living God (“Jerusalem”).


  In order to conceal the fact that he has just revealed his secret, or better, his esoteric teaching, Strauss now offers—indeed is compelled to offer—an unusually strong statement of his exoteric teaching: a teaching, by the way, to which I ascribe. Strauss now pretends to believe it.95 And no wonder! At the moment when even the dullest among his auditors would have begun to realize that they were listening to a post-Hitler National Socialist, they must now be reassured that they were mistaken; it was the exigencies of this moment that brought home to Strauss how vitally important it was for him to master the art of writing.


  In order to see if he has done so, it is necessary to take a closer look at the exact words Strauss uses to describe the single nihilism-proof position. He claims that all are at the siren’s mercy “who are not guided by a known and stable standard: by a standard which is stable and not changeable, and which is known and not merely believed.” The most striking thing about this description is that it is highly repetitive. It appears to say the same thing in three different ways. The impression of repetition is emphasized by the fact that all three elements in the first version (“known,” “stable,” and “standard”) are used twice. Why does Strauss repeat himself? Naturally “a stable standard” is “a standard which is stable.” This then is simply redundant. Even the addition of “not changeable” adds little or nothing to the repeated adjective “stable.” But if the meaning of the words “stable standard” is itself “stable” and “unchangeable,” the same cannot be said of the adjective “known,” the third repeated word: in this case, the same word has two different meanings. The first time, the word “known” means: “well-” or “widely known” or perhaps even “universally recognized” (or at least “recognizable”). The second time (in the third formulation) it means “known” as opposed to “believed”; it is a standard that is the object of knowledge rather than of belief. This repetition, therefore, is not a repetition: it is an addition disguised as a mere repetition. Indeed it is a highly significant addition. Consider, for example, perhaps the best-known example of “three in one:” the Holy Trinity.96 Unless we are using a nihilist’s definition of nihilism, the rest of us would admit that a faithful Christian is ipso facto immune to nihilism. Moreover, the Trinity is “a known and stable standard” that is, like the Christian faith itself, “stable and not changeable.” But this article of faith is precisely not “known and not merely believed.” We therefore are witnessing another disappearing act: Strauss has defined the only position that is resistant to nihilism in such a way as to make it difficult or impossible to find any such position. And even mere difficulty is lethal to this particular search: by Strauss’s definition, we are searching for a standard that is known (and not just “believed”) that must also be well known.


  Strauss’s game, of course, is to say (between the lines) that because there is no such standard, that nihilism is irresistible97 The realization that he has already rejected Faith helps us to understand what Strauss does next: he identifies “the known and stable standard” in question as Reason.


  
    In other words, the lack of resistance to nihilism seems to be due ultimately to the depreciation and the contempt of reason, which is one and unchangeable or it is not, and of science. For if reason is changeable, it is dependent on those forces which cause its changes; it is a servant or slave of the emotions; and it will be hard to make a distinction which is not arbitrary, between noble and base emotions, once one has denied the rulership of reason.98

  


  Strauss’s identification of his “standard” seems compelling: Reason is surely a well-known standard and the opposite of something that is merely “believed.” But problems remain. To begin with, Reason is not something known: it is, rather, that by virtue of which other things are known. The unstated assumption, given that we were searching for “a known and stable standard” was that we were seeking an object of knowledge: different though the two senses of “known” proved to be upon examination, they were, at least, both objects (“known” is passive). Reason (active) is on the side of the subject: it is that by virtue of which the known is known. Few among his auditors, Strauss must have reasoned, would recognize the fundamental fallacy caused by overlooking these elementary distinctions. Indeed few readers have done so.


  Even for those who prefer politics to logic, “Reason” is notoriously not “one and unchangeable” even within the limited confines of Strauss’s “German Nihilism.” It is only in the palinode that follows Strauss the Siren that Reason acquires an austere and unchanging aspect; here it is anything but the flexible moderation of English utilitarianism. But in order to distance himself from the German pole in “the Anglo-German War” at the end of the lecture, Strauss is going to praise the English for “the prudence to conceive of the modern ideals as a reasonable adaptation of the old and eternal ideal of decency, of rule of law, and of that liberty which is not license, to changed circumstances.”99 It is this flexible form of “Reason” that enables the English to adapt “something one and unchangeable” (“decency . . . rule of law . . . liberty”) as changed circumstances demand. As Lord Palmerston said in 1848, England’s interests are alone eternal: “We have no eternal allies, and we have no perpetual enemies. Our interests are eternal and perpetual, and these interests it is our duty to follow.”100 There is then a huge gulf between “to be reasonable” in the English sense and the austere (German) ideal of “the rulership of reason” that Strauss apparently celebrates here. If Reason involves only the adaptation of means to fulfill self-interested ends, then it is as irrational (in the austere sense) as Nietzsche’s “Will to Power.” Rigid adherence to science (Strauss is careful to distinguish this from “modern science”)101 is, on the one hand, the only thing that can save us—theoretically speaking—from German Nihilism. But on the other hand, the only power that can reasonably be expected to defeat German Nihilism in practical terms is the ever-flexible, highly adaptable, but eminently pragmatic debasement of that austere Reason that guides the English to repeated success. Few, however, will think along these lines.102 For the rest, even if the non-nihilist Strauss seems to be putting the case a little too radically (“reason . . . is one and unchangeable or it is not”) there is still more than enough here to persuade most of us that he is in fact defending “the eternal principles of civilization.” But he concludes his Reason Palinode with an ironic twist that doesn’t quite let others of us forget the longer and more passionate sermon of Strauss the Siren that he has just concluded: just as the nihilist ended by quoting Scripture,103 the harmless rationalist now quotes the Devil.


  
    A German who could boast of a life-long intimate intercourse with the superhuman father of all nihilism, has informed us as reliably, as we were ever informed by any inspired author, that the originator of all nihilism admitted: “Just despise reason and science, the very highest power of man, and I have got you completely.”104

  


  By invoking Goethe,105 pillar of German Bildung, Strauss completes his reconnection with his liberal (or at least liberally educated) audience. Moreover, by quoting Goethe’s Mephistopheles, Strauss can further distance himself from the evil character he himself has just created. He leads his audience to believe that he is as immune to nihilism—even though he has just spoken as “Strauss the Siren”—as they know that Goethe was when he spoke as Mephistopheles.106


  Despite the considerable skill demonstrated by Strauss in section six—first to reveal then to conceal the secret teaching—I am suggesting that he had good reason not to deliver “German Nihilism” in 1941 or to publish it at any later time. After Barbarossa the speech was no longer timely; after Pearl Harbor it was neither timely nor possible in a political sense. And even in the context of February 1941, we need to consider the question of audience: there are several passages in “German Nihilism” that prove Strauss was dealing with older scholars who knew Germany from first-hand experience.107 In “Persecution and the Art of Writing,” Strauss makes it clear that it is the youth, “the puppies of his race” he will call them,108 whom the master of the exoteric speech attempts to initiate. It was too risky for Strauss to speak to “the pedagogues of progress” with the voice of a “young nihilist.” It would be far better to speak to youthful historicists as the secret pedagogue of nihilism.109 Moreover, once Strauss’s intentions in “German Nihilism” become clear, it is possible to see the seminal “Persecution and the Art of Writing” itself in a new light: it offers the careful reader a useful hermeneutic framework for deciphering “German Nihilism.”


  As indicated in chapter 1, the great joke of “Persecution and the Art of Writing” is that Americans would assume that Strauss is writing about authoritarian persecution of liberals while the truth is precisely the opposite. Strauss invites this misunderstanding. It is necessary to emphasize that it is precisely “misunderstanding” that is involved in “literal” understanding: we misunderstand Strauss only because we believe that we understand him; we understand him to be saying something that he isn’t. In his most famous article, he explains “writing between the lines” with the example of a historian of religion “living in a totalitarian country” who merely pretended to offer “a passionate attack on what he would call the liberal view.”110 The example invites us to misunderstand his intentions. In fact, this secret liberal is, mutatis mutandis, Strauss the Siren. In explicating the relevant passage, I will use the abbreviation “mm:” introduced in the appendix to chapter 5, italicizing the words that must be changed.


  
    Only when he [sc. the secret liberal; mm: the secret nihilist] reached the core of the argument would he write three or four sentences [there are seven sentences at GN 363-64] written in that terse and lively style which is apt to arrest the attention of young men who love to think. That central passage would state the case of the adversaries [mm: the case of the Nazis] more clearly, compellingly and mercilessly than it had been stated in the heyday [mm: the infancy] of liberalism [mm: National Socialism], for he would silently drop all foolish excrescences [e.g., Hitler] of the liberal [mm: National Socialist] creed which were allowed to grow up during the time when liberalism succeeded and was therefore approaching dormancy [mm: showed the immaturity of a movement that had not yet—in the shadow of Minerva’s owl—succeeded in attaining its “adequate expression” and therefore fell short of “the ideal expression”].111

  


  In short: “German Nihilism” perfectly illustrates Strauss’s practical response to the liberal persecution of authoritarianism that he then describes theoretically—between the liberal lines—of “Persecution and the Art of Writing.” Naturally I am not claiming that Strauss only discovered the techniques described in that brilliant article only while preparing for February 26, 1941: thanks to Jacobi, he had discovered them long before. But I do believe that his decision to write this article in 1941 cannot be understood without “German Nihilism.” Having discovered from first hand experience how necessary it was for him to master the art of writing, Strauss was now in a position both to discover and then to put into practice “political philosophy,” as he eventually did—with consummate skill and daring—in Jerusalem in 1954-1955 (see chapter 8).


  An easy way to understand the difference between the Strauss in 1941 and Strauss in 1954-1955 is to bear in mind that when he delivers the lectures “What Is Political Philosophy?” he is not discussing anything that is apparently topical or timely. From his comments about Jerusalem at the beginning and about eternity at the end, Strauss presents himself as confronting timeless issues; this presentation is of a piece with his attack on historicism in the lecture series itself.112 But in 1941, he discusses the burning issue of the day: the Second World War. Strauss’s “German Nihilism” is in one crucial respect comparable with two of Strauss’s earlier unpublished (and also possibly undelivered) lectures: “Religiöse Lage der Gegenwarf” (1930) and “Die Geistige Lage der Gegenwart’” (1932).113 All three are about the present (die Gegenwart). This creates serious problems. In “German Nihilism,” for example, Strauss makes his explicit subject a Gegensatz der Gegenwart (an “opposition of the present day” or “a contemporary conflict”): this is a mistake. Every member of his audience will be asking themselves: “Which side is Strauss really on?” In Jerusalem, by contrast, Strauss takes up a position, as it were, im Gegensatz zur Gegenwart (“in opposition to the present”). He achieves this by making his apparent subject—the Gegensatz between the Ancients and Moderns with respect to political philosophy (as crudely understood)—seem almost irrelevant by contemporary standards. It is this position that allows him to present himself as Quixote, his brain addled by reading old books, battling Heidegger’s historicism. In “German Nihilism,” by contrast, if we don’t buy his self-presentation as a Churchillian imperialist who doesn’t give a tinker’s damn about intellectual integrity as long as you win in the end,114 then he is at best a grown up version of a “young nihilist” whose proof that he hasn’t become a full-fledged Nazi is that he knows Hitler is vulgar and is, in any case, going to lose the Anglo-German War. Given the moral proximity of these alternatives, the truth spoken by Strauss the Siren becomes even more powerful. For Strauss to deliver this “politische Lage der Gegenwart” in 1941—as it stands in the only surviving draft—would have been a foolish and self-destructive act.115


  The difficulties that Strauss encounters in “German Nihilism” are in fact so formidable that it makes perfect sense that courage plays a large a role in the last part of the lecture.116 It required tremendous courage on Strauss’s part to even consider delivering it. To put it another way, in 1941, Strauss was simply not ready to offer his audience a masterpiece. As the insidious hero of our post-modern Bildungsroman, Strauss changes between “German Nihilism” and “What Is Political Philosophy?” not because of any change in his political convictions or even, as it were, a change in “the courage of his convictions.” It is rather a question of art: the journeyman must first become a master. The discovery of “political philosophy” (along with the implementation of it by means of “the Ancients” and “the Three Waves of Modernity”) could hardly make Strauss more courageous: it is not courage but rather the art required to make that courage effective that Strauss lacked on February 26, 1941.117 This becomes clearer by examining what I have called the secret teaching of “German Nihilism.” His presentation of this teaching shows why it was precisely “the art of writing” rather than his dangerous analysis of “the Anglo-German War” that he famously presented to the public later in 1941.


  It is useful to think of Strauss’s intellectual life in terms of the traditional tripartite division of apprentice, journeyman, and master. His apprenticeship was served in Germany and includes his fateful and decisive exposure to Jacobi,118 his subsequent infatuation with Nietzsche,119 the published polemics against Cultural Zionism (1923-1929), the 1929 watershed at Davos, and finally the secret “change in orientation” whose “first expression” was his 1932 “Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt.” After 1932, Strauss literally became the journeyman émigré: he honed his skills in France, Great Britain, and finally the United States. Always fascinated by “writing between the lines,” Strauss was now compelled by circumstances (and temperament) to practice “the art of writing” as never before. “German Nihilism” is the characteristic product of this journeyman stage: he is mature enough to reflect on his apprenticeship without being able to reveal as well as conceal—as a master, in conformity with the ideal of “art with the appearance of artlessness” always must—his “art.” In short, “German Nihilism” is no masterpiece: it is the inadequate practical expression of the theory brilliantly described in “Persecution and the Art of Writing.” It is only in his 1954-1955 Jerusalem lectures on “What Is Political Philosophy?” that Strauss achieves mastery. The timing is revealing: until Heidegger’s wake-up call of 1953, Strauss was biding his time while polishing his craft.


  There are three deficiencies in “German Nihilism” that reveal its intermediate position relative to “What Is Political Philosophy?” To begin with, its topic is contemporary and indeed all too timely. It was hardly “political” for the Stranger to defend young German nihilists in a thick German accent in February 1941: it is far more politic to discuss Xenophon. To put it another way: liberal democracy can be attacked from a post-liberal position like Nietzsche’s, Heidegger’s, Schmitt’s or Strauss’s but it is hardly safe to do so in the United States after December 7, 1941. He would eventually learn to discuss politics in a highly political manner: this, in fact, is precisely the essence of “political philosophy.” Its absence from “German Nihilism” may be said to constitute that lecture’s principal deficiency. It is far more prudent to locate the “horizon beyond liberalism” in the distant past, not as the wave of some ominous or only temporarily defeated future.


  The absence of “political philosophy” is intimately connected with the second deficiency of “German Nihilism:” Strauss’s failure to organize his teaching in relation to the dichotomy between the Ancients and the Moderns. Indeed, these two problems will be solved together: the distinction between Ancients and Moderns is at the heart of the highly “political” concealment of his ongoing assault on Liberal Democracy. Rather than present himself openly as the post-liberal he actually was, he pushed back into the pre-Hobbesian past—the past that Hobbes himself had neglected to question (see chapter 4)—in order to present himself a pseudo-Socratic pre-liberal. Reviving the Ancients against the Moderns is indeed at the heart of Strauss’s “political philosophy”: it was the means—tailor-made for the United States although developed long before he arrived—by which he could attack Liberal Democracy in a political manner that appeared harmless and arcane to us and was therefore safe for him.


  The third deficiency in “German Nihilism” depends on the other two. In addition to avoiding the dangerously timely present by focusing increased attention on the Ancients, Strauss invented a new way to make use of the Moderns: he would eventually call this approach “the Three Waves of Modernity.”120 Machiavelli, Rousseau, and Nietzsche are presented as the founders of three successive “waves” of modern thought. The First Wave—Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Locke are the only three named by the mature Strauss121 —culminates in Liberal Democracy.122 Rousseau, along with his “great successors, Kant and Hegel,”123 lays the foundation for Marxism. In other words, the first two Waves lead to the twin enemies of the National Socialist: Communism and Liberalism, i.e., the flabby relativism of Western Democracy and the soulless inhumanity of Bolshevik Russia. National Socialism itself is the product of the Third Wave, the movement initiated by Nietzsche. Naturally the mature Strauss is in no hurry to identify the thinker that follows Heidegger and therefore rounds out the triad of Third Wave thinkers.


  The structure of this doubly triadic scheme nevertheless suggests the truth: Strauss himself is the Hegelian historian of the Third Wave just as Heidegger—who clothes Nietzsche’s bold impieties in respectably opaque academic jargon—is the Third Wave’s Kant. In other words, the triadic periodization of “Three Waves” itself, to say nothing of Strauss’s presentation of the systematic unfolding of problems/response within and between them, testifies once again to the pervasive influence of Hegel.124 The scheme can be called “doubly triadic” because yet another triad can be found within each “Wave.”125 Since Strauss’s affinity with Hegel has not been emphasized by others, it may be useful to show that Hegel’s influence can easily be seen in “German Nihilism” as well: as shown by the attached outline, Strauss’s approach to the subject is triadic,126 historical,127 and presented as a systematic unfolding of ideas evolving through conflict.128 More conspicuous is the fact that Hegel’s “Owl of Minerva” is mentioned twice in “German Nihilism” in contexts that reveal Strauss’s Hegelianism.129 What is missing from “German Nihilism,” is therefore not Hegelianism per se; it is the elegant and political application of Hegelianism that Strauss will eventually embody in his “Three Waves of Modernity.”


  An important but complicated instance of the usefulness of the “Three Waves” is what I will call “the problem of Rousseau” in “German Nihilism.” Consider the following statement: “The relation of Nietzsche to the German Nazi revolution is comparable to the relation of Rousseau to the French revolution.”130 This coordination of Nietzsche and Rousseau is hardly problematic for Strauss: both are linked to “modern civilization,” one as its enemy, the other as its friend. The problem becomes visible, however, by comparing this sentence to the first time Strauss joins Nietzsche and Rousseau earlier in “German Nihilism.” Here Strauss is reaching the climax of the argument against “the open society.” Having pointed out its hypocrisy, Strauss proceeds to absolve its critics of a number of countercharges. His central point is that the critique of “modern civilization” has a “non-nihilistic motive:” it is (as he eloquently puts it) “rather a love of morality, a sense of responsibility for endangered morality.”131 To prove this (dubious) claim, he calls upon “the historians in our midst”132 to consider Nietzsche and Rousseau as examples of this “love of morality.”


  
    They know it, above all, from Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s passionate protest against the easy-going and somewhat rotten civilization of the century of taste, and from Friedrich Nietzsche’s passionate protest against the easy-going and somewhat rotten civilization of the century of industry.133

  


  Here then is the problem of Rousseau: on the one hand Rousseau is Nietzsche’s ally in the passionate moral protest against “rotten civilization,” a term used by Strauss to blur the chronological gulf between the eighteenth century (“the century of taste”) and the nineteenth (“the century of industry”) and, on the other hand, Rousseau is the spiritual father of the French Revolution:134 the political event that, more than any other, constitutes the triumph of “modern civilization”135 and leads to that capitalistic liberal democracy Strauss regarded as das meskine Unwesen.


  This ambivalence is visible in the way Strauss speaks about the French Revolution in “German Nihilism.”


  
    If I am not greatly mistaken, one can define the tendency of the intellectual development which as it were exploded in the French Revolution, in the following terms: to lower the moral standards, the moral claims, which previously had been made by all responsible teachers, but to take better care than those earlier teachers had done, for the putting into practice, into political and legal practice, of the rules of human conduct and morality.136

  


  Perhaps the reason Strauss felt called upon to preface this tendentious description with uncharacteristic modesty (“if I am not greatly mistaken”) is that he is well aware that it completely ignores Rousseau’s moral protest against “the century of taste.” The description itself does precisely what Strauss needs it to do: it debases the French Revolution by implicating it in a movement to replace the ideal (“the moral claims . . . made by all responsible teachers”) with a more practical but morally debased realism. Strauss will eventually trace this aspect of what he is calling here “the French Revolution” to the First Wave of Modernity initiated by Machiavelli. This explains why Strauss continues his account of the French Revolution in terms that remind one more of Machiavelli’s English followers rather than of Rousseau.


  
    The way in which this was most effectually achieved, was the identification of morality with an attitude of claiming one’s rights, or with enlightened self-interest, or the reduction of honesty to the best policy; or the solution of the conflict between common interest and private interest by means of industry and trade.137

  


  Already treading the path that leads to “the Anglo-German War,” Strauss must show how the French Revolution’s pursuit of “the open society” is at one with the opportunism of Anglo-Saxon “modern civilization.” There is no doubt that Strauss opposes both. But his honesty won’t allow him to conflate Rousseau with the latter. And so, despite being explicitly identified as the originator of the French Revolution, Rousseau is completely absent when Strauss explains the Revolution’s moral significance.


  The problem of Rousseau is also visible when Strauss discusses the German (as opposed to the English) side of the story. After describing the French Revolution in thoroughly English terms,138 Strauss enthuses: “Against that debasement of morality, and against the concomitant decline of a truly philosophic spirit, the thought of Germany stood up, to the lasting honor of Germany.”139 Once again, Strauss is praising the “non-nihilistic motives” that ultimately led to German Nihilism. In Part III of the lecture, Strauss connects German nihilism (via German militarism) to its non-nihilistic origin in German philosophy.140 Strauss clearly recognizes—as his later presentation of “the Second Wave” will demonstrate—that the roots of German philosophy are to be found in Rousseau.141 But Strauss never mentions Rousseau in describing the origins and development of German Philosophy in “German Nihilism.” This is not because Strauss didn’t realize Rousseau’s influence on German philosophy in 1941. The reason that Rousseau is not mentioned is because the argument of “German Nihilism” compels Strauss to trace the contemporary Anglo-German War back to the origins of German philosophy. Following Nietzsche, Strauss will claim that German philosophy originates in opposition to “the modern ideas” developing in France and England.142 The reason that the problem of Rousseau bedevils Strauss is precisely because his division between “German philosophy” and “modern civilization” puts Rousseau alternately on the Anglo-French and then on the German side of the conflict. The result is that Rousseau must be ignored both in Strauss’s description of the French Revolution and in his discussion of German philosophy.143


  But the problem of Rousseau is only a symptom of a more fundamental problem: Strauss is working with the wrong pair of opposites. Even more important than the absence of the “three Waves of Modernity” in “German Nihilism” is the absence of the Ancients and Moderns. To begin with, the triad and the pair are closely connected: it is only when the Moderns are distinguished from the Ancients that they can then be articulated—in good Hegelian fashion—into three. The significance of this threefold division should not be underestimated, however: the problem of Rousseau will be solved by Strauss’s vision of the Second Wave cresting not in the French but rather in the Russian Revolution.144 But this pales in significance compared to what Strauss gains by renaming the War between German Nihilism and Anglo-French “modern civilization “the quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns.”


  Consider the matter thus: the fundamental duality in Strauss’s thought is between the Second Cave and ϕύσΙς. This duality’s political expression (in the vulgar sense of “political”) is and always remains the gulf between Liberal Democracy and the “horizon beyond liberalism” he discovered in Germany or Switzerland sometime between 1929 and 1932; the theoretical synthesis that constitutes the basis of that horizon has already been described in chapter 4. Given the Heideggerian resonances of the former and the fact that only the Verjudung-hypothesis connects the two polarities, it was more “political” for Strauss not to mention the first explicitly while implicitly presuming it throughout. By combining Schmitt and Heidegger on the one hand with a heightened awareness of Judaism’s pervasive influence on the other, Strauss was able to understand National Socialism better than the smartest Nazis did. Leaving aside any explicit reference to “the Jewish Question,” National Socialism will ultimately destroy Liberal Democracy not only because it alone knows who its true Enemy is, but because the moral presuppositions of that enemy—its continued but unconscious entrapment in the Second Cave—will inevitably blind it to the inescapability of the Friend and Enemy polarity itself and therefore it will fail to realize even that its true Enemy is, let alone who it is, and what it’s doing.


  Strauss arrives in the United States in 1938. He brings his polarized vision with him but cannot make it public: he is, after all, living in a liberal democracy whose crass materialism and ongoing pursuit of the almighty dollar make it the very embodiment of das meskine Unwesen. When asked to deliver a lecture on “German Nihilism” in 1941, he therefore entirely suppresses one polarity and even changes the names of the secondary polarity that he—in good Hegelian fashion—nonetheless preserves. Liberal Democracy becomes “modern civilization” and “the open society.” While National Socialism cannot be presented simply as a good thing, Strauss can continue the fight against Liberal Democracy in two ways: he can describe sympathetically a more honorable and less vulgar brand of nihilism (or even “the non-nihilistic motives underlying nihilism”) that distinguishes it from National Socialism and he can state the most telling objections this brand of nihilism has to “modern civilization” and “the open society.” His only challenge is then to mislead the audience—by means of Churchill—as to which side he takes in “the Anglo-German War.”


  But that proves to be more than challenge enough. He can suggest that he is on the side that he actually opposes only by praising it in terms that actually undermine it (as “an imperial nation”) or by saying unsympathetic things about its enemy, his real friend. He does both. But the second path, no matter how clearly he distinguishes the nihilism he can safely defend from the nihilism he must profess to abhor—is an extraordinarily risky business. Because his Enemy is locked in a zero-sum battle with his Friend, he can only weaken the one by strengthening the other. Strauss’s problem in “German Nihilism” is that the friendly pole in the polarity he has created is too close to his own actual position. It is for this reason that so many readers have been baffled about Strauss’s own position: he wants them to be. He requires a third polarity that, while keeping his real Enemy on one pole, will set it in opposition to another pole that will no longer be too close—indeed it will be a pole that will conceal—his own actual position. Leo Strauss found this polarity in “the Ancients and the Moderns.”145


  The Ancients ipso facto constitute an alternative to “modern civilization”; it is now in their name that Strauss can sympathetically (and far more safely) present his “moral protest” against “the open society.” Without too much difficulty, Strauss will even find a way to present the Ancients as embodying “the Roman thought”—i.e., “fascistic, authoritarian, and imperial principles”—that he had more or less openly admired in his English enemy or, far closer to the heart of things, as the source of the atheistic religion that is his ultimate concern. It may be useful to link these two objectives to Plato’s Eleatic and Athenian Strangers respectively; the first dispenses with laws altogether while the second creates his own “divine laws.”146 Thanks to “Plato” and the Second Cave, Strauss will therefore use “the Ancients” to attack an even more primordial foe than either Communism or Liberal Democracy. But the fact that The Argument and the Action of Plato’s Laws was his last book no less than the manner in which he wrote it (see chapter 9) indicates his hesitation about moving in this direction too soon and too openly.


  In the meantime, it is against his secondary enemies that Strauss deploys his tri-partition of the Moderns and it is only when coupled with the “three Waves of Modernity” that the Ancients and Moderns polarity will reach its full political potential. The Moderns—or, more accurately, the crests of the First and Second Waves of Modernity—are quite simply Strauss’s old political opponents: Liberal Democracy and Communism respectively. By distinguishing a Third Wave (initiated by Nietzsche) from the two modern movements he seeks to destroy, Strauss can once again attempt a double envelopment: he can present both Ancient and Third Wave arguments against what is left of the Moderns. It would therefore be a serious misunderstanding to place Strauss among the Ancients; he is, as I have been insisting, best understood as the Hegel of the Third Wave. In order to serve his purposes, Platonism and Socrates must make way for “Socrates” and the Athenian Stranger, i.e., Strauss’s “Ancients” must be redesigned according to modern specifications (see chapter 9).147 Strauss had long since recognized that Nietzsche’s achievement was “repeating antiquity at the peak of modernity”; he therefore continues to follow the man who had “so dominated and bewitched” him in this crucial regard, as indeed Heidegger did as well.148


  This is not to say that reflections on Ancients and Moderns are completely missing from “German Nihilism” although here he uses the terms “modern” and “pre-modern” instead. Strauss is at some pains to explain German Nihilism, as well as its English enemy, in terms of the “modern” and “pre-modern” distinction. German philosophy, which he characterizes as Idealism,149 attempts a synthesis of “modern” and “pre-modern” thought.150 This synthesis fails, however; as a result, German philosophy falls back on a necessarily distorted (or romantic) conception of “the pre-modern ideal.”151 It is in the context of this failed synthesis that Strauss explains the emergence of German Nihilism from German Philosophy: German Nihilism constitutes the return to a distorted “pre-modern ideal” resulting from German Philosophy’s failure to synthesize modern and pre-modern ideals.


  
    That synthesis did not work: in the 2nd half of the nineteenth century, it was overrun by Western positivism, the natural child of the enlightenment. Germany had been educated by her philosophers in contempt of Western philosophy (je méprise Locke, is a saying of Schelling’s); she now observed that the synthesis, effected by her philosophers, of the pre-modern ideal and the modern ideal did not work; she saw no way out except to purify German thought completely from the influence of the ideas of modern civilization, and to return to the pre-modern ideal. National Socialism is the most famous, because the most vulgar, example of such a return to a pre-modern ideal. On its highest level, it was a return to what may be called the pre-literary stage of philosophy, pre-Socratic philosophy.152

  


  In the context of the mature Strauss’s revival of the Ancients, this crucial passage is extremely illuminating. The two examples that he uses to illustrate the attempt “to purify German thought completely from the influence of the ideas of modern civilization, and to return to the pre-modern ideal” are National Socialism and Heidegger. Although he adds that these two attempts are flawed,153 he fails to mention that he himself is in the process of creating a third attempt, where a skilful exotericism bridges the gap between Hitler’s vulgarity and Heidegger’s heights. For what is Strauss’s pursuit of a “horizon beyond liberalism” except an attempt “to purify German thought completely from the influence of the ideas of modern civilization”?154 Strauss offers a more political version of “the pre-literary stage of philosophy” revived by Heidegger.


  This brings us back to the most basic doctrine (besides the “Three Waves of Modernity” and “Ancients and Moderns”) that is present in “What Is Political Philosophy?” (1954-1955) but absent in “German Nihilism” (1941): Strauss has not yet discovered “political philosophy” itself. In answering the question “What Is Political Philosophy?” in Jerusalem, Strauss self-consciously decides not to tell the truth but to tell something close enough to it so that the attentive reader—the reader whom he wishes to address—will hear, admire, and therefore be compelled to imitate him. This is not what Strauss is doing in “German Nihilism.” In 1941, Strauss aims to tell the truth and indeed does so as Strauss the Siren but he then attempts to conceal the fact that the truth he has spoken is his truth in the Reason Palinode. As historical circumstances changed—i.e., after History had defeated Germany a second time—Strauss’s tactics changed accordingly. But his primary political project—i.e., the strategic “Destruktion” of Liberal Democracy—remained the same: he had resolved to destroy it, no matter how much time and lonely effort it might require. “Blitzkrieg” had not proved effective; a long-term subversion project became the order of the day.


  Strauss’s courage is best expressed by the fact that he made his greatest mark in the United States. It was, after all, much easier to undermine Liberal Democracy in Great Britain through an austere and polished scholarly attack on Hobbes than to pursue that same project here: to begin with, Strauss needed to undermine a new enemy. The foundation of our Declaration of Independence is the Natural Rights philosophy of Locke. It is all very well to quote Schelling’s “I despise Locke” in French,155 but that’s hardly a practical program. It is therefore one thing to show a handful of erudite British scholars that the thought of Hobbes leads to Marxism and other unexpected evils but quite another thing to attack Locke—whose conceptions are embodied in the Declaration—on this side of the Atlantic. Americans are perfectly comfortable with attacks on Hobbes; attacking Locke is downright un-American.156 But no matter the obstacles, Strauss was intent on promulgating the “horizon beyond liberalism” he had discovered long before; his strategic project—inseparable from the fact that he was now living in the great bastion of Liberal Democracy—demanded it.


  In fact, he pressed his attack with increased skill and vigor. The increased skill is perfectly understandable. American liberal democracy was self-evidently jeopardized by a radical critique of Natural Rights and increased skill was therefore required from its lonely assailant, now willingly stranded in the belly of the whale: even inexperienced young Americans might well dismiss the German Stranger for being too direct and heavy-handed in attacking Locke. Strauss’s increased vigor is more difficult to interpret. Perhaps he thought Americans were too stupid to realize what he was doing and this emboldened him. Nor, in fairness to Strauss, was this bleak assessment of our intellectual capacities altogether unjustified to judge by his subsequent level of success.157 Perhaps he simply thought that increased vigor was necessary: impressed with their brilliant professor’s obvious seriousness and passion, students would forget that a “frequent recurrence to fundamental principles”158 is required from those who would offer a rational defense of their precious political patrimony. As the next chapter will show, the Machiavellian Strauss must have seen himself as something like a second Hannibal, putting his enemy’s republic at risk on its own soil and this formidable challenge invigorated him. In “German Nihilism,” Strauss’s “Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man,” he has told us why.
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  29. GN 361-62.


  30. At GN 362, LS makes some interesting observations (to be discussed in more detail hereafter) about the advantages of remaining on the attack, even on the intellectual level.


  31. GN 369: “The admiration of the warrior as a type, the unconditional preference given to the warrior as warrior, is however not only genuine in German nihilism: it is even its distinctive feature [notice that this statement applies both to “the young nihilists” and the adult Nazis]. Our question: in favor of what does German nihilism reject the principles of civilization as such must therefore be answered by the statement: that it rejects those principles in favor of the military virtues. This is what Mr. Rauschning must have had in mind when speaking of “heroic nihilism” (21).” LS reveals a familiarity with Ernst Jünger (a storm-trooper during the War whose writings were very influential) by quoting him twice in GN; the second quotation concerns the World War. “For, a German nihilist much more intelligent and much more educated than Hitler himself has stated: “What kind of minds are those who do not even know this much: that no mind can be more profound and more knowing than that of any soldier who fell anywhere at the Somme or in Flanders? This is the standard of which we are in need” (GN 369; LS identifies the source as “Jünger, Der Arbeiter, 201”). LS’s criticism of both Jünger and Rauschning is that neither understands National Socialism’s true end.


  32. Rauschning, Warning, 22: “Similarly the fight against Judaism, while it is beyond question a central element not only in material considerations but in those of cultural policy, is part of the party doctrine; but, for all that, it is now an element in the revolutionary upsetting of the nation, a means of destruction of past categories of thinking and valuation, of destroying the liberalist economic system based on private initiative and enterprise; it is also a sop to the destructive revolutionism of the masses, a first lesson in cynicism.” LS comments briefly on this passage as part of his response to Rauschning’s claim that National Socialism has no aim at GN 368: “Their anti-Jewish policy does seem to be taken seriously by the Nazis. But even if it were true, that no single point of the original party program or party doctrine had a more than provisional and tactical meaning, we still should be at a loss to understand a party, a government, a State— not merely without a program or doctrine—but without any aims. For it seems hard to conceive how any human being can act without having an aim. John Dillinger probably had no program, but he doubtless had an aim.” Determined to score a point on a logical quibble (i.e., the program vs. aim distinction) and perhaps eager to demonstrate a humorous familiarity with American popular culture, LS says nothing else about the Jewish Question in GN. Rauschning’s most interesting statement on the anti-Semitism of the Nazis is at 15: “The crucial fact is that the revolution has progressed far beyond its racialist origins and is now using this doctrinal armory of its youth, in so far as it retains any of it, merely as a necessary element in propaganda. Racialism is its make-believe; the reality is the revolutionary extremism revealed not in its philosophy but in its tactics.” Had the West heeded Rauschning’s warning, no Final Solution would have refuted this claim.


  33. Rauschning, Warning, 50: “This élite has passed beyond all belief even in its own substitute for a logical system, and has fallen into complete nihilism.” LS describes the youth of the post-War generation vividly at GN 360.


  34. Rauschning, Warning, 52: “In the words of Mephisto, it collects anything and everything for stuffing into the respectable citizen’s cranium, and succeeds in “uniting great-heartedness with guile.” It is not a whole, and it is absurd to treat it as a whole. It is of functional importance only, a means and nothing more. It is the main element in propaganda. The question to be asked is not its meaning but its purpose. It serves mainly for the propagation, in a form assimilable by the masses, of revolutionary aims which can be harbored at first hand only by a small élite. The function of the philosophy is to keep alive the fighting character of the movement.”


  35. Rauschning, Warning, 45 (emphasis mine): “This preference for violence as the typical revolutionary method is not inconsistent with the crafty and very successful appeal of National Socialism to the lower middle class self-righteousness. Its violent character is only superficially inconsistent with its practice of posing always as the champion of justice, denouncing wrongs that cry aloud to heaven. Everything it does is represented as done simply in the defense of a sacred right and a moral mission.” This use of the word “sacred” is the closest Rauschning comes to understanding how National Socialism constitutes a solution to LS’s theological-political problem.


  36. Rauschning, Warning, 53: “Nothing is of more importance to National Socialism than the possession of “enemies,” objects on which this pugnacity can sharpen its claws. This is the root explanation of such senseless and horrible myths as that of the totally evil character of the Jews. If there is no other enemy available there is always the Jew, whose despised figure can always be made to serve as fuel for the fighting spirit, and at the same time to keep alive the happy feeling of belonging to the company of the elect.”


  37. Rauschning, Warning, 21 (emphasis mine): “If we try to understand what it is that tempts Hitler again and again to dwell on Freemasonry, on the Jesuits, or on the Teutonic Order, we come close to the essential secret of the National Socialist élite, the “mystery,” as the Teutonic Order called it, the esoteric doctrine confined to the brethren who were called to initiation.”


  38. Rauschning, Warning, 23: “If there is one thing that does not and cannot exist among the National Socialist élite, it is a genuine sense of social solidarity with the propertyless classes of the nation. One may count on finding just the opposite, and it is easily discernible in Hitler himself—an unconcealed contempt of the crowd, the common people, the mob: they are not there to be served but to be used.” A similar point is made at 89: “But it must be said in defense of the middle classes, and of all of us, that few were aware of the cynicism with which the demagogic means of swindling the nation were brought to bear. Hitler, in a sentence which has been deleted from later editions of Mein Kampf, wrote this: ‘the German has not the faintest notion of the way the nation has to be swindled if one wants mass support.’”


  39. This is the only passage in LS’s writings where the connection between CS and Hitler is suggested; it is also the only mention of MH in “German Nihilism.”


  40. It is quite difficult to divine whether LS identifies more with “the young nihilists” or with their (proto-Nazi) teachers. GN 361: “Nor ought we to forget that some of the young nihilists who refused to undergo severe intellectual discipline [LS refers to the old educational system, which he has just called—most uncharacteristically—‘the old and noble educational system founded by great liberals of the early nineteenth century’] were sons or younger brothers of men and women who had undergone what may be described as the emotional discipline of the youth movement of a movement which preached the emancipation of youth.” LS’s own membership in Blau-Weiss makes this description self-referential. LS also encounters difficulties in maintaining his distinction between the (blameless) “young nihilist” and the National Socialist adult at GN 361: “Our century has once been called the century of the child: in Germany it proved to be the age of the adolescent. Needless to say that not in all cases was the natural progress from adolescence [i.e., ‘the young nihilists’] to senility [does LS mean the follies of National Socialism?] ever interrupted by a period however short of maturity [some responsible position between adolescent nihilism and the excesses of Hitler is presumably meant: LS probably refers to himself]. The decline of reverence for old age found its most telling expression in Hitler’s shameless reference to the imminent death of the aged President Hindenburg.” This is the first actual mention of Hitler in “German Nihilism:” is Hitler “a young nihilist” or a senile one? What would an adult nihilist be like?


  41. GN 362: “Those young men had come to doubt seriously, and not merely methodically or methodologically, the principles of modern civilization; the great authorities of that civilization did no longer impress them; it was evident that only such opponents would have been listened to who knew that doubt from their own experience, who through years of hard and independent thinking had overcome it. Many opponents did not meet that condition. They had been brought up in the belief in the principles of modern civilization; and a belief in which one is brought up, is apt to degenerate into prejudice. Consequently, the attitude of the opponents of the young nihilists tended to become apologetic.” Unlike his defenders today, LS knew that a position is already compromised when it requires apologetics.


  42. GN 361: “I have alluded to the fact that the young nihilists were atheists. Broadly speaking, prior to the World War, atheism was a preserve of the radical left, just as throughout history atheism had been connected with philosophic materialism. German philosophy was predominantly idealistic, and the German idealists were theists or pantheists.” LS conceals the connection between FHJ and FWN. Note that the last two passages quoted in the notes indicate the primordial significance of the First World War.


  43. GN 362 (emphasis mine). This sentence follows immediately the one quoted above. It is followed in turn by: “Those opponents committed frequently a grave mistake. They believed to have refuted the No by refuting the Yes, i.e., the inconsistent, if not silly, positive assertions of the young men.”


  44. GN 362: “Thus it came to pass that the most ardent upholders of the principle of progress, of an essentially aggressive principle, were compelled to take a defensive stand; and, in the realm of the mind, taking a defensive stand looks like admitting defeat.”


  45. GN 362.


  46. GN 362 (emphasis mine): “The ideas of modern civilization appeared to the young generation to be the old ideas [this is a brilliant insight brilliantly expressed]; thus the adherents of the ideal of progress [hereafter ‘the pedagogues of progress’] were in the awkward position that they had to resist, in the manner of conservateurs, what in the meantime has been called the wave of the future.” LS once again shows the pedagogic weakness of defense. The use of the word “wave” suggests (in embryo) the coming distinction LS will introduce between “the second wave” (cresting in the Communist Revolution via the historical progressivism of GWFH) and the third.


  47. GN 362. The Latin quotation means “the things that are chanted to boys again and again” (cf. the “crambe repetita” of Juvenal 7.154); it is found in Macrobius. LS probably knew the words from Lessing, who quotes them. It is this repetitive aspect of nineteenth century liberal progressivism that Mann vividly symbolizes in The Magic Mountain by having Hans Castorp habitually associate the liberal humanist Settembrini with an organ grinder; in the course of the novel, Hans discovers that Settembrini is always grinding out the same tune.


  48. GN 357. In accordance with editorial policy, I have Americanized LS’s Anglicisms.


  49. GN 356: “The modern ideal is of English origin: the German tradition is a tradition of criticism of the modern ideal.”


  50. GN 358.


  51. LS refers to the French Revolution in the previous quotation with the words “the rights of man” while the words “the greatest possible happiness of the greatest possible number” refers to English Utilitarianism.


  52. GN 373.


  53. GN 370 (emphasis mine): “The ideal of modern civilization is of English and French origin; it is not of German origin. What the meaning of that ideal is, of course, a highly controversial question.” By admitting, for example, that the question is controversial, LS risks becoming visible as pro-Nazi. By framing the conflict between Britain and Germany in symbolic terms, he must leave his English-speaking audience in no doubt that he is on the side of “modern civilization.” LS can achieve this either by embracing the French Revolution, Utilitarianism, and the Idea of Progress or by presenting “German Nihilism” as completely unacceptable. In GN, he does neither. LS will never again place himself in such an exposed position.


  54. Despite the fact that this term is usually associated with Karl Popper, LS learned it at the source: it was coined by Henrí Bergson in his Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion (1932). LS names Bergson among “the four greatest philosophers of the last forty years” (WIPP 17).


  55. GN 358.


  56. The three examples of rhetorical repetition in the following quotation are: (1) “That protest proceeds” (cf. the previous sentence quoted above which also immediately precedes it in GN), (2) the doubled repetition of “proceeds from . . . from” in the following, and (3) the quadrupled repetition found in “seekers of pleasure, of gain, or irresponsible power, indeed of” also found below.


  57. Perhaps inevitably, LS discusses self-destructive behavior in GN but shows, probably also inevitably, no awareness of it as a danger for him and his friends, see GN 357 (emphasis mine): “Nihilism might mean: velle nihil, to will the nothing, the destruction of everything, including oneself, and therefore primarily the will to self-destruction. I am told that there are human beings who have such strange desires. I do not believe, however, that such a desire is the ultimate motive of German nihilism.”


  58. GN 358; cf. NCS 100-1.


  59. GN 358. Note the influence of MH and authentic “Being toward death” (see chapter 4) in the first sentence and of CS in the last: only by embracing the “logic of the political” (which is antithetical to liberalism) can liberal democracy survive. I submit this passage (and the two others quoted in this paragraph) as internal evidence that LS never gave this lecture. It was simply too dangerous for him to do so. Note that the last three quotations constitute a continuous passage except for the deletion of the following sentence between the second and third: “Moral life, it is asserted, means serious life. Seriousness, and the ceremonial of seriousness—the flag and the oath to the flag—are the distinctive features of the closed society, of the society which by its very nature, is constantly confronted with, and basically oriented toward, the Ernstfall, the serious moment, M-day, war” (358). Note that “Ernstfall” is a technical term in CS: it denotes war as the ultimate awareness of the distinction between friend and enemy.


  60. GN 372: “That is no philosophic race, these Englishmen. Bacon represents an attack on the philosophic spirit as such. Hobbes, Hume and Locke are a degradation and debasement of the very concept of “philosopher” for more than a century. Against Hume, Kant stood up and stood out. It was Locke, of whom Schelling was entitled to say je méprise Locke. In the fight against English mechanist interpretation of nature [i.e. Newton], Hegel and Schopenhauer and Goethe were unanimous.” The second passage is: “That what one calls the modern ideas, or the ideas of the 18th century, or even the French ideas, that ideal, in a word, against which the German spirit stood up with profound disgust—it is of English origin, there can be no doubt about that. The French have merely been the imitators and actors of those ideas, besides their best soldiers, and also, unfortunately, their first and most complete victims.” Beyond Good and Evil appears to have been LS’s favorite book by FWN.


  61. GN 372.


  62. GN 363. Note that LS’s decision to mention “Flanders” rather than “Dunkirk” conjures up images of the First as well as the Second World Wars. In other words, by praising Churchill for his rhetorically powerful call for renewed sacrifice and heroism in the wake of military defeat, LS may well be covertly praising Hitler who did the same thing with respect to the First World War.


  63. GN 360.


  64. The words “their finest hour” are found in Churchill’s speech to the House of Commons, 18 June 1940.


  65. GN 373.


  66. See appendix to chapter 3.


  67. GN 363: “Those young men . . . would have been impressed as much as we were, by what Winston Churchill said . . . about Britain’s finest hour. For one of their greatest teachers had taught them to see in Cannae the greatest moment in the life of that glory which was ancient Rome. The words “one of their greatest teachers” presumably refer to Livy. Note that Polybius attributes Rome’s ability to recover from its crushing defeat by Hannibal to its republican constitution at 3.118.


  68. In “To Spare the Vanquished and Crush the Arrogant” (Smith, Cambridge Companion, 171-192), Susan Shell gets tangled up in Roman History: the Augustan Virgil is “in a state of precarious refuge from a tyrant” (186) and even though she is comfortable with the connection between Hitler and Ariovistus, she must disconnect Churchill from Caesar (186-87).


  69. GN 372.


  70. GN 372.


  71. Consider the sentence immediately following the passage quoted above at GN 372: “Whatever may be wrong with the peculiarly modern ideal [in other words LS does not explicitly abandon ‘the young nihilist’ position on this crucial question]: the very Englishmen who originated it, were at the same time versed in the classical tradition, and the English always kept in store a substantial amount of the necessary counterpoison [a curious expression: since he hardly appears to regard the study of antiquity as a poison, it is, he suggests rather an antidote to that which actually is poisonous: ‘the modern ideal’]. While the English originated the modern ideal [already stated in the previous sentence, LS hammers home the equation of ‘modern civilization’ and the English which for FWN is tantamount to an indictment]—the pre-modern ideal, the classical ideal of humanity, was no where better preserved than in Oxford and Cambridge.” LS mentions Oxford earlier in the speech (359) in far less flattering terms when he refers to “the decision of the Oxford students not to fight for king and country.” Naturally LS would have regarded this vocal pacifism as a symptom of the open society’s moral weakness.


  72. GN 358.


  73. GN 358.


  74. The English had recently renamed the “Ministry of War” the “Ministry of Defense.” Cf. the National Security Act of 1947.


  75. LS comments on post-War Germany in the clearest possible terms at GN 359: “No one could be satisfied with the post-war world. German liberal democracy of all descriptions seemed to many people to be absolutely unable to cope with the difficulties with which Germany was confronted. This created a profound prejudice, or confirmed a profound prejudice already in existence, against liberal democracy as such.” For CS on Versailles, see chapter 4.


  76. The outline (GN 355-56) consists of fourteen numbered sections arranged in three parts. Once the lecture itself begins (GN 357), each section is numbered in accordance with the outline. Thus it is easy to locate Section 6 in the text of the lecture (GN 363-64).


  77. GN 357.


  78. GN 363; note that all of section six will be quoted in the proper order (interspersed with exegesis) in the pages that follow.


  79. GN 363.


  80. GN 363.


  81. GN 363.


  82. GN 363.


  83. GN, 373 (emphasis mine): “But this much is clear beyond any doubt: by choosing Hitler for their leader in the crucial moment, in which the question of who is to exercise military rule became the order of the day, the Germans ceased to have any rightful claim to be more than a provincial nation; it is the English, and not the Germans, who deserve to be, and to remain, an imperial nation: whatever may be the outcome of this war, it is the English, and not the Germans, who deserve to have an empire.”


  84. GN 363.


  85. See Introduction.


  86. GN 363.


  87. GN 364.


  88. Luther wrote “the Ninety-Five Theses” in 1517. FWN castigates Luther in §61 of The Antichrist (Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 654). “And Luther restored the church: he attacked it.” But GWFH saw Luther as the beginning of the German World: Christianity had become self-conscious in it (see Hegel, Philosophy of History, 412-27). Note that LS is not proclaiming the end of the German World: he is proclaiming the end of the Christian phase of it. Self-consciousness about Christianity has led to FWN’s discovery of the Death of God. If LS were a true Hegelian, he would merely be recognizing the end of this epoch: “The Owl of Minerva spreads her wings only with the falling of the dusk.” But LS is the Third Wave’s “Hegel” and therefore he proclaims the beginning of “the new epoch.”


  89. It is difficult to be certain of the source of this quotation since LS is admittedly not being precise. But Proverbs 23:18 reads in Luther’s German: “denn das Ende kommt noch, und dann wird deine Hoffnung nicht zuschanden” (“For the end yet comes, and then your hope will not be vain”).


  90. In chapter 8, I will argue that “political philosophy” is “almost telling the truth.” What LS attempts in GN is rather to tell the truth but then to attempt to conceal the fact that the truth he has spoken is his truth.


  91. GN 364. I found this to be the most interesting passage in GN. The doctoral dissertation I wrote for the University of Toronto was called “The Shape of History: A Platonic critique of the Speculative Philosophy of History.” My thesis was that without a Platonic standard of the Good (“which is stable and not changeable”), no determination can be made that things are getting better or worse. As a Platonist myself, I knew then that LS was no Platonist. Until I read “Hugo Fiala,” that was all I knew of him.


  92. Although LS now suggests that his Hegelianism was merely a didactic pose of his nihilist persona, he has already made use of “the owl of Minerva” in his own voice (GN 363).


  93. The outline prefaced to the lecture proper makes it clear that this was in fact LS’s original purpose for section six: “6. On the affinity of progressivism to nihilism: progressivism leaves the aim undefined; it therefore opposes an indefinite No to the given order” (GN 356). It seems he became more intrepid when he actually wrote the lecture.


  94. LS has made this point earlier at GN, 360: “Unfortunately, all rational argument they [LS refers to “the young nihilists”] knew of, was historical argument, or more precisely: statements about the probable future, predictions, which were based on analysis of the past, and above all, of the present. For that modern astrology, predicting social science, had taken hold of a very large part of the academic youth.”


  95. That is not strong enough: he must pretend to know it. Incidentally, LS is wrong on the essential point: immunity to nihilism does not require that an unchanging standard be known: (1) belief in such a standard (“Jerusalem”) and (2) a loving search for it (“Athens”) are equally sufficient to gain immunity from nihilism.


  96. Consider the triadic structure of the entire (carefully constructed) sentence under consideration, which I will present schematically by using the letter “A” for the positions (which I will then enumerate) from which LS says nihilism cannot be refuted and “B” for that from which he claims it can be. “—I frankly confess, I do not see how those can resist the voice of that siren [A.1.] who expect the answer to the first and the last question from “History,” from the future as such, [A.2] who mistake analysis of the present or past or future for philosophy and [A.3] who believe in a progress toward a goal which is itself progressive and therefore indefinable; [B.] who are not guided by [1.] a known and stable standard: [2.] by a standard which is stable and not changeable, and which is [3.] known and not merely believed” (GN 364; emphases mine).


  97. It is noteworthy that even in this speech of retraction, LS insists on telling the truth, albeit between the lines. He could simply have lied: i.e., presented the non-nihilist position in such a way that it did not self-destruct on closer scrutiny. LS preserves Redlichkeit, and relies on his reader’s respect for him (PAW 25).


  98. GN 364


  99. GN 372 (emphasis mine)


  100. Speech to Parliament; www.infobritain.co.uk/Palmerston.htm (accessed May 21, 2010).


  101. GN 365: “Science is the attempt to understand the universe and man; it is therefore identical with philosophy; it is not necessarily identical with modern science.”


  102. For additional internal evidence that LS rejects this austere sense of reason, consider the following statement about “the young nihilists:” “they admitted that all rational argument was in favor of communism” (GN 360; emphasis mine). The fact that the “rational argument” of “the young nihilists” was in error is further proof that LS acknowledges no such unchanging standard. Consider also the following at 360-61 (emphasis mine): “Unfortunately, all rational argument they [sc. ‘the young nihilists’] knew of, was historical argument, or more precisely: statements about the probable future, predictions, which were based on analysis of the past, and above all, of the present. For that modern astrology, predicting social science, had taken hold of a very large part of the academic youth.” Note that this passage applies to modern physical as well as social science: both predict the future on the basis of the past. If LS means to suggest that the apparently rational arguments of the young nihilists were really irrational, then reason has changed. If reason has changed, there is no unchanging standard. If no unchanging standard, then nihilism is irresistible. If nihilism is irresistible, then National Socialism is the “wave of the future” (the historicism implicit in this statement being no longer a problem because “reason changes”).


  103. Merchant of Venice I.iii.99: “The devil can cite scripture for his own purpose!”


  104. GN 364.


  105. This second quotation in section six (unidentified by LS like the first) is Goethe’s Faust, Part I, 1851-55. Mephistopheles is the speaker.


  106. But LS is playful to the end: in the post-Christian world of “Strauss the Siren,” there is neither God nor Devil but there is still FWN. And therefore, there is another “German who could boast of a life-long intimate intercourse with the superhuman father of all nihilism” and this is none other than (the “so dominated and bewitched”) LS himself. If this German quoted the übermensch who fathered Zarathustra (with whom LS too enjoyed “a life-long intimate intercourse”) then “reason” would be as sharply attacked as Mephistopheles (indirectly) defends it here. Notice also that the claim that Goethe “has informed us as reliably as we were ever informed by any inspired author” [LS scoffs at revelation] further undermines the claim that Reason is “one and unchangeable” in LS’s books. To put it another way: if the Devil can quote Scripture, Mephisto’s acolyte can quote Goethe.


  107. There are three passages that refer to the potential audience: (1) GN 359: “The historians in our midst know that conviction, or passion, from Glaukon’s (Plato’s brother’s), passionate protest against the city of pigs, in the name of noble virtue” (2) GN 359 (emphasis mine): “the older ones in our midst still remember the time when certain people asserted that the conflicts inherent in the present situation would necessarily lead to a revolution, accompanying or following another World War,” and (3) GN 362: “A gentleman who is much more versed in theology than I am—Professor Carl Mayer of the Graduate Faculty—will certainly devote to this aspect of German nihilism all the attention it requires in an article to be published in Social Research.” Sheppard, Leo Strauss, 96 identifies, in addition to Mayer, other members of “the General Seminar” at the New School in 1941: Eduard Heinemann, Erich Hula, Albert Salomon, Horace Kallen, Felix Kaufmann, and Kurt Riezler. To speak as planned in front of such men would have been, one hopes, self-destructive.


  108. PAW 36: “All books of this kind owe their existence to the love of the mature philosopher for the puppies of his race, by whom he wants to be loved in return: all exoteric books are ‘written speeches caused by love.’”


  109. LS demonstrates clear insight into pedagogy of this kind at GN 361 (emphasis mine): “For, he [LS is referring to one with sympathy for ‘the young nihilists’] might argue, it is not unnatural that the intelligent section of a young generation should be dissatisfied with what they are to told to believe by the older generation, and that they should have a strong desire for a new word, for a word expressing their longings, and, considering that moderation is not a virtue of youth, for an extreme word.” Cf. the last word in “secularization.” The harmless zetetic questioner of Straussian apologetics could not have converted enough puppies to justify the name “Straussian” and LS would be much happier with the careful critic than with apologists who attempt to deflect any and all “suspicion of a crime” from their master.


  110. PAW 24.


  111. PAW 24-25.


  112. For Jerusalem, see WIPP 9-10; eternity is mentioned on 55. For historicism, see, e.g., WIPP 26: “It is only at this point that we come face to face with the serious antagonist of political philosophy: historicism.”


  113. The two lectures are found in GS2 377-92 and 441-64 respectively.


  114. GN 372: “This taking things easy, this muddling through, this crossing the bridge when one comes to it, may have done some harm to the radicalism of English thought; but it proved to be a blessing to English life; the English never indulged in those radical breaks with traditions which played such a role on the continent.” Cf. WCWL 519-20.


  115. A clear example of how dangerous it would have been for LS to deliver this lecture is easily visible in an allegory he uses in GN, paradoxically, to refute the idea that the self-destructiveness of Hitler’s Germany is pathological. GN 357: “To explain German nihilism in terms of mental diseases, is even less advisable than it is to explain in such terms the desire of a cornered gangster [Hitler’s Germany] to bump off together with himself [admits that Hitler’s ‘Anglo-German War’ is self-destructive] a couple of cops [Britain and France] and the fellow who double crossed him; not being a Stoic, I could not call that desire a morbid desire.” Anyone familiar with the Dolchstoß legend will have no difficulty identifying those who have double-crossed the gangster.


  116. The subject of courage is crucial for LS’s explanation of how German Nihilism emerged from German Philosophy via German militarism; consider GN 370: “In that condition of debasement, only the most elementary virtue, the first virtue, that virtue with which man and human society stands and falls, is capable to grow. Or, to express the same view somewhat differently: in an age of utter corruption, the only remedy possible is to destroy the edifice of corruption—“das System” and to return to the uncorrupted and incorruptible origin, to the condition of potential, and not actual, culture or civilization: the characteristic virtue of that stage of merely potential culture or civilization, of the state of nature, is courage and nothing else.” This is the continuation of a theme first developed in PPH.


  117. An important issue that I have passed over here is the difficulty LS confronted in writing about World War II on precisely February 26, 1941. As suggested above, “German Nihilism” would have been very different had LS written it after Operation Barbarossa (June 22, 1941): LS’s anti-Communism might have tempted him to be even more overt in his support for Germany once it was no longer “the Anglo-German War.” After December 7, 1941, on the other hand, the lecture would have been even more different: perhaps impossible even to conceive of delivering. These considerations relate to the fact that it is difficult to determine whether LS actually believed that Germany was going to lose the War in February 1941. This line of questioning opens up a much more difficult (but perhaps crucial) interpretative question. LS suggests that Germany deserves to lose (GN 373) and may well do so (GN 357) but explicitly admits that the outcome remains in doubt: “No one can tell what will be the outcome of this war” (GN 373). Although Germany had evidently lost the Battle of Britain by 1941, she retained the strategic offensive, and LS lays great store by that (in an intellectual context) which may well signal that he conceals the degree to which he expects a German victory in “the Anglo-German War.” Consider GN 362 which I previously linked to the Davos Debate (emphasis mine): “They [LS refers to ‘the pedagogues of progress’ who also defend, as it were, Anglo-Saxon ‘modern civilization’; mm: the British Empire] made the impression of being loaded with the heavy burden of a tradition hoary with age [despite early experiments with the tank, it was not the British who invented Blitzkrieg] and somewhat dusty [the Afrika Korps, under Rommel’s effective new leadership, was driving East to cut ‘the lifeline of Empire’ at Suez], whereas the young nihilists [mm: those now commanding the German forces, trained in the trenches], not hampered by any tradition [Rommel meets MH; cf. WCWL 518], had complete freedom of movement—and in the wars of the mind no less than in real wars, freedom of action spells victory.”


  118. The reader’s attention has so often been directed towards the terminus ad quem of FWN’s “dominance and bewitchment” of LS that the terminus a quo (“my twenty-second year” in GS3 648) has received too little discussion. LS (b. 1899) completed his dissertation on FHJ in 1921 (GS2 237), i.e., in his twenty-second year. It was the example of FHJ—who as secret “philosopher” actively promoted an ongoing enterprise that determined the subsequent monistic, i.e., Spinozistic course of German Idealism (and, through FWN, beyond it)—that decisively influenced LS’s own long-term subversion project.


  119. LS makes clear that he read FWN as a boy (JPCM 460) doubtless before he had encountered FHJ. But see previous note. The solution to this non-problem is that LS re-discovered the esoteric FHJ because of FWN’s influence.


  120. The principal sources for this doctrine are WIPP 40-55 and TWM.


  121. TWM 84-89.


  122. TWM 89: “The theory of liberal democracy, as well as of communism, originated in the first and second waves of modernity; the political implications of the third wave proved to be fascism.”


  123. TWM 91.


  124. LS presents the history of modern political philosophy as a logical and presumably inevitable process, just as GWFH does, where each new development creates the problem set for the successor. The attack on “historicism” in LS is much trumpeted but contradicted in both practice and principle in his writings. From the “first wave” constituted by Machiavelli (hereafter “M”), then Hobbes (note their connection at WIPP 47), from Hobbes to Locke (hereafter “TH” and “JL;” similarly connected on 49: note the use of “mitigated” and “mitigation”), then the “second wave” of Rousseau (hereafter “JJR”), presented as a reaction to the “degradation of man” embodied in the first wave, whom Kant and GWFH follow not only chronologically but essentially (see WIPP 53 where he makes the transition to “the German philosophers who took up his [sc. JJR’s] problem”) This then leads seamlessly to the “third wave” initiated by FWN. The three-part structure imposed on this step-by-step, causal, problem/response approach to intellectual history is thoroughly Hegelian: the one-sidedness of one “solution” leads to the (ultimately) one-sided “solution” of the next.


  125. This is precisely true only of the First Wave (M, TH, JL). The Second implicitly contains Marx as well as the named triad of JJR, Kant, and GWFH. The importance of Marx to LS opens “a can of worms,” as GN 361 (“the communist creed is only a secularized form of theism, of the belief in providence; emphasis mine) makes crystal clear. The formula “Hegel of the Third Wave” is therefore misleading because LS, like Marx but not GWFH, looks to the future. But LS claims that “post-Hegelian thought . . . understood the historical process as unfinished and unfinishable” (TWM 95); if this claim is true of Marx (which it isn’t) it certainly isn’t true of LS. I have therefore taken the liberty of treating the Second Wave as triadic by collapsing the distinction between GWFH and Marx. As for the Third Wave, LS suppresses MH’s name but makes it clear several times (e.g., WIPP 54-55; see chapter 8) that MH is FWN’s successor. There is never any hint of a third member of the Third Wave. It is only when the parallels between LS and GWFH-Marx are recognized that one divines the truth. Consider the reference to “political men” at TWM 98 (emphasis mine).


  126. GN 356.


  127. This is implicit in the three-part outline of the lecture. LS begins with “the non-nihilistic motive” that not only underlies, but precedes in a chronological sense, the full-blown nihilism active in the present. In between, he describes the dilemma the nihilistic youth—during the intervening post-War period—in order to reveal how the one turned into the other.


  128. One might say that part I contains “the idea of nihilism” in itself which passes over into part II: the moment of dialectical antithesis (between “the young nihilists” and “the pedagogues of progress”) concerning this idea that then transforms a theoretical conflict into part III: the actualization of the theoretical antithesis in “the Anglo-German War” made self-conscious as such in the mind of LS (“the idea in and for itself”).


  129. LS first mentions “the Owl of Minerva” in a passage about the degeneration of “modern civilization” (presumably from the perspective of “the young nihilists” in their debates with “the pedagogues of progress”) at GN 363: “The situation of modern civilization in general, and of its backbone, which is modern science, both natural and civil in particular, appeared to be comparable to that of scholasticism shortly before the emergence of the new science of the seventeenth century [i.e., ‘modern civilization’ is now coming to an end just as the earlier scholasticism it had itself superceded did in the seven-teeth century]: the technical perfection of the methods and terminology of the old school [both the scholastics and ‘the pedagogues of progress’ tried to conceal the bankruptcy of their ideas with a technical form of expression] communism included [LS, under the guise of ‘the young nihilists,’ is explicitly enmeshing communism with ‘modern civilization’ and ‘the pedagogues of progress’], constitute [editorial problem here] a strong argument against the old school. For technical perfection is apt to hide the basic problems. Or, if you wish, [these words will offer LS the chance to plausibly deny that he is the Hegelian] the bird of the goddess of wisdom starts its flight only when the sun is setting.” In short, LS offers an Hegelian argument to support the nihilists in their attack on “modern civilization:” like the scholasticism in its dotage, the “modern civilization” that replaced it is now resorting to “the technical perfection of its . . . terminology.” Note that LS reveals that there is far more kinship between “the young nihilists” and Communism than he allows: if “modern civilization” is Anglo-Saxon, “capitalism” is too. The second reference (GN 363) is in the Siren’s song.


  130. GN 372. By linking the two philosophers who will (in the mature LS) initiate the Second and Third Waves of Modernity, this sentence is the only adumbration of the later doctrine in GN.


  131. The following sentences are extraordinary considering they follow directly the most Schmittian passage at GN 359: “The conviction underlying the protest against modern civilization has basically nothing to do with bellicism, with love of war; nor with nationalism: for there were closed societies which were not nations [Sparta would be a good example; but although not a nation, it certainly did not lack ‘bellicism’ or ‘love of war’]; it has indeed something to do with what is called the sovereign state, insofar as the sovereign state offers the best modern example of a closed society in the sense indicated. The connection I am trying to describe, is not, to repeat [LS can repeat the point as much as he likes; it does not thereby become true], in its origin a love of war; it [editorial problem] is rather a love of morality, a sense of responsibility for endangered morality.” With this argument, cf. the Athenian Stranger’s opening dialogue with the two Dorians in Plato’s Laws.


  132. GN 359; LS is going to use three examples familiar to “the historians in our midst” —Plato, JJR, and FWN—to illustrate the non-nihilistic motive underlying the rejection of modern civilization.


  133. GN 359. LS adds: “It was the same passion—let there be no mistake about that—which turned, if in a much more passionate and infinitely less intelligent form, against the alleged or real corruption of post-war Germany: against ‘the subhuman beings of the big cities’ (die Untermenschen der Grossstadt) against ‘cultural bolshevism (Kulturbolschewismus),’ etc.” Thus the vulgarities of National Socialism spring from the same source as JJR and Plato! See GN 359: “That passion, or conviction is then not in itself nihilistic, as is shown by the examples of Plato and Rousseau [LS tactfully exempts FWN!] if examples are needed at all”


  134. Compare TWM 98: “He [sc. FWN] is as little responsible for fascism as Rousseau is for Jacobinism. This means, however, that he is as much responsible for fascism as Rousseau was for Jacobinism.” This constitutes a proof-text for LS’s doctrinaire Hegelianism. LS regards his own a priori syllogistic schema—where (1) all Waves lead to political Revolution (2) JJR and FWN are parallel founders of the respective Waves, and therefore (3) JJR is “as much responsible” for the French as FWN is for the National Socialist Revolution—as so certain and logical that he derives from it a “proof” of actual empirical/historical influence. With respect to the latter, the parallel is false: JJR is much more “responsible” for the Jacobins than FWN was for the Nazis, whom he—as a “good European”—would have loathed.


  135. I want to emphasize that it is not the question of JJR’s problematic legacy itself that I am raising here; my object is only to compare how LS deals with JJR in GN as opposed to “What Is Political Philosophy?” In the earlier lecture, LS still needs help from JJR to add a moral dimension to the attack on “modern civilization” even though he is also claiming that JJR initiated a movement—perhaps the movement par excellence—that constituted the triumph of that “modern civilization.” It is the helpful aspect of JJR with which LS will dispense when presenting him as the initiator of the Second Wave. The last paragraph (486-87) of OIR (“On the Intention of Rousseau”; 1947) is the principal literary evidence of this transition.


  136. GN 371.


  137. LS follows this description—which sounds more like the English economists than JJR—with the specific mention of Descartes and JL. “(The two most famous philosophers: Descartes, his generosité and no justice, no duties; Locke: where there is no property, there is no justice).”


  138. In fairness to LS, he prefaces his tendentious account of the French Revolution with the following sentences at GN 370 (emphases mine): “The ideal of modern civilization is of English and French origin; it is not of German origin. What the meaning of that ideal is, is, of course, a highly controversial question.”


  139. GN 371.


  140. GN 371: “It was however precisely this reaction to the spirit of the seventeenth and eighteenth century which laid the foundation for German militarism as far as it is an intellectual phenomenon.”


  141. Compare WIPP 54 where LS identifies the Second Wave as (following JJR) Kant, GWFH, and Marx.


  142. GN 370: “Germany reached the hey-day of her letters and her thought during the period from 1760 to 1830; i.e., after the elaboration of the ideal of modern civilization had been finished almost completely, and while a revision of that ideal, or a reaction to that ideal, took place.” Where does JJR belong? If JJR is on the side of “modern civilization,” how will Strauss explain the fact that JJR destroys what LS himself points to as its very basis? GN 365: “By civilization, we understand the conscious culture of humanity, i.e., of the conscious culture of reason. Human reason is active, above all, in two ways: as regulating human conduct, and as attempting to understand whatever can be understood by man; as practical reason, and as theoretical reason. The pillars of civilization are therefore morals and science, and both united.” JJR famously separates these pillars in his First Discourse; a separation LS will annihilate by making JJR the secret champion of a post-moral “science” (cf. the suppression of “extramoral” at OIR 475n56) at 464: “I suggest, then, that when Rousseau rejects science as superfluous or harmful, he speaks in the character of a common man addressing common men, and when speaking in that character he does not exaggerate at all by rejecting science absolutely. But far from being a common man, he is a philosopher who merely appears in the guise of a common man: as a philosopher addressing philosophers he naturally takes the side of science.” Note that in OIR, among the most embarrassing of LS’s essays, JJR disappears and simply becomes LS (461, 463, 465-66, 471-72, 474-75, and 484). Heinrich Meier attempted what LS had been wise to avoid: a Straussian reading of JJR’s “Second Discourse.” See “The Discourse on the Origin and Foundations of Inequality Among Men; On the Intention of Rousseau’s Most Philosophical Work” in Interpretation 16 no. 2 (Winter 1988-1989), 211-227. Note Meier’s Nietzschean “last word” at 227. It may well be significant that Meier is presently employed by the Carl Friedrich von Siemens Foundation; see “Appendix to Chapter Six: The Future of Frankistan.”


  143. A clear instance of the conspicuous absence of JJR is found in the following passage at GN 370 (emphases mine): “German nihilism on the other hand asserts that the military virtues, and in particular courage as the ability to bear any physical pain, the virtue of the red Indian, is the only virtue left. . . . the implication is that we live in an age of decline, of the decline of the West, in an age of civilization as distinguished from, and opposed to culture; or in an age of mechanic society as distinguished from, and opposed to, organic community. In that condition of debasement, only the most elementary virtue, the first virtue, that virtue with which man and human society stands and falls, is capable to grow. Or, to express the same view somewhat differently: in an age of utter corruption, the only remedy possible is to destroy the edifice of corruption—“das System” and to return to the uncorrupted and incorruptible origin to the condition of potential, and not actual, culture or civilization: the characteristic virtue of that stage of merely potential culture or civilization, of the state of nature, is courage and nothing else.”


  144. TWM 98: “The theory of liberal democracy, as well as of communism, originated in the first and second waves of modernity; the political implication of the third wave proved to be fascism.”


  145. This analysis explains why the “Athens” and “Jerusalem” antinomy is closer to the heart of LS’s concerns—the secret solution to the theological-political problem—than “the quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns.”


  146. What might be called “the Eleatic move” is visible at OIR 485: “The basic premise of classical political philosophy may be said to be the view that the natural inequality of intellectual powers is, or ought to be, of decisive political importance. Hence the unlimited rule of the wise, in no way answerable to the subjects, appears to be the absolutely best solution to the political problem.” The need for the Athenian Stranger’s law-based tyranny follows from the next sentence (“This demand is obviously irreconcilable for all practical purposes with the character of the political community”); hence “the Athenian move” at OIR 481: “For its solution [sc. ‘the transformation of natural man . . . into the citizen’] is the action of the legislator or the ‘father’ of a nation, that is, of a man of superior intelligence who by ascribing divine origin to a code which he has devised, or by honoring the gods with his own wisdom, induces the citizen body to submit freely to his code.” For the rebirth of this move in M, see Discourses I.11.3. LS knew what he was about when he referred to his use of “dynamite” (1929) as “Machiavellian.”


  147. It would be more precise to write: “redesigned to FWN’s specifications in accordance with MH’s annihilating/transforming name changes, i.e., “Being” for Becoming. LS continues this process on an historical level: hence the need for both “Socrates” and “Plato.”


  148. Both expressions are found in the 1935 Letter to Löwith (GS3 648-50) the first in the following (remember that LS is responding to Löwith’s recent book on FWN): “My doubt concerns a tendency of your critique, which, I believe, does not do justice to Nietzsche. I begin with your splendid formulation which touches the heart of the question and which for me is spoken straight from the soul: repeating antiquity at the peak of modernity.” This is LS’s project: to overcome Modernity by using ultra-Modern means (a thoroughly re-interpreted “Antiquity”). Only at the outset (in his 1923 “Response”) is he perfectly honest about this; see EW 65: “(To be sure, both of these attitudes [sc. ‘Frankfurt’s’ and his own] are modern, even though they are antimodern, which is precisely what renders them inner-modern.)” The principal reason why no one should think LS changed his mind on this point is that what he says here is true. Already in parenthesis, it is merely his words that will change; notice that anti-modernism necessarily defeats its own purpose if this parenthetical truth is made public.


  149. GN 361: “German philosophy was predominantly idealistic, and the German idealists were theists or pantheists.” FHJ belongs among the former.


  150. GN 371: “However deep the difference between German philosophy and the philosophy of the Western countries may be: German philosophy ultimately conceived of itself as a synthesis of the pre-modern ideal and the ideal of the modern period.”


  151. Consider the following sentence from the outline preceding the lecture proper at GN 356: “13. German idealism, while opposing Western philosophy, claimed to be a synthesis of the modern ideal with the pre-modern ideal [editing problem] that synthesis did not work; the influence of German idealism made the acceptance of the modern ideal impossible; the Germans had to fall back on the pre-modern ideal: that is to say, on the pre-modern ideal as interpreted by German idealism, i.e., as interpreted in a polemic intention against the enlightenment; and therefore: on a modern distortion of the pre-modern ideal.” LS does precisely the same thing. His “Ancients” are actually post-Modern and his “Athens” is necessarily post-Jerusalem (see chapter 9). This is also the essence of his Third Wave historicism: not only is he a historicist, he (not MH) is “the most radical historicist.” FWN and MH believe that their “pre-modern ideal” is something different from a “modern distortion of the pre-modern ideal.” LS pretends to believe this—it is his exoteric teaching—but does not. See PL 136n2: “To that end and only to that end is the ‘historicizing’ of philosophy justified and necessary”


  152. GN 371. For the proximity of the Nazis to MH’s pre-Socratics, consider Löwith’s response to the warlike Address MH made when he became Rector of the University of Freiburg in 1933 (My Life in Germany, 34): “’Labor service’ and ‘military service’ are on a par with ‘service in knowledge,’ such that at the end of the speech, one was in doubt as to whether one should start reading Diel’s Pre-Socratics or enlist in the SA [Sturmabteilung].”


  153. GN 372: “On all levels, the pre-modern ideal was not a real pre-modern ideal, but a pre-modem ideal as interpreted by the German idealists, i.e., interpreted with a polemic intention against the philosophy of the seventeenth and eighteenth century, and therefore distorted.” This admission is quite possibly the watershed: in GN, LS is altogether too honest. He need only pretend that his Ancients are “a real pre-modern ideal” and he can continue, safely, his assault against the Enlightenment.


  154. Note that insofar as he revives the Ancients against the Moderns, LS—by his own definition—is firmly in the tradition of the Romantics; see GN 370: “By romantic judgment, I understand a judgment which is guided by the opinion that an absolutely superior order of human things existed during some period of the recorded past.” In fact, LS does not take “the Ancients” seriously enough for him to exercise “romantic judgment:” it cannot be emphasized enough that the quarrel between Ancients and Moderns is also an antinomy. I will note, in passing, that LS’s other antinomy (“Athens and Jerusalem”) is much farther from his thoughts in GN. Consider how (and why) he sidesteps the religious perspective in the following at GN 362 (emphasis mine): “There is no other philosopher whose influence on postwar German thought is comparable to that of Nietzsche, of the atheist Nietzsche. I cannot dwell on this important point, since I am not a theologian. The absence of “theology” in fact explains why the National Socialism visible in GN is tame compared to its theoretical acme visible in Klein’s Judentum ohne Gott and LS’s “last word in ‘secularization.’” It was probably this tameness that led LS to think that he could present GN in public but this, it need hardly be said, is not the standard by which such matters are safely judged.


  155. GN 371.


  156. It is probably no accident that it was only in the “Preface to the American Edition” of The Political Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes that LS admitted that he had been wrong: it was now M and not TH who was “the originator of modern political philosophy” (PPH xv). This shift backwards was eminently political: it tended to de-emphasize and partially conceal the obnoxious (to Americans) and therefore dangerous (to LS) but necessary critique of JL. Americans were unlikely to rise up in defense of M for the same reason that they could endure an attack on TH with equanimity: both seemed like bad men to the simple American mind. The overthrow of JL’s natural rights would become only a derivative and consequently less jarring aspect of a sweeping reevaluation of the whole “modern political project.”


  157. Cf. see Anthony Heilbut, Exiled in Paradise: German Refugee Artists and Intellectual in America from the 1930’s to the Present (Viking, New York, 1983). One can doubt neither their comparative excellence nor their own awareness of it.


  158. Vermont Constitution (1777).


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter Six

  

  The Future of Frankistan


  
    Indeed, one might well suggest, of course, that he [sc. Strauss] also shared his radicalism with the likes of Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger. Robert Howse and (following his lead) Michael Zank are surely right in suspecting that much of the recent German interest gravitating around Heinrich Meier’s Strauss edition owes its momentum to the fact “that he seems to represent the possibility of articulating anti-liberal political theory without recourse to any rhetorical or substantive anti-Semitism.” Eugene Sheppard has been slightly less diplomatic in emphasizing that “Meier has played no small part in Schmitt’s rehabilitation in Germany over the last two decades, by pointing to an intimate intellectual relationship with Strauss, a German Jew.”1

  


  Lars Fischer’s able summary of the “Strauss wars” brings Heinrich Meier out of the textual shadows. Certainly it is a matter of concern if a man who has edited all of the relevant texts is really attempting to rehabilitate Schmitt by means of Strauss,2 particularly because Meier addresses Schmitt’s decision for National Socialism with a question mark rather than a condemnation.3 Just as I know that my book could not have been written without Meier’s solid scholarly achievements, I am also entitled to doubt that I know anything about Strauss that he doesn’t. In short: somewhere in America, a public school Latin Teacher has grown suspicious of the former editor of Im Brennpunkt.


  The dedication of Meier’s Die Denkbewegung von Leo Strauss (1996) reads: “Philosophis futuris in partibus remotissimis Francistanis.”4 Naturally, such a clue is not intended for the vulgar. The Latin phrase, composed by Meier himself, announces that his book is dedicated to “the philosophers of the future in the remotest parts of Frankistan.”5 Meier is therefore referring to an article to which he had previously drawn attention6 that Strauss published in 1945 called “Fârâbî’s Plato.” The date is ominous: the doubts of 1941 have been put to rest and Strauss is now writing in full awareness of Germany’s military defeat in a Second War. But it is a very hopeful article from Strauss’s perspective and announces for the first time the long-term corruption project described more fully in Thoughts on Machiavelli (see chapter 7). “Fârâbî’s Plato”7 is pursuing:


  
    a much more “conservative” course of action, viz. the gradual replacement of the accepted opinions by the truth or an approximation of the truth. The replacement, however gradual, of the accepted opinions is of course a destruction of the accepted opinions.8

  


  It should now be obvious what these “accepted opinions” are.


  Strauss mentions “Frankistan” in relation to the loneliness of the philosopher, or rather the relationship between the isolated philosopher and the rest of the world. Strauss’s Fârâbî has just announced the German Stranger’s “Athenian” solution to the “theological-political problem”:


  
    He [sc. the philosopher] substitutes politics for religion. He thus lays the foundation for the secular alliance between philosophers and enlightened princes.9

  


  Strauss’s “Fârâbî” herewith initiates what might be called “the fall of the second Roman Republic,” i.e., the destruction of liberal democracy in the United States. The absolute nihilist (i.e., the “philosopher of the future”) will now advise or rather guide the new Augustus (a charismatic American politician of indeterminate political party) to make him- or herself the next “Messiah.” The successful mastermind of this project to restore mankind to Egypt (where Pharaoh is “God” and the God of Abraham and of Isaac is unknown),10 will be, claims Fârâbî, not only happy but will make everyone else happy: “philosophy produces the happiness of, not only of the philosophers, but of all other human beings as well.” Strauss comments:


  
    This extravagantly philanthropic remark would have to be dismissed as a sheer absurdity, or its text would have to be emended, if it were meant to be final; for how can the mere fact that a single philosopher is in existence somewhere in India have the slightest influence on the happiness, or misery, of people living in the remotest parts of Frankistan who have nothing in common with him or philosophy.11

  


  The significance of Meier’s Latin dedication now begins to become clear. In his monographs and scholarly editions, Meier is bringing “the real Leo Strauss” to light, thereby causing him (in Tarcov’s phrase) to “stand up.” It is not merely a question of rehabilitating Schmitt; Meier is sending out evidence, to those who are interested and can read German, that Strauss kept the faith.12 The existence of this one brave man, this intrepid, lonely warrior in the belly of the whale, how can this story not be an inspiration to every “philosopher”? Moreover, since this new leviathan is the United States—this world swaying force13 for good or for evil—how little of the world will not feel any revolution within it? Is not its influence already being felt in the farthest reaches of Frankistan?14


  Strauss attaches his own quotation to “Fârâbî’s Plato;” it is from Lessing, deep cover for Hamann and Jacobi, the men who started it all: “Eben derselbe Gedanke kann, an einem andern Orte, einen ganz andern Wert haben” (“The very same thought can, in another place, have an entirely different value”).15 Since we are dealing with literary matters, I take it that—quite apart from the fact that it would be difficult for a thought to be in two places at once without words—Lessing is also claiming that “the very same words can, in another place, have an entirely different value.” With this in mind, consider the sentence from “Fârâbî’s Plato” that immediately follows the Frankistan passage to which Meier has so forcefully drawn our attention:


  
    The statement that philosophy produces the happiness of all human beings merely serves the purpose of indicating the whole extent of the difficulty facing Fârâbî: it thus paves the way for a provisional solution and therewith indirectly for the final solution.16

  


  If Jascha Klein was right—and I’ve been persuaded that he is dead right—about National Socialism being “a perverted Judaism,” or rather Judentum ohne Gott, then it is no longer inconceivable that a God-hating, anti-dualistic, “philosopher of the future” could actually think that “the final solution” would eliminate the principal obstacle to “the secular alliance between philosophers and enlightened princes.” A “philosopher” committed to permanently undoing the “immense loss sustained by mankind” as a result of what Israel’s Prophets did to her Kings—and thus to all courageous tyrants everywhere—can learn from “the third wave” that there yet remains “hope for its recovery” as long as one man remembers that the last word in atheism must necessarily assume an “intrinsically religious” form. “Loyal to the earth,” this nihilist “philosopher” might well consider it “philanthropic” to purge the world of the last vestiges of “otherworldliness and asceticism.”


  With a friend like this, who needs enemies?


  Footnotes


  1. Fischer, “After the ‘Strauss wars,’” 66-67. The first quotation is from Zank, the second from Sheppard.


  2. Fischer, “After the ‘Strauss wars,’” 67: “Meier’s reasoning, in short, needs to be turned from its head onto its feet. Strauss’s Jewishness cannot magically divorce the thought of the likes of Heidegger and Schmitt from its antisemitism [thus far we are in agreement] but Strauss’s case helps illustrate that the formulation of a credible critique of liberal democracy from ‘a right-wing position (whatever that might mean)’ (to cite Aschheim again) presupposes the absence of substantive anti-Semitism and a willingness to take the Jewish encounter with modernity seriously.” When we examine both “the Jewish encounter with modernity” and “substantive antisemitism” in the context of the Verjudung-hypothesis, we see the matter in its proper light.


  3. Heinrich Meier, The Lesson of Carl Schmitt; Four Chapters on the Distinction between Political Theology and Political Philosophy, trans. by Marcus Brainerd (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 148: “Was there not a considerable resonance here [sc. in National Socialism] with Schmitt’s own ‘historical thought,’ with his Christian faith in history? And might not at least an antidote to the overpowering ‘religion of technicity’ have lain in the new faith in destiny, however diffuse, vulgar, and unchristian it may have looked?”


  4. Meier, Denkbewegung, 7.


  5. RCPR 41 (“An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism”): “The philosopher of the future, as distinct from the classical philosopher, will be concerned with the holy. His philosophizing will be intrinsically religious. This does not mean that he believes in a God, the Biblical God. He is an atheist, but an atheist who is waiting for a god who has not yet shown himself. He has broken with the Biblical faith also and especially because the Biblical God as the creator of the world is outside the world: compared with the Biblical God as the highest good, the world is necessarily less than perfect. In other words, the Biblical faith necessarily leads, according to Nietzsche, to otherworldliness and asceticism. The condition of the highest human excellence is that man remains or becomes loyal to the earth; that there is nothing outside the world which could be of any concern to us—be it God or ideas or atoms of which we could be certain by knowledge or by faith. Every concern for such a ground of the world as is outside the world, i.e., of the world in which man lives, alienates man from this world. Such concern is rooted in the desire to escape from the terrifying and perplexing character of reality, to cut reality down to what man can bear. It is rooted in a desire for comfort. The First World War shook Europe to its foundations.” The truth of the last sentence explains (but in no way justifies) what LS offers us in all the others, in particular the potentially murderous plan of action implied in a concerted effort to achieve freedom from “comfort.”


  6. Meier, Hidden Dialogue, 87n116. See FP 382: “As we might have learned from Maimonides, “repetition” is a normal pedagogic device which is destined to reveal the truth to those who are able to understand for themselves while hiding it from the vulgar: whereas the vulgar are blinded by the features common to the first statement and the “repetition,” those who are able to understand will pay utmost attention to the differences, however apparently negligible, between the two statements and in particular to the “addition,” made in the “repetition,” to the first statement.” In the present case, however, it is what the “repetition” (PAW 7-21) fails to repeat from FP that is significant. None of the quotations from FP included in this appendix are found in PAW.


  7. FP 371: “Fârâbî’s Plato silently rejects Plato’s doctrine of the immortality of the soul, or rather he considers it an exoteric doctrine.”


  8. FP 383.


  9. FP 378.


  10. Jan Assmann’s 1991 contribution to Meier’s “Themen” series of lectures at the Carl Friedrich von Siemens Foundation he directs was entitled: “Politische Theologie zwischen Ägypten und Israel.” See Christopher Bruell, Xenophons Politische Philosophie (München: Carl Friedrich Siemens Stiftung, 1994), 70.


  11. FP 378.


  12. Cf. NRH 318: “He [sc. Edmund Burke, who ‘is oblivious of the nobility of last-ditch resistance’] does not consider that, in a way which no man can foresee, resistance in a forlorn position to the enemies of mankind [i.e. those who would subordinate mankind to ‘God’], ‘going down with guns blazing and flag flying,’ may contribute greatly toward keeping awake the recollection of the immense loss sustained by mankind, nay inspire and strengthen the desire and the hope for its recovery, and may become a beacon for those who humbly carry on the work of humanity [i.e. war with ‘the Last Men’] in a seemingly endless valley of darkness and destruction.” I owe a debt of gratitude to my friend and associate Bedford Luck, who inspired me when the going was rough.


  13. But see Ernst-Wolfgang Böckenförde, Welchen Weg geht Europa?, edited by Heinrich Meier (München: Carl Friedrich von Siemens Foundation, 1997), especially 51.


  14. Zuckert, Postmodern Platos, 303n32 thanks Christopher Colmo (who thanks Meier) for drawing her attention to FP. See Christopher Colmo, “Theory and Practice: Alfarabi’s Plato Revisited” in American Political Science Review 86 no. 4 (December 1992), 966-976.
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  Chapter Seven

  

  The Theological-Political Problem’s Final Solution


  



  Strauss rarely mentions the separation of Church and State;1 his explicit attack on liberalism is generally made from below. Hobbes is the founder of liberalism because of death: the origin of liberalism is cowardice and a bourgeois emphasis on rights but not duties. This is an attack Strauss feels comfortable making in print. Against this English flabbiness, Strauss can cite another Englishman: when Churchill reminds his audience that they have a duty to sacrifice themselves for a higher cause, his oratory unwittingly advances Strauss’s “radical critique of liberalism.” But the more radical attack on liberal democracy, the attack from above, cannot be made so easily: it operates on the level of the theological-political problem. The Hobbesian state is limited from below; its creators are motivated by a gutless fear of violent death. But Liberal Democracy’s more significant limitation is that it creates a bulwark against the political misuse of God: it is a self-consciously secular state. In the words of Thomas Jefferson: “governments are instituted among men.” As Strauss points out in the context of Spinoza, Liberal Democracy is “a specifically modern regime.” It is important to grasp that what makes it so (to employ a comforting euphemism) is “the Judeo-Christian Tradition.” In Strauss’s terms, Liberal Democracy responds to the Second Cave with the separation of Church and State. Therefore an attack on liberal democracy from above would involve presenting this separation as atheism. In both cases, then, Liberal Democracy will be attacked on the basis of a necessarily eloquent appeal to what is highest: “God” against the secular state from above and “virtue,” i.e., the tyrant’s courage, against “perpetual peace” from below.


  The reason that the re-publication of Strauss’s German writings is so important is that there he makes his opposition to Cultural Zionism explicit; he hardly does the same in English with respect to Liberal Democracy. But both are synthetic compromises between Judaism and philosophy; both respond to the calls of both reason and revelation. And in accordance with his Jacobian antagonism to alles Mittlere, Strauss’s strategy remains the same: once again we will witness a double envelopment. The first (or “French”) stage of Strauss’s Schlieffen Plan against Liberal Democracy is the attack from above: precisely because we take “God” seriously, we must dismiss as atheistic all attempts to synthesize revelation with reason. The watchwords of this attack are “Athens” and “Jerusalem.” The second (or “Russian”) stage can be made more directly: a courageous and manly Redlichkeit confronts a flabby and degenerated form of biblical morality. The trick here is to avoid the mistake of “German Nihilism”; opposition to “the open society” must be made from the distant past as opposed to the Siren’s National Socialist future. The watchwords of this second attack are “Ancients” and “Moderns”: the “specifically modern regime” will be attacked on the basis of manly virtue and what Strauss will call “natural right.” To summarize: Strauss’s strategy is to attack from above on the basis of a merely apparent belief in God in the “French” phase by showing that “Athens” cannot refute “Jerusalem,” and then to attack the relics of biblical morality from below on the basis of ϕύσις in the “Russian” phase, i.e., to show that the “Ancients” surpass the “Moderns” with respect to “natural right.”2


  The renewal of “the quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns,” especially when the murderous Machiavelli takes his place at the head of the latter, will be fought on congenial ground for a thinker who understood the distinction between exoteric context and esoteric purpose. Machiavelli, the political realist and manifest teacher of evil,3 would be played off against the idealistic Ancients: his “is” against their “ought.”4 This was the exoteric battleground on which Strauss would then appear as the tradition’s defender while his esoteric motives were shielded from view. Ignorant of Strauss’s German past, his students did not realize that their professor was hardly the man to take idealism of this kind seriously. Entirely ignorant of F. H. Jacobi’s formative influence on their exotic and erudite teacher, of his own special type of “political Zionism,” of Heidegger’s decisive influence, and in particular of the ongoing project announced in the conclusion of his Schmitt article, they will not even begin to realize that the radical critique of modernity in the name of “the Ancients” is really undertaken for the sake of destroying another Republic far more formidable than Weimar.5 Not being Germans, they can hardly be expected to know that there would have been no Weimar had the Americans not entered the World War. Given both Strauss’s own subtlety and the understandable ignorance he encountered among us, it seems a bit unfair to find any but the most committed Straussians fully culpable for succumbing to his charms.


  Thanks to his mastery of the art of writing and the concomitant discovery of “political philosophy,” Strauss has managed to persuade most of his followers that he is not attacking liberal democracy at all. Once the result of “the Anglo-German War” had been settled, Strauss could safely take the side of Liberal Democracy against Communism; never again would we hear the Siren sing. In short, Strauss had learned something from fascism’s failure:


  
    Karl Marx, the father of communism, and Friedrich Nietzsche, the stepfather of fascism, were liberally educated on a level to which we cannot even hope to aspire. But perhaps one can say that their grandiose failures make it easier for us who have experienced those failures to understand again the old saying that wisdom cannot be separated from moderation and hence to understand that wisdom requires unhesitating loyalty to a decent constitution and even to the cause of constitutionalism.6

  


  By 1962, when he wrote these words in “Liberal Education and Responsibility,” Strauss had discovered “political philosophy” and had mastered the art of writing. It is not wisdom itself but only “wisdom that cannot be separated from moderation” (i.e., the political deployment of “philosophy”) that requires “un-hesitating loyalty to a decent constitution and even to the cause of constitutionalism;” the “moderation” in question is “the art of writing.” Consider here the words “perhaps,” “one,” “us,” and “we.” The last is particularly important: while Marx and Nietzsche undoubtedly shared a scholarly interest in Diogenes Laertius that exceeded Strauss’s own, it is simply not true that both were “liberally educated on a level to which we cannot even hope to aspire” if in that “we” we include Strauss himself. It is, however, true of Americans in general and therefore of Strauss’s auditors in particular.


  Debates about Strauss’s “unhesitating loyalty” to liberal democracy always return to “Liberal Education and Responsibility,” just as he intended:


  
    We are not permitted to be flatterers of democracy precisely because we are friends and allies of democracy.7

  


  The central place of this sentence is illustrated by the fact that of eleven contributors to the 2009 Cambridge Companion to Leo Strauss, four of them—including the volume’s editor—quote or refer to it.8 This reliance or dependence is not new: it was Allan Bloom’s “Foreword” (1989)9 to Liberalism Ancient and Modern (1968) that canonized what I call the “Golden Sentence” of Straussian apologetics and it has been frequently quoted since.10 It is, and was intended to be, “lapidary.”11 Chanted to the skeptical, it opens its secret only to those who have studied an author that neither Marx nor Nietzsche had read.


  The context in which the Golden Sentence must be considered is “The Literary Character of Guide for the Perplexed” (1941);12 the connection between the two is Strauss’s use of the word “we” in the Golden Sentence:


  
    It is likewise but a popular fallacy to assume that Maimonides attributes a higher dignity to the Mishneh Torah than to the Guide, because he calls the former “our great composition,” whereas he calls the latter “my treatise.” For the plural is not necessarily apluralis majestatis.13

  


  Strauss reveals that there is a long tradition behind using the word “we” to distinguish a popularly accepted view from one to which the author actually ascribes.14 This distinction is especially relevant for distinguishing what an author writes as a philosopher as opposed to what he writes as a member of a religious or political community, i.e., from what he writes as “a political philosopher”:


  
    Thus, we repeat, the Guide is “my speech” revealing “my opinion,” as distinguished from “our opinion,” expressed in “our compilation,” the Mishneh Torah, where generally speaking, Maimonides appears as the mouthpiece of the Jewish community or of the Jewish tradition.15

  


  Complicating matters is the fact that Strauss makes liberal use of “we” while unmasking the way Maimonides deploys it;16 despite the interpretive complexities involved, there can be no doubt that Strauss shows more hesitation about revealing the methods of Maimonides than he does about employing them himself.17 It is therefore significant that Strauss did not write: “I am not permitted to be a flatterer of democracy precisely because I am a friend and ally of democracy.”18 His failure to use “I” is all the more noticeable and even striking because Strauss emphasizes the first-person singular in “Liberal Education and Responsibility,” as indicated by its opening words:


  
    When I was approached by the Fund for Adult Education with the suggestion that I prepare an essay on liberal education and responsibility, my first reaction was not one of delight. While I am in many ways dependent on the administration of education and hence on the organizations serving them, I looked upon these things, if I looked at them, with that awe which arises from both gratitude and apprehension mixed with ignorance.19

  


  Strauss not only uses the word “I,” he overuses it: he could easily have deleted the initial “I was” with no detriment to the sense. A thoughtful reader’s first reaction, then, is that Strauss has no hesitation about using or even overusing the word “I.”20 This impression is strengthened when that reader notices Strauss using “I,” “me,” and “my” twenty-two times in the first paragraph of “Liberal Education and Responsibility.” He also uses “we” there for the first time.21


  Strauss alerts the careful reader to the way in which he is about to begin using “we” as opposed to “I” in the second paragraph:


  
    As for the word “responsibility,” it is now in common use, and I myself have used it from time to time, for instance a very short while ago. In the sense in which it is now frequently used, it is a neologism. It is, I believe, the fashionable substitute for such words as “duty,” “conscience,” or “virtue.”22

  


  Despite his own previous use of “responsibility,”23 Strauss reveals that he was only making a concession to fashion by employing this neologism in place of “duty.” Having now identified our merely “fashionable substitute” for “duty” and “virtue,” Strauss links the use of this neologism to those he now calls “we.”


  
    We frequently say of a man that he is a responsible man, where people of former generations would have said that he is a just man or a conscientious man or a virtuous man.

  


  The sense that Strauss is distancing himself from “we” becomes even more evident the next time he uses the word, repeating it in a single sentence:


  
    By substituting responsibility for virtue, we prove to be much more easily satisfied than our forefathers, or, more precisely perhaps, we assume that by being responsible one is already virtuous or that no vicious man is responsible for his viciousness.

  


  But the next time Strauss uses “we,” all doubt disappears: he is clearly not speaking for himself:


  
    We seem to loathe the grand old words [sc. “‘duty,’ ‘conscience,’ or ‘virtue’”] and perhaps also the things which they indicate and to prefer more subdued expressions out of delicacy or because they are more businesslike.

  


  Not one of the various alternatives adumbrated in this sentence apply to Strauss. In short: when he penned the Golden Sentence, he was practicing the art of writing.


  The focus of this chapter is “the Moderns” and in particular, Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Locke; it is in his analysis of these thinkers that Strauss advances his most readily apparent attack on Liberal Democracy. As indicated at the outset, this attack is generally made from below. Despite being the philosopher who “founded liberal democracy,” Spinoza therefore tends to disappear in Strauss’s American writings, in the most American of which, Spinoza’s role is merely hinted.24 There is a strategic reason for this: Strauss’s critique of Spinoza is based on the argument from above and ultimately depends on faith-based atheism. One is tempted to say that Strauss leaves a truly “God”-based critique of Liberal Democracy to his followers. In any case, having already alerted the reader to the esoteric implications of both the Ancients vs. Moderns dichotomy and the Three Waves of Modernity in the previous chapter, I will attend more carefully here to the how as opposed to the what of Strauss’s project—at least to the limited extent that the two can meaningfully be separated. But with the arrival of the German Stranger, this book must also become more American; increased attention will also be given to showing why Strauss is wrong. This creates yet another triad: (1) the actual content of Strauss’s project has now been considered in chapter 4 and then illustrated in the central chapter 5.25 In chapter 6 and this one, attention turns to (2) the “ways and means” of presenting that content effectively and safely, and, on a more positive note, (3) the underlying strength of the position that Strauss is attacking. Having shown what Strauss is actually up to, the next question becomes: “How was Strauss able to conceal the true nature of his project from his Enemies and yet reveal that project to his Friends?” and it will be shown that the false start of “German Nihilism” gave way to the far more effective devices Strauss developed to conceal while advancing his project in the United States. But when confronted with the published views of the German Stranger, the crucial question for a patriot becomes: “Why is Strauss wrong?”


  In order to get a clear picture of the ways and means of Strauss’s project, this chapter on the Moderns will emphasize two different texts, or rather two important chapters from two radically different but equally crucial books written in the United States during the 1950s. The second of these is the chapter called “Machiavelli’s Intention: The Discourses” from Thoughts on Machiavelli (1958).26 On the hypothesis that there is an esoteric teaching concealed between its lines, a Strauss-style reading of Strauss’s text will attempt to pierce beneath the exoteric husk to the chapter’s secret teaching. This, then, is to read Strauss as he wishes to be read by his students. In the case of the first text to be considered here, the penultimate chapter “Modern Natural Right” from the popular Natural Right and History (1953),27 the approach will be different. Strauss’s chapter deals with Hobbes and Locke and my analysis is predicated on the fact that the reader already knows what Strauss needs to do and is therefore doing: he needs to discredit Locke in front of an audience that is well-disposed to Locke. The analysis guiding this section is primarily rhetorical: it asks, “What tricks does Strauss use to conceal from the uninitiated that he is undermining the foundations of liberal democracy?” This question assumes that the reader can understand Strauss not better but in the same way that Strauss understands himself. We will first watch the esoteric teacher devise an exoteric concealment for a content we already know before undertaking the more difficult task of starting at the outside and working our way in, as will be done with the chapter on Machiavelli.


  Thomas Jefferson is not mentioned in Thoughts on Machiavelli and he is quoted only once but not named in Natural Right and History. He appears briefly as a defender of natural aristocracy in What Is Political Philosophy?28 Before I moved to the great Commonwealth of Virginia, I did not know that the mere possession of a driver’s license entitled me to lending privileges at the University of Virginia’s Alderman Library, an institution without which this book could not have been written. It was as “the Father of the University of Virginia” that Jefferson wished to be remembered and my personal obligation to this institution makes this remembrance a pleasure as well as a duty. Jefferson also wished to be remembered as “the Author of the American Declaration of Independence and the Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom” and indeed these three achievements constitute, in his own estimation and according to his own expressed desire, the sole basis of his claim to the gratitude of his countrymen and the wider world.29 In all three cases, then, it is no less a duty than a pleasure to oblige him. Therefore a brief discussion of the Declaration will follow an analysis of Strauss’s “Modern Natural Right” and the chapter as a whole will conclude with some thoughts on the least well known but nevertheless central of Jefferson’s three self-identified achievements. With this as a preface to the “why is Strauss wrong?” component of this chapter, let us turn to Strauss’s most influential book: Natural Right and History.


  The chapter “Modern Natural Right” is placed between “Classic Natural Right” and “the Crisis of Natural Right.” Thus the transition from the Ancients (“Classic Natural Right”) to the Moderns (“Modern Natural Right”) leads inevitably to “the Crisis of Natural Right,” with which the book as a whole ends.30 Strauss is already leading the reader to the conclusion that the acceptance of the Moderns on the question of Natural Right inevitably leads to a crisis that could have been avoided if the classics had not been superseded. The chapter “Modern Natural Right” is also the first in the book to be divided. Although the section on Hobbes naturally precedes the one on Locke, the introductory paragraph to the chapter as a whole makes it clear that Locke is Strauss’s real antagonist throughout.31 The overall strategy of the chapter is (1) to ground Locke on the foundation of Hobbes,32 (2) to discredit Hobbes, and only then, with a receptive audience already prepared, (3) to discredit Locke.33 He will do all of this without once mentioning Thomas Jefferson or the Declaration of Independence.


  Strauss’s attack on Hobbes in Natural Right and History is radically different from the one he had made earlier in The Political Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes. In the Oxford book, Strauss had emphasized the difference between Natural Law and Natural Rights,34 had suggested that Hobbes was both the mouthpiece of the bourgeoisie35 and also a proto-Marxist,36 and finally had advanced his arguments in sober tones, often allowing other scholars to have the critical last word.37 In the American lecture series, Strauss is much more rhetorical in his mode of address, he suggests that Hobbes is a proto-Nietzschean38 and emphasizes a number of other views conservative Americans would be likely to reject,39 and, above all, emphasizes the difference between Rights and Duties.


  
    If, then, natural law must be deduced from the desire for self preservation, if, in other words, the desire for self-preservation is the sole root of all justice and morality, the fundamental fact is not a duty but a right; all duties are derivative from the fundamental and inalienable right of self preservation.40

  


  By the time that Strauss introduces “the fear of violent death,”41 he has already shown that Hobbes is a hedonist42 following the Machiavellian path.43 In this passage, he judiciously uses his favorite rhetorical ploy (the “if . . . then” red6uctio ad absurdum)44 to emphasize his central point: the hedonistic Hobbes, like unruly undergraduates, understands rights but not duties.45 If he had verbally connected Hobbes to any of those “certain inalienable rights”—the first and foremost among the trio of “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” being simply American English for the “inalienable right of self preservation”—he would have run into trouble. He dances past it by making the selfsame point three times in a row.46 These hammer-blows reduce Hobbes to a shallow47 and selfish hedonism (quickly linked to atheism)48 and thus allow Strauss to present himself as the defender of lofty ideals and the highest good.49 Throughout, Strauss sticks with the charge that he thinks will repel his conscientious audience: that the abandonment of duties for rights is the fundamental modern move and is therefore characteristically immoral.50


  But even if Americans can be counted on to regard Machiavelli as their enemy and “rights without duties” as an invitation to hedonism—points which Strauss continues to repeat—he knows that he has not made Hobbes out to be bad enough yet. He therefore, in rapid succession, mentions the immoral and irrational means employed by “modern natural right,”51 its essential atheism,52 its foolish egalitarianism,53 its rejection of fundamental virtues,54 and only then the authoritarianism55 that allows Strauss to enmesh Hobbes with Nietzsche.56 But it is not with this aspect that he concludes his attack: after showing the rigorous Hobbes to be soft on national defense and flabby on capital punishment,57 he dismisses him—and the whole “enlightenment”58 of which he is part—as atheistic and self-contradictory.59 It is these charges that Strauss wants the listener to hold against John Locke, to whom he now turns.


  The section on Locke is divided into five parts.60 Strauss begins by revealing that the apparently Christian orientation of Locke’s view of Natural Law is a sham and that the philosopher’s real position is shockingly irreligious. This, in fact, is the single characteristic move visible throughout Strauss’s career: the radically honest atheist (although hardly self-identified as such) accuses the liberal, scientific, progressive and humane synthesizer of an intellectually dishonest atheism. Strauss initiates this attack quickly: “One may wonder whether what Locke says about the relation between the law of nature and revealed law is free from difficulties.”61 Thus it happens that Strauss must present Locke as duplicitous: “What he did stands in striking contrast to what he said.”62 Whereas Strauss usually delights in an author’s “prudence” and “caution”63 (and the “difficulties” it creates) because it opens the door to finding a teaching concealed between the lines, in the case of Locke, it is made to seem like simple hypocrisy in Natural Right and History.64 Here Strauss is content to simply point out contradictions; he never suggests, as he does elsewhere,65 that Locke may have intended them. In fact, he quickly descends relatively petty: “The tension between Locke’s natural law teaching and the New Testament is perhaps best illustrated by his teaching about marriage and related topics.”66 This, then, is the attack on Liberal Democracy from above: Strauss’s Locke is an atheist.


  Strauss next proceeds to show that Locke is really nothing more than a cautious and duplicitous Hobbesian.67 But the manifest differences between Hobbes and Locke—even on questions like capital punishment where Locke must be right if Hobbes was already wrong68 —force Strauss into a danger zone in which he must distinguish between the two.69 Extended discussion of Locke’s views on slavery70 and the right of revolution71 could only serve to make him more attractive to an American audience. The third is therefore the briefest of the five sections and quickly gives way to the heart of the argument against Locke.72 The emphasis here is the importance Locke attaches to property—an importance the anti-Communist Strauss now purports to reject73 —and it is clearly in this section that “the German Stranger” hopes to detach his American audience from their political godfather. It is a most remarkable circumstance that while the conservative Hobbes is attacked as a selfish libertine, the (comparatively) left-wing Locke is unmasked as an apologist for the most rapacious and hypocritical of capitalists.74 Strauss deftly detaches both right- and left-wing Americans from their respective champions: he attempts to separate American Liberals from Locke by momentarily posing as a Marxist critic of unbridled acquisitiveness. The attack on Locke’s property fetish passes over into a highly rhetorical oration—a veritable sermon—with which the chapter as a whole ends.75 It is this fifth section that best reveals Strauss’s awesome skill in fighting his lonely battle, intrepid in the belly of the whale.


  He begins with his favorite rhetorical device: the multiplying “if . . . then” reductio.


  
    If the end of government is nothing but “the peace, the safety, and public good of the people”; if peace and safety are the indispensable conditions of plenty, and the public good of the people is identical with plenty, if the end of government is therefore plenty, if plenty requires the emancipation of acquisitiveness; and if acquisitiveness necessarily withers away whenever its rewards do not securely belong to those who deserve them—if all this is true, it follows that the end of civil society is “the preservation of property.”76

  


  The emancipation of acquisitiveness—explicitly linked by Strauss to capitalism77 —is also a rejection of morality and justice. But “the cautious Locke” conceals this essential immorality from his readers—at least from the vast majority of them—who are therefore revealed as mere dupes of the philosopher’s pious pose.


  
    While therefore concealing the revolutionary character of his doctrine of property from the mass of his readers, he yet indicated it clearly enough. He did this by occasionally mentioning and apparently approving the older view [emphasis mine]. . . . But he soon drops these niaiseries: the burden of his chapter on property is that covetousness and concupiscence, far from being essentially evil or foolish, are, if properly channeled, eminently beneficial and reasonable, much more so than “exemplary charity.”78

  


  This passage applies perfectly to Strauss himself: he brings moral objections to the Moderns as though he embraced the older position of the Ancients. As he reads Locke, so must we read Strauss: by “apparently approving the older view,” he too is foisting niaiseries upon the unwitting listener. This is visible in the following passage from the next paragraph.


  
    Locke’s teaching on property, and therewith his whole political philosophy, are revolutionary not only with regard to the biblical tradition but with regard to the philosophic tradition as well. Through the shift of emphasis from natural duties to natural rights, the individual, the ego, has become the center and origin of the moral world, since man—as distinguished from man’s end—has become the center or origin.79

  


  In short, Locke is revealed as the appendage of Machiavelli and Hobbes while Strauss himself masquerades as the defender of philosophical and (mirabile dictu!) “Biblical Tradition.” And why not? Who in the audience is aware that the man to whom they are now listening never once identified what he himself considered “the center and origin of the moral world”? Who in the audience remembered or could even have read what Strauss had written in a Zionist journal called Der judische Student in 1928-1929? Who in his audience is aware that Strauss regards Martin Heidegger (who denied the existence of “the moral world” in toto let alone its “center and origin”) as “the only great thinker in our time”? When he summarizes what is absent from Locke’s world-view, one might almost think that Strauss was a Platonist: “For there are no natural forms, no intelligible ‘essences’: ‘the abstract ideas’ are ‘the inventions and creatures of the understanding, made by it for its own use.’”80


  The distinction between Ancients and Moderns on which Natural Right and History is based is a sophistical trick worthy of Euthydemus; whatever Hobbes and Locke may say, they will be refuted.81 Strauss has in fact created an antinomy: a sophistical ploy for advancing his radical critique of Liberal Democracy by means of a horizon beyond liberalism. In the strict sense, an antinomy consists of two diametrically opposed viewpoints both of which are false (or at least one-sided) but out of which there appears to be no rational escape, except, of course, by realizing—in accordance with Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason—that they in fact constitute an antinomy, and result from posing the right problems in the wrong way (and vice versa).


  And so it is Locke—the most dangerous opponent of anyone who would try to detach Americans from their political foundations—who becomes the Nietzschean,82 the hedonist,83 and the deceiver.84 Perhaps this is as it must be: it would be deep “in the American grain” to harbor the belief that an evil man must first reveal,85 and then destroy himself, in a fight with a good one. Certainly this is at least partly the case in Natural Right and History. Because his battle with Locke is a matter of political life and death, Strauss can only discredit his enemy by attributing to his foe his own hateful qualities. Unwittingly, the master of the exoteric has brought himself to light. Strauss doubtless makes interesting points about these two Moderns. But there have always been political parties in the United States that have opposed unlimited acquisitiveness in defiance of Strauss’s Locke and hedonistic selfishness in opposition to his Hobbes; American pragmatists are happy to take over any serviceable idea and make it our own without slavishly venerating its originator. But whatever dangers “unadulterated Hobbes” and “demystified Locke” may pose to what Americans hold dear, all this pales in comparison with the grave and gathering threat posed by Strauss. I can only hope that once exposed, this threat will wither and die in “one slant ray of quick, American light.”86


  It bears emphasis that Strauss’s most famous book is not called “Natural Rights and History” and despite, or rather because of the fact that the first words he quotes in it are Thomas Jefferson’s “we hold these truths,” we have a sacred duty to recognize Natural Right and History as a covert and remarkably effective assault on the natural rights doctrine that forms the basis of liberal democracy in the United States and thus throughout the world. Since the foregoing sentence has been written in a new key, it is useful to point out that Strauss would hardly be surprised to find that many liberals would be utterly repelled by it: the sentence is harsh, narrowly patriotic, paradoxical, dogmatic, uncharitable, and, while attributing malign, secret, and indeed traitorous motives to a fellow academic, casts the speaker in the role of a sanctimonious preacher who has the temerity to remind others of their duties. But even if Strauss is right about our initial reactions, we have, I persist, a duty to recognize the origins and ramifications of his critique of liberalism, a critique that will be explicated here in relation to the following sentence from Natural Right and History: “If we may call liberalism that political doctrine which regards as the fundamental political fact the rights, as opposed to the duties, of man and which identifies the function of the state with the protection or the safeguarding of those rights, we must say that the founder of liberalism was Hobbes.”87


  When considered in isolation, the most surprising thing in this sentence is the name “Hobbes.”88 But in the context of Natural Right and History as a whole, it is the word “rights” that most surprises the thoughtful reader; it is a word that has appeared only three times before page one-hundred and eighty-one, where this sentence is found. Moreover, two of these instances occur in quotations from others on page one, Jefferson’s being the first.89 The remarkable infrequency of the word “rights” is not accidental: Strauss is emphasizing the break between “Modern Natural Right” (the title of the chapter in which the sentence occurs) and the previous chapter, “Classic Natural Right,” where the Ancients are considered. The low status of rights among Strauss’s Ancients is indicated by the third occurrence of the word “rights” prior to page one-hundred and eighty-one; the only one previous to it in Strauss’s own voice. On the basis of the absolute superiority of philosophy or rather of the wise,90 Strauss summarizes the position of what he calls “the classics” as follows:


  
    Since men are then unequal in regard to human perfection, i.e., in the decisive respect, equal rights for all appeared to the classics as most unjust. They contended that some men are by nature superior to others and therefore, according to natural right, the rulers of others.91

  


  This passage makes it easy to see that Strauss is using what he calls “the classics” and what he calls “natural right”92 against what we would call “equal,” “natural,” or “human rights.”


  The sentence from “Modern Natural Right” identifying Hobbes as the founder of liberalism is found at the end of a paragraph; this paragraph will now be quoted in its entirety and glossed.93


  
    If, then, natural law must be deduced from the desire for self-preservation, if, in other words, the desire for self-preservation is the sole root of all justice and morality, the fundamental fact is not a duty but a right; all duties are derivative from the fundamental and self-evident right of self-preservation.

  


  Although or rather because Strauss’s account of “the classics” has already distinguished between philosopher and “gentlemen”94 and therefore between the trans-moral “knowledge of morality”95 possessed by “philosophers” and the “justice and morality” of the gentlemen who are most receptive to philosophy,96 Strauss is here turning those gentlemen against Hobbes, particularly by using the word “duty.” Even if Strauss’s “philosopher" recognizes no such duties to the state where he himself is concerned,97 a “political philosopher” finds it prudent not to say this openly and can therefore easily appear to uphold the gentleman’s moral code by appearing to uphold its moral excellence,98 as Strauss does in the sequel:


  
    There are, then, no absolute or unconditional duties; duties are binding only to the extent to which their performance does not endanger our self-preservation. Only the right of self-preservation is unconditional or absolute. By nature, there exists only a perfect right and no perfect duty.

  


  Since traditional natural law doctrine necessarily enjoins duties,99 Hobbes has really broken with that tradition and thus the next sentence refers to “the law of nature” only in the new Hobbesian sense:


  
    The law of nature, which formulates man’s natural duties, is not a law, properly speaking.

  


  The result of making a natural right primordial, as opposed to the natural right embodied, albeit in a diluted fashion,100 in a natural law doctrine that enjoins duties, is a limitation on the power of the State, and this important idea is introduced in the next sentence:


  
    Since the fundamental and absolute moral fact is a right and not a duty, the function as well as the limits of civil society must be defined in terms of man’s natural right and not in terms of his natural duty.

  


  Strauss must next make this limitation appear to be immoral:


  
    The state has the function, not of producing or promoting a virtuous life, but of safeguarding the natural right of each.

  


  Strauss is well advised to maintain the singular in the words “natural right of each” because it is only the primordial natural right to life itself—self-preservation, as opposed to Jefferson’s “liberty” and “the pursuit of happiness”—that can easily be distinguished from the State’s function of promoting virtue. But for Strauss, it is the limit itself that is the decisive thing, as the next sentence proves:


  
    And the power of the state finds its absolute limit in that natural right and in no other moral fact.

  


  This is the sentence that immediately precedes identifying “the founder of liberalism” as Hobbes.101


  As already shown in chapter 4, this claim, first made in his 1932 “Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Politischen,” is deeply rooted in Strauss’s thought. It is important to recall that ancient philosophy plays a role in Strauss’s critique of Schmitt’s critique of liberalism only in the sense that the apparently hardheaded Schmitt boldly rejects “humanitarian morality”102 on the basis of a political realism that he not unreasonably celebrates in Hobbes.103 Strauss shows that Schmitt’s position presupposes104 what might be called a “moral” answer to the Socratic question.105 By raising anew the classic question of the best life as a necessarily unanswered question (the “aporetic” phase of Strauss’s “Platonism”), he allows the ultramodern “philosopher” to present a new morality (or to insert it into the mouth of Plato by means of exotericism and, e.g., Callicles) that is as far removed from humanitarianism as it is from “the Ancients”; it is this immoral morality that constitutes the actual content of what he will then call “natural right.”106 Meier has revealed that it was Heidegger, not Socrates, who guided Strauss to the discovery that Hobbes, like Schmitt, had presumed an answer to the question “what is virtue?”107 and thereby neglected to raise the question of “the true morality.”108 Finally, despite its Heideggerian resonances, the dubious glory of having discovered a critique of natural rights on the basis of the metaphysical priority of death actually belongs to Hegel109 and in his 1936 Hobbes book, Strauss celebrates Hegel’s discovery that Hobbes was the father of a contemptible bourgeois morality that favors peace at any price.110 Natural Rights and Liberalism thus spring, according to the German Stranger, from the same cowardly root. Against this imputation of cowardice, a liberal must respond bravely.


  Although he quotes Jefferson on page one, Strauss never mentions him again in Natural Right and History. In that quotation, our natural rights, among which only three are specifically mentioned, are plural: even if “Life” means precisely the Hobbesian right to the individual’s self-preservation, both the right to “Liberty” and “the pursuit of Happiness” likewise impose limitations on the power of the State that are not only consistent with but indeed constitutive of, to quote Strauss, “producing or promoting a virtuous life.”111 Naturally the basis for Jefferson’s famous triad of natural rights was Locke and Strauss certainly knows who the real liberal is.112 In fact, any discussion of Jefferson’s deft substitution of happiness for property would have destroyed the basis of Strauss’s critique of liberalism in “Modern Natural Right:” if happiness is impossible without virtue and virtue is only achievable by philosophers, only a limited liberal state can protect the philosophical life, the only life based on the true understanding of the “pursuit of happiness.” And if it were only a question of proving Strauss wrong, it would be easy enough to show that on Strauss’s understanding of Plato’s Republic,113 the philosopher has no duty to subordinate his happiness to the city by “going back down into the Cave”114 and thus the natural right dis covered by philosophy115 confers the primordial limitation on the power of the State and makes Plato, not Hobbes, the founder of what Strauss calls “liberalism.”116


  But proving Strauss wrong in the realm of ideas is no longer sufficient: Americans now have a duty to make the principles underlying the liberal State their own once again and to defend the doctrine of natural rights from which it emerged against its enemies foreign and domestic. Inspiration can be drawn from the way Jefferson uses the word “right” somewhat later in the Declaration:


  
    Prudence indeed will dictate that governments long established shall not be changed for light and transient causes and accordingly all experience hath shown that mankind are more disposed to suffer while evils are sufferable than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed.

  


  I suggest that the time has come to right ourselves by rededicating ourselves to human rights. As it turns out, it is not liberals who are the revolutionaries intent on abolishing the forms to which we are accustomed: liberals need only to restore and revivify those forms. But recent events demand that we do so immediately and unequivocally, prudence notwithstanding. A calculus of despotism has begun to emerge: we have watched our government take the position that some actions are so wrong that no actions taken against those who do them are wrong, that we need accord no rights to those who have done absolute wrong; we have therefore created spaces where our officials have the right to deny individuals their rights. These developments have not occurred on the spur of the moment; philosophers of a certain stripe have promoted, designed, and defended them. The fact that “liberal” has now become a political Schlagwort is obvious to everyone; it is our duty to realize that this development was not initiated by fools who did not know that “small government” laissez-faire conservatives are precisely “liberal” but rather by sophisticates who know it all too well. It is in response to their influence, above all to the influence of the smartest among them, that we must now apply the sentence of Jefferson that follows his statement about balancing prudence with the need to right ourselves:


  
    But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, evinces a design to reduce them under an absolute despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such government and provide new guards for their future security.

  


  Only those who are willing to perform this sacred duty can prove Strauss wrong by combating his influence and ensuring the future of human rights.


  The darkness grows deeper and the duty becomes all the more pressing when we take up Thoughts on Machiavelli. The title suggests that the book is harmless: it is a matter of a mere scholar’s thoughts; not deeds of any kind. But Machiavelli—and by extension Strauss himself—is well aware of the primary importance of deeds.117 Moreover, Machiavelli is hardly harmless: he deserves, according to Strauss, his reputation as a teacher of evil.118 Between the lines Strauss is inviting us to consider what deeds based on Machiavelli (as opposed to thoughts) might look like. Conspicuous by its absence from the outset is therefore another more dangerous esoteric book: Deeds (based) on Machiavelli.119


  Strauss writes one book about Machiavelli but Machiavelli himself has written two books: the Prince and the less frequently read Discourses on Livy. It would appear at the outset that the Prince is the more dangerous book of the two: it is notoriously about evil deeds. Discourses on Livy would thus appear to be less dangerous and thus less important: its content is explicitly merely “discourses” or “speeches.” But Strauss does not treat the Discourses as less important or as less dangerous than the Prince: he gives it equal time. Indeed his chapter on the Prince is much shorter than his chapter on the Discourses. But might that simply be due to the fact that the Prince itself is shorter? This would be a rash conclusion.


  The importance of the Discourses on Livy for Strauss’s teaching about Machiavelli is revealed by the title he has chosen for his own book. Thoughts on Machiavelli is analogous to, and therefore decisively indicates the crucial importance of, Discourses on Livy. Since the Discourses on Livy can only be interpreted on the basis of an adequate understanding of the relationship between Machiavelli and Livy, so also can Thoughts on Machiavelli only be interpreted on the basis of an understanding of the relationship between Strauss and Machiavelli. The title of Strauss’s book on Machiavelli suggests that he himself is much like Machiavelli: he imitates Machiavelli. He himself may therefore be what he says Machiavelli is: a teacher of evil. Be that as it may be, Machiavelli bases his discourses on Livy just as Strauss’s thoughts are based on Machiavelli. Strauss thus becomes Machiavelli by substituting Machiavelli for Livy. As commentators on an authoritative text, both Strauss and Machiavelli may perhaps appear to be merely elucidating that text. This appearance proves deceptive.


  Elucidation and commentary depend decisively on quotation. The first time that Strauss actually quotes a sentence from Machiavelli is in the first chapter of Thoughts on Machiavelli: it is a quotation from the crucial third book of the Discourses on Livy. It is the only passage in either of Machiavelli’s most important books that reveals the incompleteness of the teaching contained in those books:


  
    How dangerous a thing it is to make oneself the head of a new thing which concerns many people, and how difficult it is to manage it and bring it to its consummation and after it has been brought to its consummation to maintain it, would be too large and too exalted a matter to discuss; I reserve it therefore for a more convenient place.120

  


  Machiavelli is aware that some places are more convenient for discussing a dangerous matter than others. Strauss is therefore aware of this as well. It is only in the third chapter of his Thoughts on Machiavelli that Strauss turns to a consideration of Machiavelli’s Discourses on Livy. The chapter “Machiavelli’s Intention: The Discourses” is a good place to conceal his book’s most important and dangerous teaching. The typical reader will duly begin at the beginning of Thoughts on Machiavelli with Chapter 1. That typical reader will be quickly put off by Strauss’s difficult style and, at best, skip to the end. The fourth and final chapter promises such a reader quick results with the title “Machiavelli’s Teaching” but in fact reveals little to those who have failed to grasp Machiavelli’s intention in the Discourses on Livy (and hence Strauss’s intention in Thoughts on Machiavelli). The shortest and most accessible chapter—second of four, entitled “Machiavellli’s Intention: the Prince”—makes the third chapter a distant fourth in the typical reader’s set of priorities: it is the least likely to attract the attention of the careless.121


  In this third chapter, Strauss emphasizes the way that Machiavelli uses Livy. For example, he pays particular attention to the first time that Machiavelli actually quotes Livy.122 He therefore alerts the reader to the importance of the first text from Machiavelli that he himself has chosen to quote. It is an axiom of Straussian interpretation that the way authors read can reveal how they write:123 Strauss is therefore offering a clue to the careful reader about how he himself writes in the process of showing how he reads Machiavelli.124 He emphasizes Machiavelli’s evolving relationship with Livy: at first Machiavelli defers to the authority of the Ancient historian.125 Strauss’s relationship with Machiavelli likewise evolves. Machiavelli’s Livy is an historian; Strauss’s Machiavelli would at first appear to be a mere historian as well. Strauss never tires of reminding his reader that Machiavelli the Modern differs from the Ancients because the latter are concerned with “what ought to be” the case—the ideal state, ruler, etc.—while the originator of Modernity often seems to limit himself only to “what is.”126 It is therefore a highly significant moment when Strauss reveals that “Machiavelli” is no longer simply deferring to the authority of “Livy” or merely using “Livy” as a guide to “what is.”127 Strauss demonstrates that Machiavelli does not simply defer to the authority of Livy: he begins to use the Ancient Livy for his own Modern purposes.128 He therefore suggests that he is using the Modern “Machiavelli” for his own “Ancient” (or rather post-Modern) purposes. This in turn signals that Strauss’s Machiavelli is about to reveal what dangerous new thing Strauss himself is determined to bring about: a condition that not yet “is” but “ought to be” the case. It clearly has something to do with attempting “to make oneself the head of a new thing which concerns many people.”


  In the context of the blurry boundary between himself and Machiavelli that has already been revealed “between the lines,” Strauss chooses to begin his “thoughts” on book III; chapter 6 of Discourses on Livy (“On Conspiracies”)129 in an ominous manner.


  
    One is tempted to describe Machiavelli’s relation to the young as a potential conspiracy.130

  


  Strauss believed that it was at “the young” that the careful writer aimed his most thought-provoking books.131 And when the boundary between written words and deeds becomes blurry—as it does in the case of some conspiracies132 —things become more ominous still.


  
    A man may begin, he concludes, to corrupt the people of a republic, but the lifetime of one man cannot possibly suffice to corrupt a republic to the extent that he himself will derive benefit from the corruption: the work which he begins can be completed only by his successors, the young.133

  


  Intrepid though Strauss undoubtedly was, he clearly favored a slow and cautious policy towards his long-term project and realized that he himself would be unable to complete it. It is by imitating the Roman general Fabius Maximus134 —the locus classicus of the patient Fabian approach135 —that Strauss plans to make himself “the head of a new thing which concerns many people.” H e is perfectly willing (between the lines) to explain how “to manage it and bring it to its consummation” despite its difficulty and its danger:


  
    Even if a man who begins to corrupt a republic could live long enough to finish his work, he would necessarily lack the required patience and thus be ruined. Machiavelli’s argument silently shifts from more or less dangerous conspiracies against the fatherland or the common good which, if successful, benefit the conspirators, to patient long-range corruption, which is neither dangerous to the corrupter nor productive of crude benefits to him. We prefer to say that, being a teacher of conspirators, he is not himself a conspirator.136

  


  There is a natural reluctance on the part of most readers to embrace “a conspiracy theory”137 and about this reluctance there are two things that must be said. To begin with, it would be difficult to say whom except conspirators would be benefited by a knee-jerk rejection of every “conspiracy theory” simply because it’s a conspiracy theory: is anyone prepared to say that there are no such things as conspiracies? The second point is: that Straussians in particular are ill equipped to clear their master of the charge of initiating a conspiracy because Strauss himself openly admits that thoughtful men conceal their real teaching from the vulgar.138 Moreover, the very existence of a well-defined group who call themselves “Straussians” is most peculiar, at least by American academic standards.139 Those who must refute the conspiracy charge will claim that this nondescript little scholar140 was a harmless commentator. But Strauss is more honest than many of those who will rise to defend him: he himself is not a conspirator because—in accord with his stated and perfectly understandable preference—he is merely “a teacher of conspirators.”


  Machiavelli’s conspiracy is directed against Christianity:141 Strauss suggestively calls Machiavelli’s enemy “the Christian Republic.”142 Strauss reveals that Machiavelli’s method is to play the Ancients off against the Christians: hence the apparent reliance on the pagan Livy:


  
    His praise of ancient Rome is an essential element of his wholly new teaching, but it is also, and even chiefly, a mere engine of subversion or of what one might call his immanent criticism of the Biblical tradition. Admiration for ancient Rome was only the publicly defensible base from which he could attack the Biblical religion.143

  


  This is a perfect description of Strauss’s own use of the Ancients: it is “a mere engine of subversion” that is “publicly defensible.” But it is crucial to realize that Strauss’s relationship to Machiavelli is not one of identity but rather of analogy. Strauss’s enemy is only analogous to Machiavelli’s despite the fact that their methods of attack are the same. Machiavelli’s attack on “the Christian republic” was a radical and dangerous conspiracy to undertake before Luther144 —to say nothing of Darwin145 and Nietzsche146 —but it hardly remains so in the atheistic climate of the late twentieth century. Although Strauss’s own attack on revelation and “the Biblical tradition” was the keynote of his early thought,147 he prudently mutes this theme after arriving in the United States.148 But in his reading of Machiavelli, Strauss is revealing that his own conspiracy—leaving open, for the moment, the exact identity of its principal target149 —uses the same “publicly defensible” methods that Machiavelli’s conspiracy had used.150 Strauss reveals to the careful reader what was already visible in Natural Right and History. In place of the “Christian Republic,” Strauss aims to destroy the philosophical basis of our American version:151 hence the attack on Locke and “natural rights.” Undermining “revelation” has already been accomplished (except in the eyes of the ignorant multitude of the American Bible-belt): individualism, tolerance, and Liberal Democracy are next on Strauss’s neo-Machiavellian agenda. In accomplishing this end, Strauss is willing to use not only the Ancients but even “the Biblical tradition” itself as “a mere engine of subversion.”


  Strauss never ceases to remind us that Machiavelli’s project is to institute “new modes and orders.”152 He explains in great detail how Machiavelli proposes to accomplish his revolution: he will further divide his already divided enemy,153 he will use propaganda,154 he will appeal to the more nationalistic party in the republic he intends to subvert,155 and build a conspiracy by means of words rather than deeds.156 Strauss makes no secret of “the hazardous character of Machiavelli’s campaign.”157 But he counts on the existence of foolish opponents: “believers whose charity is greater than their perspicacity.”158 These enemies will overlook the passages in his writings that reveal his true purpose. But how charitable must we be to ignore a passage like the following?


  
    Machiavelli has discovered new modes and orders which he opposes to the old and established modes and orders. He has discovered and explored territory hitherto inaccessible to men of his kind. He begins a war against the established order—a new war in a new land against a new enemy of the highest possible reputation. But he is a captain without an army. He must recruit that army. He can recruit it only by means of his books.159

  


  Perhaps Strauss believed that no one who was not one of his loyal students would ever learn how to read him as he had taught them to read others. On the other hand, he knew that he would not pay the penalty.160 In any case, it is high time that this insidious recruitment effort receives the chastisement it deserves from the loyal citizens of a liberal but vigilant republic.


  It would certainly be an error to imagine that this way of reading Strauss is my invention. Consider the observation of his student Allan Bloom, author of the best-selling Closing of the American Mind (1987): “Then one realizes that Strauss’s book bears the same relation to Machiavelli’s book as does Machiavelli’s book to Livy’s book.”161 Since Bloom evidently knew how to apply the mutatis mutandis hermeneutic to Thoughts on Machiavelli, we must wonder: to what was Bloom himself attempting to open our minds? Has he succeeded? Certainly there is no reason to doubt the bold statement of crisis with which he begins his final paragraph: “This is the American moment in world history, the one for which we shall forever be judged.”162 Having realized what Strauss was actually doing, the temptation grows well nigh irresistible to examine his students and through them his posthumous influence on contemporary events. This is a natural consequence of recognizing how dangerous Strauss’s thinking was and therefore how subversive of the philosophical basis of the United States it still remains. No matter how natural this temptation may be, it will be resisted here. The dangers that lurk in Strauss’s thought and its implications speak for themselves. But it is important to realize that Strauss could not subvert the philosophical basis of these States unless we had already begun to misunderstand that basis: “Poor man, I know he would not be a wolf but that he sees the Romans are but sheep.”163 His success proves that in the middle of our life, we have lost the direct way. But as Gary Larsen’s lone sheep said to the flock: “Hey! We don’t HAVE to be just sheep!” The natural temptation to cry: “Wolf!” will therefore be sublimated into a guard-dog’s defense of both sheep and shepherd. Having now supplemented something resembling a reductio ad Hitlerum on the content of Strauss’s project in the first five chapters with an account of “the ways and means” of Strauss’s insidious recruitment effort in the last two, the balance of this chapter will briefly discuss in more depth why he is not only subversive and dangerous but wrong.


  In addition to Thoughts on Machiavelli, Strauss wrote three other pieces on the Florentine: a 1953 review of “Walker’s Machiavelli,” “Machiavelli and Classical Literature” (1970), and the article “Niccolo Machiavelli” for the second edition of the History of Political Philosophy he co-edited with Joseph Cropsey.164 Although most of the points he makes in these are also found in Thoughts on Machiavelli, there are texts in these essays that bear on the theological-political problem with considerable clarity. I mention this at the start because it is not my intent to prove that Strauss was wrong in one book or at the margins of his thought but at its core. To begin with, “Walker’s Machiavelli” contains the purport if not the actual image of the Second Cave:


  
    At any rate, he [sc. Machiavelli] is forced to “cite invariably several examples,” not because he deviates from the ancients, and especially from Aristotle, but because he is forced to combat a prejudice which did not hamper the ancients.165

  


  Quite apart from the evils implicit in the Verjudung-hypothesis, this passage indicates the myriad mistakes into which Strauss’s battle against “prejudice” will lead him. Foremost among these is the fact that Strauss’s “Ancients” must be pressed into service against revelation; this necessarily distorts their teaching.166 Plato in particular will suffer as a result: hence the German Stranger’s need to create his own “Plato.” This necessity is so fecund of error that the argument refuting it must be postponed until chapter 9.


  If the Second Cave allows us to visualize what Strauss called “the theological-political problem,” his solution to that problem is indicated by a revealing passage in “Machiavelli and Classical Literature” that begins as follows:


  
    The group of chapters in which Machiavelli begins to quote Livy deals with the religion of the Romans. The first chapter containing a Livy quotation contains a passionate attack on the Roman Church as responsible for the irreligion of the Italians and for the political weakness of Italy.167

  


  It is the second consequence that brings to mind Spinoza’s comment about Judaism’s role in the effeminizing of the Jews. With proper allowance for a mutatatis mutandis along the Judeo-Christian frontier, what Strauss says about Machiavelli depends once again on his prior discovery of the Second Cave:


  
    Machiavelli, being subject to the church, could not attack Christianity but extolled the religion of the pagan Romans. He uses the authority of Livy for counteracting the authority of the Bible. Livy’s history is his Bible.168

  


  As indicated by Avicenna’s comment about how the falâsifa understood divine law and prophecy in relation to Plato’s Laws (see Introduction),169 “Plato” will be the ancient who plays the part of Livy for Strauss’s even more than radically anti-Christian version of Machiavelli. And as already indicated, a discussion of why Strauss is wrong about Plato must be postponed. But the paragraph in “Machiavelli and Classical Literature” that follows this passage brings into focus an error in relation to which the creation of “Plato” is merely a symptom. This paragraph will be quoted and explicated in its entirety.


  
    In the whole Prince and Discourses there occurs a single quotation from the Bible. Discourses I, 26 shows that a new prince in a city or country taken by him must make everything new; he must introduce new titles and new authorities and use new men; he must make the rich poor and the poor rich, as David did when he became king; qui esurientes implevit bonis et divites dimisit inananes, as Machiavelli quotes from the Magnificat.170

  


  This Biblical passage connects Old Testament to the New; Luke 1:53 quotes Psalms 107:9. Having shown that “a new prince” should imitate God, Strauss provocatively indicates the real solution to the theological-political problem:


  
    These manners of proceeding, he adds, are most cruel and inimical not only to every Christian way of life but to every humane one as well.

  


  Strauss’s first move is to claim that the imitation of God by a human ruler is neither Christian nor humane; indeed this claim is the philosophical basis of the separation of Church and State. But this turns out to be precisely the antithesis of Strauss’s own solution, as he slowly begins to suggest:


  
    The full weight of this statement is felt only by those who remember what Machiavelli says at the end of the preceding chapter; he says there that the next chapter deals with what the authors call tyranny.

  


  Strauss is preparing us to understand that “a new prince” who acts in accordance with what the Psalmist says (and Mary echoes) of God is a tyrant; what we may not realize is that Machiavelli is quoting Scripture in defense of a theologized tyranny and therefore does so in a necessarily secretive manner:


  
    The term tyrant is strictly avoided in the twenty-sixth chapter, just as it is in the whole Prince, which happens to consist of twenty-six chapters.

  


  Just as the quotation of the Magnificat implicates both Testaments, the surreptitious linking of God and the tyrant implicates Machiavelli’s two books. As indicated by quoting the Bible only once and doing so in a chapter whose connection to tyranny is indicated by both Prince and Discourses, the teaching of Strauss’s Machiavelli171 is about to be revealed: the “secularization” of God.


  
    King David was then a tyrant. Being a tyrant, he acted as God acts according to the Magnificat. It is repugnant to me to spell out fully the blasphemy which Machiavelli forces his reader to think.

  


  It is certainly not Strauss’s piety that prevents him from revealing the blasphemy that the reader has, in any case, already thought. His real motivations are based on “political philosophy” and “the art of writing.” To spell out the blasphemy fully would be to reveal that there are in fact two separate blasphemies to be considered here of which the first, i.e., that God is a tyrant, is tame by comparison with the second. In David’s defense, he, unlike the tyrant that Machiavelli and Strauss are training, is not a tyrant because he acts in accordance with Psalms 107:9; the Psalmist is describing God, not indicating to his servant an innovative approach to statecraft. To the extent that David is a tyrant, his tyranny is structural and is grounded in the very institution of the Israelite Kingdom, an institution that Strauss knows perfectly well was anything but divine.172 But chapter 8 of the First Book of Samuel is antithetical to Strauss’s project: God’s opposition to monarchy limits the State from above. It also suggests the limits of the State from below: the elders of Israel have a God-given right to demand an earthly King and God accordingly gives them one. Not content with using “Livy” or “Plato” against the Bible, Strauss—past master of der machiavellistische Zionismus eines Nordau—is revealing how a Machiavellian tyrant can and should use the Bible against itself. In the context of Strauss’s past, it matters very little whether he has understood Machiavelli correctly; the more important matter is that he has revealed himself. The real blasphemy, then, is not that God is a tyrant—Strauss doesn’t believe in God—but that the effective tyrant must act the part of God. This necessarily modern re-enactment is Strauss’s solution to the theological-political problem.


  This solution is also stated in “Niccolò Machiavelli” (1972). In “Machiavelli and Classical Literature,” Strauss emphasizes, despite the Judeo-Christian provenance of the Magnificat, the Florentine’s anti-Christian project. In the wake of National Socialism’s Final Solution, celebrating Machiavelli’s anti-Christian stance becomes safe cover for Strauss’s real intentions.173 But Strauss remained intrepid until the end (1973):


  
    What Machiavelli prophesies is, then, that a new revelation, a revelation of a new Decalogue is imminent.174

  


  By deploying the Bible against itself, Strauss explicates the kind of secularization to which this book has drawn attention. The allusion to the Old Testament is particularly significant: the more Jewish Strauss’s Machiavelli becomes, the more he reveals Strauss’s true connection with the last word in “secularization.”


  
    The bringer of that revelation is of course not that mediocrity Lorenzo, but a new Moses.175

  


  “It is repugnant to me to spell out” the identity of the new “Lorenzo” that the reader who has grasped the mutatis mutandis hermeneutic is here being forced to think; it suffices that a brilliant scholar and tactician has provided a theoretical basis for the ”revelation” others will foolishly associate with “that mediocrity.”


  
    The new Moses is Machiavelli himself, and the new Decalogue is the wholly new teaching on the wholly new prince in a wholly new state.176

  


  “Machiavelli and Classical Literature” has already explained the blasphemous ”revelation” that “the wholly new prince” will eventually be offering us. Indeed Strauss knew from the start that even the most radical atheist—or rather particularly he—cannot dispense with ”God.”177


  Strauss is not wrong simply because his teaching is evil: he is wrong because the theological-political problem’s final solution is the separation of Church and State. On the most charitable interpretation, Communism is a secularized form (in the non-Straussian sense) of the verse Machiavelli quotes from the Magnificat: the post-liberal State, having taken the place of God, “fills the hungry with good things and sends the rich away empty.” And guided by Strauss’s dialogue with Klein, one begins to realize that National Socialism, the anti-Communist movement par excellence, likewise depends on an even more insidious form of methodical “secularization.” As for Liberal Democracy, there will always be those who favor the poor and who believe the State should be guided by precisely this Biblical principle albeit almost exclusively in its secularized form. There will also always be those who do not. But the most Biblical of political principles, anchored in both revelation and reason, is the limited state itself within which this worldly debate finds its eternal place. Whether the Republic leans to the rich or the poor, the republican principle ensures that neither side will ever hold absolute sway. But even more important than the mixed form of government and the separation of powers is an even more primordial bulwark against tyranny. The separation of Church and State ensures that the party in power will never be allowed to speak in the Name of God.


  Naturally the words “separation of Church and State” are not found in the Bible: they are the Enlightenment’s reasoned solution, beautifully articulated in Moses Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem, to the most important of all modern political problems.178 When the elders of Israel came to Ramah and asked Samuel for their golden calf in human form, God told him to give them their specious King (I Samuel 8:7). When the hunger for a real king grew great in the dark days after the triumph of Augustus over Egypt—or rather after the triumph of Egypt over the Roman Republic—the Jewish son of Mary (for He was that as well) proclaimed a Kingdom not of this world (John 18:36). It was against this solution that Jacobi’s most brilliant student devoted his tireless energy. As for the truth, Mendelssohn’s solution was both rational and Biblical; from the start his enemies used a semi-Biblical irrationalism against it.179


  Quite apart from whether I am right about Strauss, Strauss is wrong about me: I am a believer and a philosopher, a Platonist and a Christian, a Liberal Democrat and a Jew.180 This is not to say that I’m the only one that he’s wrong about, simply that I’m the one with whom I am most familiar. When Jacques Derrida, not without both ridicule and smug anti-Americanism, explains Hermann Cohen’s thought in relation to “a Platonico-Judeo-Protestant axis,”181 this Judeo-Christian Platonist is delighted to find his spiritual godfather. When Bruce Rosenstock conjures up “an immigrant Rosenzweig,”182 I gladly offer this noble traveler my heart and home. It is revealing that Strauss uses the Hebrew word “apiquorsic” to describe his last essays;183 this term presupposes the truth of revelation and was originally applied by believers to those w h o reject it. But philosophy itself is by no means predicated on the rejection of revelation; only a certain kind of post-revelation philosophy could possibly be that in any case. In Plato’s lovely Ion, by contrast, Socrates proves that his interlocutor’s ability to sing and explicate Homer is not based on the technical rules of art but the son of Phaenarete can do so only by making an inspired speech that creates a rational space for the divine dispensation that transcends technique. Cohen taught that the intersection of Kant and Plato links the Ancients and the Moderns. Meanwhile, the sun-lit heights Plato prepared for the God of Israel outside of the Cave, no less than the footprints his Socrates left for the Christ’s just return to it, give the lie to Strauss’s claim that an unbridgeable gulf divides “Athens” from “Jerusalem.” Both my country and I live in the middle ground that Strauss’s antinomies were designed to annihilate.184


  The door is opened to the likes of Strauss because we fail to understand the Biblical basis of our own secularism. The word “secular” has meaning only in the context of its opposite; the strictly secular state presupposes an eternal kingdom. When it does not acknowledge this presupposition, Liberal Democracy faces destruction at the hands of radical atheists mouthing Biblical precepts, now from the Right, then from the Left. The only State fit for human beings is necessarily humanistic and it is difficult, particularly while living in Lynchburg Virginia, to show why “secular humanism” is really Bible-based, i.e., why both terms presuppose the transcendent God. On the other side of transcendence, the human being is the eternal prince of alles Mittlere: we are “placed on this isthmus of a middle state,” “created equal,” knowing ourselves to be neither gods nor beasts. The Great Seal wisely pictures the United States of America as a permanently unfinished pyramid, our embodied existence played out on the three dimensions of its plateau, a post-Egyptian pyramid completed only in spirit by the two-dimensional triangle representing Israel’s God.185 We are so indebted to our “higher power” that it is difficult to make a true believer believe that the United States, like Alcoholics Anonymous, is far too Christian to call itself “Christian.”186 Of God we are only entitled to say (with specific reference to 1776) that “He has nodded approval to our beginnings.” And thanks to Jefferson’s skillful synthesis of “Athens” and Jerusalem,” we can easily relearn that we have a God-given right not to believe in God:


  
    Well aware that Almighty God hath created the mind free; that all attempts to influence it by temporal punishments or burdens, or by civil incapacitations, tend only to beget habits of hypocrisy and meanness, and are a departure from the plan of the Holy Author of our religion, who being Lord both of body and mind, yet chose not to propagate it by coercions on either, as was in his Almighty power to do187

  


  Strauss is wrong; Hobbes was not the founder of liberalism: God is.


  Footnotes


  1. After EW 68 (“Response to Frankfurt’s Word”): “The forcing was effected by liberalism through a separation of the religious and the profane” and EW 142-45 and 159-61 (“Cohen’s Analysis of Spinoza’s Bible Science”), LS falls silent on the subject until LAM 265 (“Perspectives on the Good Society” 1963) where he handles the subject gingerly before quickly moving on: “It seems that only a qualifiedly secularist, that is, a qualifiedly religious, state which respects equally religious and nonreligious people can be counted upon to contain within itself the remedy against the ill of conformism. However this may be,”


  2. Despite his ability to transpose fronts at will, LS’s bifurcated strategy acquired a perfect inner consistency (see Lazier, God Interrupted, 129-31): following FWN, he “divinizes the Nothing” (SPPP 181). Note that the answers to five questions posed here by LS are: (1) an act of will, (2) yes, (3) yes, (4) yes, and (5) yes, if we learn from the Athenian Stranger how to overcome Platonism; see chapter 9. Once the coincidence of “theology and atheism” or ”God and nihilism” is recognized—cf. “the latest, most radical, most unassailable harmonization of these opposed positions” at PL 37 (see chapter 5)—we also recognize that both phases depend on the same basis or “nerve” (SPPP 181).


  3. LS admits and even defends this view. See TOM 9: “We shall not shock anyone, we shall merely expose ourselves to good-natured or at any rate harmless ridicule, if we profess ourselves inclined to the old-fashioned and simple opinion according to which Machiavelli was a teacher of evil.” This is the first sentence of the book’s “Introduction.”


  4. But see PPH 214: “Machiavelli is not concerned with how men do live merely in order to describe it; his intention is rather, on the basis of knowledge of how men do live, to teach princes how they ought to rule and even how they ought to live.”


  5. As this sentence makes obvious, the time has come to admit that, in addition to (1) reading LS literally, and (2) reading him with “suspicion of a crime” (see chapter 1), the student also needs (3) a substantial basis of knowledge about LS’s intellectual development in order to plumb his depths. It is to complete this triad that The German Stranger has been written. Notwithstanding the theoretical importance of “(3),” it is nonetheless remarkable how far “(1)” and “(2)” alone can take the determined student.


  6. LAM 24.


  7. LAM 24.


  8. Smith, Cambridge Companion, 6; Shell, “To Spare the Vanquished,” 190n49, Timothy Fuller, “The Complementarity of Political Philosophy and Liberal Education in the Thought of Leo Strauss” in Smith, Cambridge Companion, 241-262 at 253, and William A. Galston, “Leo Strauss’s Qualified Embrace of Liberal Democracy” in Smith, Cambridge Companion, 193-214 at 214.


  9. LAM v.


  10. Among others, see Kenneth L. Deutsch and Walter Nicgorski, Leo Strauss; Political Philosopher and Jewish Thinker (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 1994), 20; Kenneth L. Deutsch and John Albert Murley, Leo Strauss, the Straussians, and the American Regime (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 1999), 57; Smith, Reading Leo Strauss, 183, and Nathan Tarcov and Thomas L. Pangle, “Epilogue: Leo Strauss and the History of Political Philosophy,” at HPP 927 and 937n79.


  11. Thomas L. Pangle, Leo Strauss: An Introduction to his Thought and Intellectual Legacy (Baltimore: Johns-Hopkins University Press, 2006), 98.


  12. Cf. LAM 169.


  13. PAW 82.


  14. PAW 83.


  15. PAW 84.


  16. Consider "we conclude” at PAW 94.


  17. Consider PAW 55; note 78 on “perhaps.” See also Meier, Leo Strauss and the Theologico-Political Problem, 23-24n32.


  18. Nor does LS write: “because I am a democrat.” Between 1941 and 1945, even Stalinists could have included themselves among “friends and allies of democracy.”


  19. LAM 9.


  20. Cf. LAM 140 (“How to Begin To Study The Guide of the Perplexed”) and CRI 91.


  21. LAM 9; cf. WIPP 26, RCPR 28-29, and LAM 3. This initial use of “we” applies better to an administrator than to either a student or teacher. Cf. CRI 54.


  22. LAM 10; cf. LAM 9: “I thought it was my job, my responsibility, to do my best in the classroom.” The remaining block quotations in this paragraph continue this passage and will not be cited separately.


  23. In fact it was imposed upon him by the Fund for Adult Education; LAM 9. But see the nearly contemporaneous CRI (1963) at 47-48 where he overuses the word ”responsible.”


  24. Spinoza’s critique of TH is endorsed (“Hobbes had concealed from himself”) at NRH 272; JL’s duplicity with respect to both Spinoza (“Locke, who in this point is tacitly following Spinoza”) and TH is discussed at 210-11. For citations in the notes, see 325.


  25. Between a consideration of the Moderns in this chapter and a complementary treatment of the Ancients in chapter 9, LS’s masterpiece—“What is Political Philosophy”—will be the subject of chapter 8.


  26. TOM 85-173.


  27. NRH 165-251.


  28. WIPP 86. Cf. Thomas Jefferson, Writings (New York: Library of America, 1984), 1305-6 (the words LS quotes are in italics): “For I agree with you [sc. Adams] that there is a natural aristocracy among men. The grounds of this are virtue and talents . . . The natural aristocracy I consider as the most precious gift of nature for the instruction, the trusts, and government of society. And indeed it would have been inconsistent in creation to have formed men for the social state, and not to have provided virtue and wisdom enough to manage the concerns of society. May we not even say that that form of government is the best which provides the most effectually for a pure selection of these [LS substitutes ‘the’] natural aristoi into the offices of government? [LS deletes the question mark] The artificial aristocracy is a mischievous ingredient in government, and provision should be made to prevent its ascendancy. On the question: What is the best provision, you and I differ”


  29. Jefferson, Writings, 706-7.


  30. See NRH ix.


  31. The opening words of the chapter bear out this view. NRH 165: “The most famous and the most influential of all modern natural right teachers was John Locke.”


  32. NRH 166.


  33. To some extent he accomplishes this at the very beginning. “Still, he [sc. TH] exercised a very great influence on all subsequent political thought [which is another indirect way of accepting the ‘historicist’ thesis], Continental and even English [!], and especially on Locke—on the judicious Locke [LS suggests JL’s hypocrisy rather than his esotericism from the opening paragraph; NRH 165], who judiciously refrained as much as he could from mentioning Hobbes’s ‘justly decried name’“(NRH 166).


  34. PPH 155.


  35. PPH 118.


  36. PPH 125 but also indirectly at 57-8.


  37. PPH 155 and 157.


  38. LS admits that FWN “went much beyond Hobbes” (NRH 195) but also makes it clear that TH inaugurated the process that led to FWN (NRH 194).


  39. In particular that TH “destroyed the moral basis of national defense” and rejected capital punishment (NRH 197). It is noteworthy that TH (who would presumably be favored by American conservatives over JL) is presented as both liberal and egalitarian (NRH 185n23). Without mentioning Marx by name, LS suggests TH’s connection with him (man, according to TH “has nothing to lose but his chains”) at NRH 175.


  40. NRH 181; this is the pervasive theme of the TH section.


  41. NRH 180.


  42. NRH 169: “He thus becomes the creator of political hedonism, a doctrine which has revolutionized human life everywhere on a scale never yet approached by any other teaching.”


  43. NRH 180: “What Hobbes attempted to do on the basis of Machiavelli’s fundamental objection to the utopian teaching of the tradition, although in opposition to Machiavelli’s own solution, was to maintain the idea of natural law but to divorce it from the idea of man’s perfection; only if natural law can be deduced from how men actually live, from the most powerful force that actually determines all men [LS alludes to “fear of violent death”], or most men most of the time [this distinction leaves room for the “authentic Dasein“ of MH that does not fear violent death], can it be effectual or of practical value.”


  44. NRH 181, 188, and, most importantly 244-5.


  45. NRH 182: “The fundamental change from an orientation by natural duties to an orientation by natural rights finds its clearest and most telling expression in the teaching of Hobbes, who made an unconditional natural right the basis of all natural duties, the duties being therefore only conditional.” LS shows himself to be properly Hegelian on this question: “What is right is also a duty, and what is a duty, is also a right” (Hegel, Encyclopaedia, § 486).


  46. NRH 181.


  47. For the “dumbing down” of political philosophy thanks to TH, see NRH 191.


  48. NRH 169: “If we do not permit ourselves to be deceived by ephemeral phenomena, we realize that political atheism and political hedonism belong together. They arose together in the same moment and in the same mind.” LS later (in a footnote) backs off from the atheism charge against TH (NRH 199n43). For a bolder assertion of the atheism of TH, see WIPP 182-84 and Leo Strauss, “Review of Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan,” Modern Philology 62 no. 3 (February 1965), 253-255 at 254: “Mintz does not believe Hobbes was an atheist.”


  49. NRH 183: “The individual as such, the individual regardless of his qualities—and not merely, as Aristotle had contended, the man who surpasses humanity [i.e., the philosopher]—had to be conceived of as essentially complete independently of civil society.” LS expects that we will forget that Aristotle regarded some human beings as “slaves by nature” (Politics, book I chs. 4-5). LS only tangentially touches this subject at NRH 121.


  50. NRH 181: “The state has the function, not of producing or promoting a virtuous life, but of safeguarding the natural right of each. And the power of the state finds its absolute limit in that natural right and in no other moral fact.” This passage will receive further consideration in the context of Jefferson below.


  51. NRH 183: “What is required to make modern natural right effective is enlightenment [by which LS means “a-religious or atheistic;” see NRH 198] or propaganda rather than moral appeal.”


  52. LS poses momentarily as a proponent of the Biblical doctrine of the Fall at NRH 184. It is noteworthy that a committed proponent of extirpating the very concept of “sin” in accordance with FWN’s ”revaluation of values” could take full advantage of mankind’s natural sinfulness: only a dogmatic insistence on the incapacity of mankind to govern itself justifies LS’s solution to “the theological-political problem.” To the extent that they share this dogma where the vulgar are concerned, Straussians become culpable.


  53. See NRH 185, especially n23. Notice the trouble LS gets into at 186. This should also be compared with the flat contradiction between the text on 192 and n33. He runs into trouble when he subjects TH to a left-wing critique.


  54. LS sees the commitment of TH to “peaceableness” as the death of virtue. NRH 187: “Those forms of human excellence which have no direct or unambiguous relation to peaceableness—courage, temperance, magnanimity [LS likes to play this Aristotelian virtue off against Biblical morality when it suits his purpose (SPPP 210); he probably learned this from Gerhard Kruger (PPH 53n5)], liberality, to say nothing of wisdom—cease to be virtues in the strict sense.” One wonders if LS had ever tried to “keep the peace;” had he done so, he would have found that it requires the exercise of more than one of these virtues (see GS3 719). Cf. NRH 197-8: “The only solution to this difficulty [LS means the fact that TH’s commitment to peace undermines national defense] which preserves the spirit of Hobbes’s political philosophy is the outlawry of war or the establishment of a world state.” LS liked to draw this conclusion (repugnant to a Schmittian) from TH. See his review of C. B. Macpherson’s Marxist critique of TH (SPPP 229-31). Note that LS claims Macpherson is using “the universal socialist society” (231) as the basis of his attack on TH; this hints that LS is using a national socialist model (which will preserve war without commitment to individual rights) as the basis of his own.


  55. NRH 190 and especially n29. For “natural public law,” cf. “On Natural Law” (1968), a brief (and typically historicist) retelling of LS’s natural law story (SPPP 142-43).


  56. NRH 194-5; the link between TH and FWN is considered with more clarity at WIPP 172.


  57. NRH 197: “In the first place, if the only unconditional moral fact is the individual’s right of self-preservation, civil society can hardly demand from the individual that he resign that right both by going to war and by submitting to capital punishment.”


  58. NRH 198.


  59. NRH 201 and 196n39.


  60. The first is the longest (NRH 202-21). The five-part division is mine.


  61. NRH 203.


  62. NRH 206-7.


  63. NRH 165 and 206.


  64. Cf. “Locke’s Doctrine of Natural Law” (1958) in WIPP 197-220 where a more characteristically Straussian reading is attempted without much result.


  65. WIPP 206.


  66. NRH 216; this line of argument is pressed through 219. See in particular his comments on “lawful and unlawful unions of men and women” on 218 and the paragraph about the obligations of children to their parents (218-9).


  67. NRH 221-230 (the second section). See also Leo Strauss, “John Locke as ‘Authoritarian.’” Intercollegiate Review 4 n. 1 (November/December 1967), 46-48 at 47: “One is not surprised to observe that Hobbes is never mentioned in the tracts.”


  68. NRH 223n84.


  69. NRH 230-34 (the third).


  70. NRH 231.


  71. NRH 232.


  72. NRH 234-46 (the fourth).


  73. NRH 236: “Not society, but the individual—the individual prompted by his self-interest alone—is the originator of property.”


  74. NRH 242-43: “For the emancipation of acquisitiveness is not merely compatible with general plenty but is the cause of it. Unlimited appropriation without concern for the need of others is true charity.” Notice that LS does not commit himself to the negation of such views but relies instead on intentional irony: he depends on the reader’s conventional morality to discredit JL.


  75. NRH 244-51; note that the “sermon” overlaps, and therefore grows out of, the section on property.


  76. NRH 244-45.


  77. NRH 246.


  78. NRH 246-47. The portion deleted in the text is as follows: “He traced the introduction of ‘larger possessions and a right to them’ to ‘the desire of having more than man’ needs, or to an increase in ‘covetousness,’ or to ‘amor sceleratus habendi [‘a criminal love of possessing’]. In the same vein he speaks disparagingly of ‘little pieces of yellow metal’ and of ‘sparkling pebbles.’” Apparently David Hume borrowed the “little pieces of yellow metal” motif from the prescient JL; see his essay “On Interest.”


  79. NRH 248 (emphasis mine).


  80. NRH 249; cf. PPH 141-50.


  81. Plato, Euthydemus 275e3-6 (W. H. D. Rouse): “Just then, Dionysodorus leaned over me, and whispered in my ear, smiling all over his face, Now look here, Socrates, I prophesy that whatever the lad answers, he will be refuted.”


  82. Strictly speaking, LS only makes this charge against TH. But having established that earlier connection by means of power (NRH 195), he suggests the same about JL at NRH 249: “Locke says in effect that the greatest happiness consists in the greatest power.”


  83. NRH 249: “Locke is a hedonist.” Notice that LS was tempted to accuse JL of being a Marxist via “the labor theory of value” but realized it would undercut his anti-capitalist pose (see NRH 249 and 243). The latter passage reads in part: “Labor no doubt supplies the original title to property. But labor is also the origin of almost all value.”


  84. JL is “prudent” or “cautious” (NRH 168 and 206).


  85. Cf. Hamann, Writings on Philosophy, 176 (Golgotha and Sheblimini): “Every sophist is therefore not only a liar but also a hypocrite, and makes use of language as mere puppery, in order to pass off his idol, the vain fabrication of human art, as the overflow of divine reason and the daughter incarnate of its voice, to deceive superstitious readers by the snare of the golden hip or the golden calf, and to insinuate himself like a thief and a killer into their confidence at the cost and risk of unrecognized living truths.”


  86. Stephen Vincent Benét, John Brown’s Body (Garden City: Doubleday-Doran, 1928), 8. LS poses as a poet (and a romantic one at that!) in the following passage from the final sermon at NRH 250: “The strongest desire is the desire for self-preservation. The evil from which the strongest desire recoils is death. Death must be the greatest evil: Not the actual sweetness of living but the terrors of death make us cling to life.” In the light of LS’s appropriation of GWFH’s “metaphysics of death” (see chapter 4), this is perhaps the most chillingly cold-blooded deception of them all. On the other hand, given 1916, this may well be his last word, and thus the essence of self-deception.


  87. NRH 181. LS’s reading of TH has recently received attention in Lucien Jaume, “Hobbes and the Philosophical Sources of Liberalism” in Patricia Springborg (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Hobbes’s Leviathan (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 199-216; naturally Jaume is interested in the validity of LS’s analysis of TH, not what that analysis reveals about LS.


  88. Our surprise is noted at Harvey C. Mansfield, Manliness (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2006), 166 (emphasis mine): “Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) was a kind of liberal, though we would not recognize him as such today because he was opposed to self-government and favored monarchy. But by conceiving the idea that rights come before duties, he laid the foundation for liberalism.” As the first sentence indicates, the use of “we” does not indicate Mansfield’s own views.


  88. Compare PPH 147 and Mansfield, Manliness, 268n53; see Altman, “Review Essay,” 306-16.


  89. The second, unattributed, at NRH 1: “About a generation ago, an American diplomat could still say that ‘the natural and the divine foundations of the rights of man . . . is self-evident to all Americans.’” Not used previously, “natural right” in the singular appears in the next sentence and then four more times in the first paragraph.


  90. Consider the transition from “the natural right of wisdom” to “the natural right of the wise” at NRH 140-41: “But whereas, from the point of view of egalitarian natural right, consent takes precedence over wisdom, from the point of view of classic natural right, wisdom takes precedence over consent.” This is what I have called the Eleatic move; cf. Statesman 294 a7-8. For “egalitarian natural right,” see NRH 118-19.


  91. NRH 134-35; this passage also points back to NRH 118-19.


  92. LS is careful not to define this crucial term. It must be reconstructed from NRH 84 (“The emergence of the idea of natural right presupposes, therefore, the doubt of authority”), 86 (“The primeval identification of the good with the ancestral is replaced by the fundamental distinction between the good and the ancestral; the quest for the right way or for the first things is the quest for the good as distinguished from the ancestral. It will prove to be the quest for what is good by nature as distinguished from what is good merely by convention”) and finally 106: “By nature everyone seeks his own good and nothing but his own good. Justice, however, tells us to seek other men’s good. What justice demands from us is then against nature. The natural good, the good which does not depend on the whims and follies of man, this substantial good appears to be the very opposite of that shadowy good called ‘right’ and ‘justice.’ It is the natural good which is one’s own good toward which everything is drawn by nature, whereas right [sc. not natural right] or justice becomes attractive only through compulsion and ultimately through convention.”


  93. All quotations in this paragraph are from NRH 181.


  94. NRH 142-43: “To summarize, one may say it is characteristic of the classic natural right teaching to culminate in a twofold answer to the question of the best regime: the simply best would be the absolute rule of the wise; the practically best regime is the rule, under law, of gentlemen, or the mixed regime.” Exotericism is the ultimate basis of this “twofold answer;” see “the need for inexactness” at 153 and “twilight” at 157.


  95. NRH 151: “It likewise becomes a question whether justice and morality in general, in so far as they are required for the sake of the philosophic life, are identical, as regards both their meaning and their extension, with justice and morality as they are commonly understood, or whether morality does not have two entirely different roots, or whether what Aristotle calls moral virtue is not, in fact, merely political or vulgar virtue. The latter question can also be expressed by asking whether, by transforming opinion about morality into knowledge of morality, one does not transcend the dimension of morality in the politically relevant sense of the term.” This distinction is, of course, relevant to the matter presented in the previous note. Note that “the discovery of nature” is “trans-moral” at NRH 89.


  96. NRH 143: “Now it is the experience of many centuries in greatly different natural and moral climates that there was one and only one class that was habitually sympathetic to philosophy, and not intermittently, like kings; and this was the urban patriciate.” Cf. 142: “He [sc. the gentleman] will be an urban patrician who derives his income from agriculture.”


  97. NRH 113: “The good life, the life according to nature, is the retired life of the philosopher who lives at the fringes of civil society. The life devoted to civil society and to the service of others is not the life according to nature.” See also NRH 152-53 and CM 122-27.


  98. Cf. the willingness of “Breslau” to “embrace the concrete demand of the Frankfurt group” at EW 71.


  99. NRH 182: “The premodern natural law doctrines taught the duties of man; if they paid any attention at all to his rights, they conceived them as essentially derivative from his duties.”


  100. NRH 153: “The notion that natural right must be diluted in order to become compatible with civil society is the philosophic root of the later distinction between the primeval natural right and the secondary natural right.” This dilution, and the emphasis on natural law, is prepared by Plato (152) and accomplished by St. Thomas (163-64).


  101. The first mention of TH in the text of NRH is significant (114): “Hobbes would say that the city and right originate in the desire for life and that the desire for life is at least as natural as the desire for ruling others.” What makes this sentence important is its context; LS counts on the vulgar prejudice against the word “vulgar” to conceal the importance of his account of “vulgar conventionalism” (NRH 114-15); “philosophic conventionalism,” exoterically presented as the original from which “vulgar conventionalism” is “a corruption,” is in fact its politic or exoteric version, i.e., it does not “drop the appearance of justice and morality” (115). For an even more forceful statement about ”ruling others,” see PPH 147.


  102. Schmitt, Concept of the Political, 65-66: “The political adversaries of a clear political theory [he means of course his own] will, therefore, easily refute political phenomena and truths in the name of some autonomous discipline as amoral, uneconomical, unscientific and above all declare this—and this is politically relevant—a devilry worthy of being combated.” In other words, if the liberals attack me, that will prove my point about the friend vs. enemy distinction being the essence of politics and “the political.”


  103. This sentence indicates my rejection of the approach taken by Janssens, “A Change of Orientation.” An exclusive reliance on ”raising the Socratic question” to the exclusion of seeking or rather recollecting an answer (Meno) to it is not Socratic.


  104. TH does the same thing at NRH 180n16 (in De cive).


  105. SCR 349/NCS 104.


  106. In addition to NRH 106-7, see NRH 114-15 and PPH 145-48.


  107. GS2 379-80; cf. 411 and 447.


  108. GS 3 xvii-ix.


  109. Smith, Hegel’s Critique of Liberalism, 157-64 especially 163.


  110. PPH 122: “For Hegel is not content to characterize the bourgeois by just and modest self-enrichment and similar features. Obviously following Hobbes, he emphasizes that protection against the danger of violent death, the denial of fortitude as a virtue and thus the fear of violent death, are the primary conditions of bourgeois existence.”


  111. NRH 181, quoted above.


  112. Smith, Reading Leo Strauss, 170: “The irony could not escape Strauss’s attentive readers: Hobbes, not Locke, was the true founder of America.” Cf. Mansfield, Manliness, 172-73.


  113. CM 124: “Only the non-philosophers could compel the philosophers to take care of the city.” This is the hallmark of the Straussian reading of Plato’s Republic; see Allan Bloom, The Republic of Plato (New York: Basic Books, 1968), 407.


  114. The voluntary return of the philosopher is specifically denied at ONIP 361; cf. CM 124.


  115. NRH 119: “In the Republic the philosopher’s duty of obedience to the city is not derived from any contract.”


  116. At NRH 153, LS interprets the philosopher’s return to the Cave as the merely exoteric dilution of natural right: “Natural right would act as dynamite for civil society. In other words, the simply good, which is what is good by nature and which is radically distinct from the ancestral, must be transformed into the politically good, which is, as it were, the quotient of the simply good and the ancestral [sc. that in ‘the ancestral’ that is divisible by ‘the simply good’]; the politically good is what ‘removes a vast mass of evil [see appendix to chapter 6] without shocking a vast mass of prejudice.’ It is in this necessity that the need for inexactness in political or moral matters is partly founded.”


  117. TOM 10 (emphases mine): “But Machiavelli is the only philosopher who has lent the weight of his name to any way of political thinking and political acting which is as old as political society itself, so much so that his name is commonly used for designating such a way. He is notorious as the classic of the evil way of political thinking and political acting.” LS’s point is that others had taught “the evil way of political thinking” before M.


  118. TOM 10: “Callicles and Thrasymachus, who set forth the evil doctrine behind closed doors, are Platonic characters, and the Athenian ambassadors, who state the same doctrine on the island of Melos in the absence of the common people, are Thucydidean characters. Machiavelli proclaims openly and triumphantly a corrupting doctrine which ancient writers had taught covertly or with all signs of repugnance. He says in his own name shocking things which ancient writers had said through the mouths of their characters. Machiavelli alone dared to utter the evil doctrine in a book and in his own name.” LS will proceed to make M precisely his “character” in TOM.


  119. This “missing book” is analogous to the “missing” part II of MH’s Sein und Zeit (see chapter 4) where MH projected a Destruktion of the concealing Tradition: the project to come is already implicit in the project proposed. In TOM, the reader will discover LS at his best: it is his greatest (and therefore most characteristic) book; my personal preference for PPH (for its elegance and erudition) and SA (for its usefulness as a guide to Aristophanes; see chapter 9) is just that: strictly personal. Cf. Meier, Leo Strauss, 27: “Next to Thoughts on Machiavelli, the most carefully written treatise on revealed religion, Socrates and Aristophanes is the longest and most astonishing of his books.”


  120. TOM 19. Note that the first is also the second quotation: LS quotes it again (before quoting any other passages in M) at TOM 28. When LS quotes it a third time on 105, he follows it with four rhetorical questions that apply to LS as well as M (i.e., “Leo Strauss” must be substituted for “Machiavelli” in what follows). “Who is so inhuman as to believe that Machiavelli was so inhuman as to whet the appetite of the earnest reader and leave it completely unsatisfied? [LS chooses to say that it would be inhuman not to reveal the most inhuman project of all!] We believe him on his word that he will not ‘discuss that long and exalted matter.’ But is there no mean between discussion and complete silence? Is there no ‘place’ other than the lines of a book? Is a series of intimations not ‘a convenient place’ for transmitting ‘a matter too long and too exalted to discuss’?” (TOM 105). LS is alerting “the earnest reader” to the fact that M but certainly LS himself reveal their meaning by means of “intimations” between the lines.


  121. Note, however, that when the extensive Notes (longer than either chapters 1 or 2) are added as a fifth part of TOM, the third becomes the (crucial) middle of the book. Excluding the index, 173 is the exact numerical center of the text.


  122. TOM 107: “We agree with the commonly held opinion according to which Machiavelli, having decided to write Discourses on Livy, must at some point or other begin to refer or even to quote Livy. But it cannot be indifferent to us at what precise point he for the first time introduces Livy. The first reference to Livy or the first Latin quotation from Livy will be no longer for us a trivial fact but an amazing occurrence; it will elicit neither empty curiosity nor yawning but disturbing wonder.” Note that this passage is only two pages past the third time LS quotes Discourses III.35 (the passage quoted above). Only after this sententious preamble (crucial for alerting the careful reader to LS’s own quotation) does LS proceeds to discuss M’s first direct quotation from Livy.


  123. PAW 144: “It is a general observation that people write as they read. As a rule, careful writers are careful readers, and vice versa.” LS goes on to say that we “may . . . acquire some previous knowledge of an author’s habits of writing by studying his habits of reading. The task is simplified if the author in question explicitly discusses the right manner of reading . . . a particular book which he has studied with a great deal of attention.” In “On a Forgotten Kind of Writing” (1954), LS responds to critics of the hermeneutic methods described in PAW (WIPP 230). Notice that LS specifically cites the Discourses as being “carefully written.”


  124. TOM 141: “It would appear then that Machiavelli stands in the same relation to Livy in which Livy stands to some of his characters: he states what he regards as the truth through sentences of Livy often unquoted but always alluded to; Machiavelli’s Livy is a character of Machiavelli.”


  125. TOM 136: “By the end of the First Book of the Discourses the reader is supposed to have liberated himself completely from belief in any authority.”


  126. The commonplace of NRH 178: “Classical political philosophy had taken its bearing by how man ought to live; the correct way of answering the question of the right ordering of society consists in taking one’s bearings by how men actually do live.’


  127. TOM 148: “Machiavelli now suggests that “our historian” is not merely an historian, a man who describes what men have done, but that he is also a man who teaches ‘Oughts’ through making his excellent characters say and do things which excellent men ought to say and do, i.e., through acts of fiction.”


  128. TOM 153: “He therewith obscures the character of Livy’s History and thus indirectly blurs the difference between the intention of Livy the historian and his own intention. As soon as his own intention becomes Machiavelli’s chief theme, as it does from Discourses III 35 on, he must again bring this difference to light.” Note that III 35 is the source of the passage from M quoted above on which LS places so much emphasis.


  129. LS has already pointed out the importance of this chapter—the longest in the Discourses (TOM 89)—at TOM 90 where he calls it (in contrast with III 6) the “chapter which at first glance is the most atypical.”


  130. TOM 168. LS follows this provocative statement with a seemingly factual observation that links III.6 directly to M’s project in the Discourses as a whole. “That chapter of the Discourses which is by far the most extensive is devoted to the subject of conspiracies, i.e., of more or less violent changes of modes and orders.” Cf. TOM 89-90 and 85.


  131. PAW 36: “Those to whom such books are truly addressed are, however, neither the unphilosophic majority nor the perfect philosopher as such, but the young men who might become philosophers:”


  132. See in particular the case of Agis at TOM 327n187: “The difference between conspiratorial and “corrupting writings is adumbrated by the story of Agis and Cleomenes as told in I 9. Agis, who desired to restore the old Spartan order, was killed by the ephors as one who desired to become a tyrant; through his writings which he left, he aroused the same noble desire in his successor Cleomenes who killed all the ephors and thus succeeded in completely restoring the old Spartan order. The action of Cleomenes is described in III 6 (355) as a conspiracy against the fatherland.”


  133. TOM 169.


  134. TOM 152: “The chapter ends with a brief discussion of a mode of procedure employed by Fabius in a campaign ‘in a new land against a new enemy’; this mode ‘deserves to be imitated.’ Not Appius Claudius nor Cincinnatus but Fabius serves as a model.” Notice the lack of patience displayed by Appius Claudius at TOM 165. LS returns to Fabius on the last page of Chapter 3 (TOM 173); in this he follows M. TOM 165: “The Discourses end with praise of Fabius:”


  135. TOM 173: “Fabius, in contradistinction to Decius, judged the slow assault to be preferable and reserved his impetus for the end; choosing the safer way, he gained a more gladdening victory which Decius gained by his death.” Compare also the literary Agis at TOM 172: “The example of Agis shows that by patiently refraining from premature action and merely by leaving writings to posterity one can bring about the desired change without harm to himself.”


  136. TOM 168. On the innocence of the “teacher of conspirators,” compare Plato’s Gorgias (as presented in Gorgias), the teacher of rhetoric (Gorgias 457a; cf. MCL 13). As if to emphasize this allusion, note the use of rhetoric by LS in the two sentences that immediately follow those quoted here from TOM 169-70: “It goes without saying that the man who, from the point of view of the established order, necessarily appears as a corrupter may in truth be the first discoverer of those modes and orders which are simply in accordance with nature [cf. Callicles at Gorgias 483c-d]. It also goes without saying that whether writing is dangerous or not depends to a considerable extent on whether the writing in question serves a conspiratorial purpose or merely long-range corruption.” The crucial sentence that follows undermines the distinction that LS has just made. “Machiavelli goes on to say that if a man desires to seize authority in a republic and to impress his evil form on a republic, he must have at his disposal a matter which little by little, from generation to generation has become disordered by time” (TOM 170; emphasis mine).


  137. But see the quotation from LS I have chosen as the frontispiece.


  138. A Straussian commonplace. See PAW (e.g., 34-35) and WIPP 225: “If a society prevents writers from freely discussing its principles, one is entitled to raise the question as to whether a writer who belongs to such a society and who makes himself the mouthpiece of its principles expresses these principles because he is convinced of their soundness or because he cedes to superior force. The question takes on some urgency if the writer in question is a great mind who expressly says it is not wrong to teach doctrines which one regards as erroneous. It becomes still more urgent if his writings abound in enigmatic features which one easily overlooks if one is not attentive.”


  139. An early account of the influence of LS described his disciples as “Straussites.” What did Americans call the followers of Veblen, Dewey, James, or Alfred Thayer Mahan? See Pangle, Leo Strauss, for a by no means complete list of “Straussians.”


  140. Jenny Strauss Clay takes this physical approach in her New York Times piece “The Real Leo Strauss” (June 7, 2003): “He was a small, unprepossessing and, truth be told, ugly man.”


  141. TOM 171: “The modes and orders which Machiavelli proposes are not simply sound modes and orders, but new modes and orders. It is of their essence that knowledge of them is not only not coeval with man [here LS is admitting that no simple return to the Ancients is sufficient to undermine either Christianity or Liberal Democracy] but is related negatively to Christianity or is post-Christian.” This final neologism reveals the applicability of what LS says about M to himself.


  142. TOM 170: “The matter on which Machiavelli attempts to impress his form [identified as ‘his evil form’] is ‘the Christian republic.’ He is certain that despite the rebirth brought about by St. Dominic and St. Francis, the Christian Republic has reached an advanced stage of corruption: its end may be near.”


  143. TOM 143-44; the words “the Biblical Tradition” are, of course, capacious enough to include Judaism.


  144. LS suggests that M may have been aware of Luther while writing the Discourses (TOM, 170-1). If M was aware of Luther’s attack on the Church, there would then be three ways to undermine “the Christian Republic” described at TOM 171: (1) the German Luther [who would be analogous to Hitler], (2) “the peoples of the North, such as the Scythians” [for the identification of ‘the Scythians’ as Russians, see WIPP 45; for the willingness of LS to find ‘the moral or mystical meaning’ of a ‘nation,’ see TOM 328n192; this constitutes another instance of the GWFH’s influence] who “are at present [LS is writing in 1957 but the Walgreen Lectures, on which TOM is based, were delivered in 1953: before the Hungarian uprising was crushed by the Soviets] held back by the Germans, the Hungarians, and the Poles” (see Discourses II.8 on which these remarks are only loosely based) and, (3) M’s own approach. “The other would be the rejuvenation of the West. It is the purpose of the Discourses to prepare this rebirth through awakening primarily the Italian-reading youth.” This suggests that there are mutatis mutandis three ways to destroy the great Liberal Democracy of the West: (1) a German revolution led by a blundering demagogue that will actually strengthen liberal democracy when it fails due to being premature [compare FWN on Luther in The Antichrist §61 and cf. the final paragraph of “What Is Political Philosophy?” at WIPP 54-55], (2) the Soviet Union’s invasion of Western Europe, and, finally, (3) a campaign aimed at “the English-reading youth.” It is this latter element that LS (in imitation of M) supplies.


  145. LS generally ignores Darwin but in his immorality, his atheism, his historicism, and in his revival of “natural right” (as opposed to rights), LS is neo-Darwinian; naturally, however, he embraces FWN’s critique of Darwin. See Nietzsche, The Gay Science, 292.


  146. See PL 136n2.


  147. EW 135.


  148. OT 205-6: “In what then does philosophic politics consist? In satisfying the city that the philosophers are not atheists, that they do not desecrate everything sacred to the city, that they reverence what the city reverences, that they are not subversives, in short, that they are not irresponsible adventurers but good citizens and even the best of citizens. This is the defense of philosophy which was required always and everywhere, whatever the regime might have been.” For the place of “Restatement on Xenophon’s Hiero” (from which this quotation is taken) in LS’s overall project, see chapter 9. It is essential to bear in mind that LS’s view of “political philosophy” required the concealment of his atheism in the United States.


  149. The reader must decide whether LS is committed to destroying (1) Liberal Democracy, (2) the Christian Republic (exactly as his M is), or (3) after having consummated the Third Wave, what might be called “the Jewish Republic.” Given the Verjudung-hypothesis, Liberal Democracy really is both the “Christian” and “the Jewish Republic” but for one concerned with roots, radical solutions, and “the last word,” Judaism must take precedence. The extent of National Socialism’s anti-Christianity continues to be debated; see Mark Edward Ruff, “The Nazis’ Religionspolitik: An Assessment of Recent Literature.” Catholic Historical Review 92 no. 3 (July 2006), 252-267, but LS enables us to see that eliminationist anti-Semitism was simultaneously a ruthlessly historicist attempt to extirpate Verjudung at its source and the strictly exoteric, i.e., racialist, cover for National Socialism’s esoteric and deeply “philosophical” anti-Christianity.


  150. TOM 168: “Machiavelli therefore needs readers who are discerning enough to understand not only the new modes and orders but their ultimate ground as well. He needs readers who could act as mediators between him and the people by becoming princes. If he is an unarmed prophet, or a captain without an army who must recruit his army by means of his books, he must first recruit the highest officers directly responsible to him and commissioned by him. Owing to ‘the envious nature of men,’ he cannot expect to find his first adherents among the men of his generation. He can come into his own only after the natural death of his generation, the generation of the desert, as it were. He must appeal to the elite among the coming generations.” This passage explains Meier’s Latin dedication (Denkbewegung, 7; see appendix to chapter 6) “for the future philosophers in the remotest regions of Frankistan.”


  151. The connection between M and the U. S. is made by LS in the Introduction (TOM 13): “The United States of America may be said to be the only country in the world which was founded in explicit opposition to Machiavellian principles.” Consider also this neighboring passage at TOM 13-14: “While freedom is no longer a preserve of the United States, the United States is now the bulwark of freedom [note the implied criticism of the American understanding of freedom at NRH 251: “And if the movement toward happiness is the actuality of freedom, freedom is negativity.”]. And contemporary tyranny has its roots in Machiavelli’s thought, in the Machiavellian principle that the good end justifies every means. At least to the extent that the American reality is inseparable from the American aspiration, one cannot understand Americanism without understanding Machiavellianism which is its opposite.”


  152. See Discourses, proem to book 1.


  153. TOM 171-72: “The corruption of a mixed body [i.e., a political body; the apparent distinction between ‘a conspiratorial purpose or merely long-range corruption’ (TOM 170) must also be kept in mind in reading what follows] consists in its disintegration [i.e., if the Friend-Enemy distinction of CS can be introduced within a republic, it is already corrupted]. Machiavelli is confronted less by one united mystical body [the American ideal enshrined in the motto e pluribus unum] than by a combination of parties which at the outset are entirely hostile to him. Yet every hostile combination can be divided ‘with a little art,’ provided one is so situated that one can sustain the first attacks [LS was able to do so thanks to his Jewish heritage]. In domestic affairs one can divide one’s enemies by frightening some or by corrupting some or by appealing to the love of some for the common good; the central mode, i.e., corruption, is equally applicable in war, as Machiavelli emphasizes by the order of his examples. Generally speaking, one can divide any hostile combination by bringing some sacrifice [John Brown is a good historical example; celebrating war-dead among pacifists and manufacturing anti-abortion martyrs come to mind as modern examples of this kind of ‘sacrifice’]. One must certainly use every artifice which gives the composite body an opportunity to disintegrate and one must avoid every move which would put the enemies under a necessity to remain united or to recover their unity” (emphasis mine). To appreciate the sentence that follows this passage, two substitutions are required in accordance with mutatis mutandis: “It is this necessity to divide and thus to defeat the particular hostile combination confronting him which made Machiavelli surpass Livy and devise an entirely new strategy of spiritual warfare.” See a similar passage at TOM 154. Note that LS’s “Samnites” (see 328-29n192) would be the liberal democrats whose heterogeneity, shallow relativism, and tolerance will prevent them from uniting, detecting, and crushing the viper in their midst.


  154. TOM 173: “Just as Christianity defeated paganism by propaganda, he believes he can defeat Christianity by propaganda.”


  155. Consider this glossed version of TOM 172: “But his hope for the success of his teaching rests on the certainty that one of the two parties of which the Christian republic consists [the reader must bear in mind that the esoteric sense of this text involves substituting ‘democratic’ or ‘liberal’ for ‘Christian’ throughout] will be attracted by his proposals. One may describe that party provisionally as the Ghibellines, as men who would have gone with Frederick the Second of Hohenstaufen [note that this was the party that would not zu Kreuze zu kriechen (see appendix to chapter 4) during the Investiture Controversy of the Middle Ages]. More precisely that party consists of those who ‘esteem the fatherland more than the soul’ or who, driven and perhaps blinded by passion for the liberty of their fatherland [i.e., liberty from all external restraint; international organizations like the Roman Catholic Church in M’s time (and Bismarck’s) and the United Nations in ours], are more attached to their earthly fatherland [mm: national security and material wealth] than to the heavenly fatherland [mm: the Bill of Rights and the ‘natural rights’ political philosophy underlying it], or who are lukewarm Christians [mm: lukewarm about freedom, equality, and liberal democracy]. They are people ‘of little faith,’ i.e. of little Christian faith [mm: democratic faith; which is not to say that LS would have objected to playing ‘Christian faith’ against faith in democracy] who, impatient of alleged or true abuses of ecclesiastical authority [mm: abortion, homosexual rights, tolerance of alternative lifestyles, flag-burning are all ‘alleged or true abuses of democratic natural right and individual authority’], do not hesitate to attack ecclesiastical authority [mm: the authority of our democratic institutions] with more than masculine courage [imagine what would have happened if Barack H. Obama had been elected in 2008 in precisely the same way, mutatis mutandis, that George W. Bush was elected in 2000] but become afraid once they realize the ultimate consequence of their action.” The Ghibellines were the party of inherited wealth and aristocratic privilege.


  156. TOM 173: “Machiavelli is the first philosopher who believes that the coincidence of philosophy and political power can be brought about by propaganda which wins over ever larger multitudes to new modes and orders and thus transforms the thought of one or a few into the opinion of the public and therefore into public power.”


  157. TOM 143.


  158. TOM 142.


  159. TOM 153-54.


  160. If it were not for the impatience of his “highest officers” (TOM 168) to grasp for the levers of power so shortly after LS’s death, the conspiracy might have gone undetected significantly longer.


  161. Allan Bloom, “Leo Strauss: September 20, 1899-October 18, 1973.” Political Theory 2 no. 4 (November 1974), 372-392 at 391.


  162. Allan Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987), 382.


  163. Julius Caesar I. iii.104-5.


  164. Reprinted in SPPP 210-231.


  165. WM 441.


  166. MCL 16: “The mere fact that Machiavelli writes as a modern for moderns implies that his intention differs from Livy’s. Moreover, the general consideration referred to proves that the imitation of the ancients is physically possible, yet it does not prove that it is morally possible: the ancients were pagans, and the virtues of the pagans could be questioned as being merely resplendent vices. Machiavelli must therefore show that the virtues of the ancients were genuine virtues [cf. the discussion of ’Calliclean virtue”’ at WM 443-44], and the virtues extolled by the detractors of the ancients [i.e., ‘Jerusalem’] are not genuine; he must face and overcome a difficulty which did not exist for Livy.” This passage constitutes another reference to the Second Cave.


  167. MCL 16-17.


  168. MCL 17.


  169. AAPL 1.


  170. MCL 17; all subsequent quotations in this paragraph are from this source. See also TOM 48-49, 157, and SPPP 224.


  171. LS’s version differs from the strictly atheistic M of Nathan Tarcov, “Law and Innovation in Machiavelli’s Prince,” in Minkov, Enlightening Revolutions, 77-90 at 83 and 88-89n10.


  172. EW 135: “If for example, the establishment of the kingdom under Saul was stylized as an apostasy only later [LS is suggesting that the revelation that God hates monarchy at I Samuel 8—a favorite text of the authors of the American Revolution; see Thomas Paine’s Common Sense—is a priestly fabrication], that is, in exile; if, as the sources permit to shine through, what originally impelled the establishment of the kingdom was self-evident and elementary needs [cf. I Samuel 8:3] rather than the theatricality of some hysterical intoxication with normality [cf. I Samuel 8:5]; if the latter stylization was indeed the effect of prophecy on a people weaned of political responsibility, then the opponents of our political Zionism, who fight us by an appeal to tradition, do not have such an easy position to defend.”


  173. This makes LS and M mirror images: for the post-Christian M, it is safe to attack Judaism but not Christianity (TOM 204-5), for the post Jewish LS, the reverse is the case. This dynamic also sheds light on National Socialism; through his emphasis on exotericism, LS offers a new way to respond to the revisionist thesis (i.e., National Socialism wasn’t as anti-Christian as we thought) of Richard Steigmann-Gall, The Holy Reich: Nazi Conceptions of Christianity (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003).


  174. SPPP 216; cf. WIPP 44, TOM 72, and 83.


  175. Cf. Wolfgang Dierker, Himmlers Glaubenskrieger: Der Sicherheitsdienst der SS undseine Religionspolitik, 1933-1941, 2nd edition (Paderborn: Schoningh, 2002), 23.


  176. SPPP 216; cf. WIPP 44 and TOM 79.


  177. Cf. Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 244: “The first indispensable need, both for individual men and society too, is a God.” Cf. TOM 166: “If this step is not taken [sc. ‘surrender to authority itself’] one will remained enmeshed in the religious longing or the religiosity so characteristic of our centuries and will not be liberated by religion proper.” The liberation from religion by religion is the basis for LS’s final solution to the theological-political problem.


  178. Cf. LS to Scholem, Annapolis, 21 February 1973, at GS3 766: “By all means read Hegel’s critique of Hamann; it may confirm and deepen your critique of the German essence. Unfortunately, it is nevertheless true that Hamann’s Golgatha and Scheblimini surpasses so to speak infinitely Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem in depth.”


  179. Hamann, Writings on Philosophy, 179 (Golgotha and Sheblimini): “In fact one confuses ideas, and it is, in the strictest sense, neither in keeping with the truth nor advantageous to the reader’s welfare to oppose state and church, to sever inner felicity so neatly from external tranquility and safety, as the temporal from the eternal. The child of the one mother was overlaid by her in its sleep, and the still living child is already squirming beneath the blow of the upraised sword of the Solomonic executioner, to be cut in two, half to the one, half to the other—”


  180. See “Appendix to Chapter Seven: My Personal Encounter with Straussianism.”
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  Appendix to Chapter Seven

  

  My Personal Encounter with Straussianism


  As is now the case with every American, I came under the influence of Leo Strauss long before I’d ever heard his name. Unlike those who are young today, however, I can actually remember when that began to happen. But first, some background is necessary.


  Although the man and woman who taught my first philosophy course at Sidwell Friends—a gentle geometer from St. John’s in Annapolis and a Jewish intellectual from the University of Chicago—had both come from Straussian strongholds, I cannot persuade myself that either was a Straussian. The Great Books were being read at St. John’s and Chicago long before 1938, when Leo Strauss arrived in the United States. I wouldn’t be in the least surprised, however, if Mr. Morse had been guided through some old tomes with Strauss’s friend Jacob Klein while a Johnnie. Anne Yondorf was probably too old—despite her eternal youth—to have studied with Hannah Arendt but she closely resembled her nonetheless in courage and integrity. In any case, it was my father—a brilliant (if I may say so) economist who got his doctorate at Chicago in the early 1930s—who first introduced me to Plato when I was tiny. He watched me read and then prompted me to discuss what must have been an edited version of the end of Phaedo: the death of Socrates. My father also encouraged me to read Xenophon, Herodotus and Thucydides but I did not do so until many years after he died in 1968 from brain cancer when I was thirteen.


  Oscar Altman was Jewish but his second wife—my mother Adeline—was not. I was caught from the beginning between “Athens” and “Jerusalem:” that is, if Dionysius the Areopagite can be considered an Athenian. My mother was originally a Unitarian1 but had broken free from its arduous restrictions: she was already making the “journey to the East” that would bring her to rest in Indian mysticism. Since my father was a non-practicing Jew, I was raised without religious observance of any kind. But I always believed in God and have never wavered in this certainty. Equally certain was the cold, hard, lonely fact that I was caught in the middle: between Gentile and Jew, the intellect and the heart, rationalism and mysticism. This sense of straddling extremes was exacerbated by the fact that both my parents had children from a previous marriage and they divided in accordance with their parental archetype. My father’s children were successful and accomplished, my mother’s humane and troubled dreamers. No doubt it is this familial inheritance that explains the peculiar voice in which this book is written: erudite but personal, too emotional to be quite properly scholarly.


  I had already taken a course with Elisabeth Young-Bruehl before I watched Victor Gourevitch explicate the first page of Plato’s Euthyphro. I was thunder-struck. This handsome, elegant, professor of philosophy dazzled me to the depths with his knowledge of Greek and his brilliant insights. Perhaps it was just the Greek because the insights seemed indistinguishable from the words. But no, the man’s ethos and history—I knew from my mother that he and his brother had escaped from Nazi Germany as boys by walking across France and Spain—was simply mesmerizing. I didn’t know it yet, but Victor Gourevitch had studied with Leo Strauss at the University of Chicago.


  Hannah Arendt had taught Elisabeth Young-Bruehl at the New School and they had clearly been close: she was often mentioned on terms of familiarity. The course Elisabeth taught was the most brilliantly conceived academic offering I have ever encountered. The first semester she called “Cosmos as Language,” the second “Language as Cosmos.” In the first part we read Plato’s Cratylus: that’s why I bought the Dialogues. In the second, I encountered Ernst Cassirer and Martin Heidegger. A clash between these two men in Switzerland in 1929 would be a decisive moment in the life of Leo Strauss and it was important in mine as well. Elisabeth smoked a pipe and thought I was a lightweight. I preferred Victor Gourevitch—my father’s early death made me particularly susceptible to such things—but I’m afraid he ultimately decided that I was a lightweight too. I somehow got the sense that neither Gourevitch nor Elisabeth had much respect for each other. I remember him asking about her. She was far too cool to do the same. Besides, she knew he was a Straussian; I didn’t.


  I wanted to go to the University of Chicago for graduate work at the Committee on Social Thought. This was the influence of my dead father plus Professor Gourevitch: that’s where he had received the doctorate. Allan Bloom (like Saul Bellow who immortalized him) was still there when I applied: this was Straussian territory. But Bloom’s name meant nothing to me. I didn’t get into the program in any case: my last paper from Gourevitch bore the withering comment: “This isn’t as good as it could (should) have been.”


  I had started as a History major but had now added (probably on the strength of that first day with Euthyphro) Philosophy. The night I finished Phaedo—not counting my childhood encounter with it—I felt as high as a cloud. And it was no Straussian Socrates that enchanted me: my immortal soul was held rapt by the Ideas from the start. And so it happened that the one thing I knew when I graduated from Wesleyan was that I wanted to learn Classical Greek. The summer before I went to graduate school—I chose between “The History of Consciousness” program at Santa Cruz and the University of Toronto in Philosophy, which is where I went—I worked my way through A Beginner’s Greek Book. This book was geared to the eighth graders of another era: it was intended to prepare the student for reading Xenophon at sight. It worked. That summer, I became a student. The first time I saw Greek on the page of an Oxford Classical Text, I was in love. I spent many more hours at Toronto reading Greek than doing anything else, including studying Philosophy.


  I hadn’t consciously situated myself between Victor and Elisabeth at Wesleyan but I went to Toronto intending to do so between the Catholic Heideggerian Tom Langan and the Jewish Hegelian Emil Fackenheim. This seemed balanced to me. But Fackenheim was on leave the only two years that I remained in graduate school. Langan had us read Eric Voegelin. It was this experience that put me back in touch with my Jewish heritage. In Israel and Revelation, Voegelin writes from the perspective of Wellhausen’s Bible criticism: the Torah is a blend of E, J, and P. Now whether it was from the influence of Strauss or somewhere else, I knew that books were meant to be read: you needed to find out the intent of the author and the true meaning of the text. I had definitely learned to read at Wesleyan thanks to a funny little literary man—the closest thing to Socrates I have met in the flesh—named Henry Abelove. So I wasn’t going to take Voegelin’s word for it that there were three strands and no author in the case of the most important book in Western Civilization. I sat down to read the first five books of the Old Testament just as though they were written by a genius named Moses; I stood up a Jew. I took apparent contradictions as spurs to thought: the sun being created on the fourth “day” got me started.2 I resolved to keep the Lord’s Sabbath holy; I was surprised at first by how difficult that was for me.


  My second year at Toronto, I lived in an elite residential college for graduate students. We wore robes and were served sit down meals. It was here that my intellectual life took on the clear outlines that have endured to the present day. It was also here that I encountered Leo Strauss. Not in the flesh, of course: it was 1978 and Strauss was dead. The grimly serious yet rosy-cheeked young man I will call “P.” wasn’t even one of Strauss’s students: he was (as the Straussians themselves would say) “a student of a student of Strauss.” P. was smarter than I am and was stuck in Toronto between the Ivy League school from whence he came and the other to which he was already planning to return. He was at Toronto for one reason only: to study with Allan Bloom who was then teaching in the Politics Department. I found that idea outlandish. I hadn’t come to Toronto in order to study with Langan and Fackenheim: they simply seemed like the most interesting guys in the Course of Study I received after being accepted. I had written on my application: “I want to study the greatest philosophers with the best possible professors.” It was always the books that came first for me: I was always too stubborn to learn much from any living teacher. But as I quickly learned, the Straussians were a different breed of cat.


  My discussions with P. consisted of frequent nocturnal clashes over the course of a year in his room while drinking tea. It was here that I was introduced to the Straussians: Bloom, Harvey Mansfield, John Fairbank, Pangle, Orwin, Harry Jaffa and the others. They worked together and followed the Master: this repelled me and from the first I hurled abuse at such slavish adherence to a single doctrine or indoctrinator. The first fixed point of P.’s position was then to lay an ambush: “But what if the doctrine is true and the indoctrinator is wise?” This invited the unwary interlocutor to deny that such a doctrine or indoctrinator existed or could exist. “How do you know there can be no true doctrine?” Once revealed as a relativist, the Liberal Enemy was open to a withering assault: asserting the impossibility of the truth was self-contradictory. The other fixed point was a radical critique of tolerance: if no one view can be true and all views are equally true, then Hitler’s views were just as true as those of a tolerant liberal. This is the only way in which Hitler entered our conversations: he was the counter-example to relativism and tolerance. If I had been told then that Leo Strauss had created a logical principle that involved Hitler, I would have assumed that it would be not a reductio but an argumentum ad Hitlerum: ”relativism is false because it leads to Hitler.” P. was fond of quoting Winston Churchill. Leo Strauss was a Jew who taught at the University of Chicago after leaving Germany to escape Hitler. Therefore, on a strictly personal level, Leo Strauss was something like the philosophical counterpart of my dead father through whom I had only recently found the God of my fathers. My father had fought Hitler as a Lieutenant Colonel in the Air Force during World War II and earned a place in the Legion of Merit for doing so effectively. My father had taught me the wartime speeches of Winston Churchill when I was a boy and had tried his best to get me to read Xenophon’s “Retreat of the 10,000.” On the philosophical level, the conclusion was that “Leo Strauss is an enemy of Hitler.” Given the pervasive influence of ethical relativism, the conclusion was even stronger. “Therefore Leo Strauss is the enemy of Hitler par excellence.” This, as it turns out, is what should probably be called the exoteric teaching of the students of Leo Strauss.


  My dialogues with P. took place during my second year at the University of Toronto. But in my first year there I had read Strauss’s “Persecution and the Art of Writing.” Uncluttered with any notion of the existence of the Straussian movement, I encountered Leo Strauss through this short article assigned the previous spring in a course on Hermeneutics. I thought the article was brilliant and persuasive. Strauss proved that in times of persecution, political philosophers had developed an art of writing whereby they could conceal a teaching that would otherwise get them into trouble: I had visions of the Inquisition searching for liberals when I first saw the word “esoteric.” The esoteric teaching can only be found by the careful reader between the lines of a book that appeared only to teach something that was acceptable to the authorities. The article, one of a dozen or so assigned for that week by my professor, added a new dimension to our study of Hermeneutics: the branch of philosophy concerned with the interpretation of texts. When I first met P. and heard from his lips that he was “a Straussian,” I told him that I had read a single article by Strauss and that I thought it was brilliant, persuasive and true. Perhaps it was that promising start that encouraged him to invest so much time in me: I never doubted for a moment that P. was working night by night to convert me.


  By the Spring Semester of my first year—the year I earned an M.A. in Philosophy from the University of Toronto—my Greek was good enough to read a Platonic dialogue on my own in the original. I had audited an undergraduate Classics class where we read Apology of Socrates during the fall: with hard work and the foundation laid the previous summer, I proceeded to dive into Plato. I was in heaven. Leafing through the complete works of Plato in the five vol-ume O. C. T. that I had already bought as an incentive, I discovered that he had written a dialogue in which Socrates encounters a man that Socrates calls a hermeneus: an “interpreter.” I wrote my final paper for Graeme Nicholson—then a mere Assistant Professor—on the significance of Plato’s Ion for understanding some fundamental problems in modern hermeneutics. Nicholson loved my paper—it was my first (and also my last to date) bona fide success with a philosophy paper. It didn’t mention Strauss but certainly bespoke a careful reading of a single Platonic dialogue. What Gourevitch had done for Euthyphro, I did for Ion: I grasped the significance of every detail in this beautifully constructed jew-el. I had discovered a previously unknown secret in the dialogue—I read all that had been written about it to date—although the paper I wrote was based on Nicholson’s concerns and not mine. But I loved Ion (the brilliant actor who could recite all of Homer to dramatic effect) and will never forget my first trip to “the honey-flowing groves and orchards” of the Muses. I was the first iron ring on Plato’s magnet and I had found, or rather heard, my calling.


  In the course of being courted by P. during my second year—the year I finished my coursework for the doctorate—I was invited to attend with him a class being taught by no less a personage than his guru: Allan Bloom. It was in the same wonderful building—Victoria College—where I was continuing my studies in Greek. At this time, Bloom had just finished (but had not yet published) his translation of Rousseau’s Emile: The Closing of the American Mind and therefore Ravelstein were still years away. My first impression of Bloom—a lively and energetic man (or rather maniac) with high forehead and deliriously expressive dark eyes—was that he was wearing an unseemly amount of jewelry for a man. There was something of an Egyptian courtesan about him. He was surrounded by boys; if there was a girl in the room, she wasn’t in the least bit pretty because, if she had been, I would have been looking at her and not at Bloom. I found the appearance of the man positively repelling. He wasn’t physically ugly but rather vain, hedonistic, and somehow dissolute. It was all that gold. The word “gay” didn’t cross my mind then but it would have today.


  Nor was I taken in by the content of his mind. He was lecturing—in the form of confidential remarks to graduate students sitting around a seminar table—on Plato. More specifically, he was interpreting Plato’s Ion. This was a piece of great good fortune for me: P. was positively crestfallen after class that my reservations about Straussians hadn’t been blown away by Bloom’s brilliance. And Bloom was doubtless brilliant: mellifluous utterances tumbled out like a waterfall beautifully expressed and enlivened. It was obvious Bloom loved Plato. But his personal charisma and ethos—obviously spellbinding to the other students, who were all attention—was dwarfed by that of Victor Gourevitch. There was simply no comparison. So he lost one advantage with me on appearance and another on content. His remarks about the Ion were, at least in comparison with where my researches had taken me, superficial. He failed to note the political significance of certain obscure details that multiply in the dialogue’s last page; the choice of Ion for a Political Science course was strange in itself but to ignore the only overtly political passage in the dialogue astonished me. Bloom contented himself by delightedly showing how Socrates demolishes the vain and ridiculous Ion who can only interpret the words of another. Already famous for his “literal translation” of Plato’s Republic, fresh from his new translation of Rousseau, Bloom reminded me, with his rings, vanity, and interpretative facility, precisely of Ion. And he was savaging Ion. I suddenly saw that he had a point: an Ion in this form I liked much less than I had in the text. In fact, he had ignored both Socrates the Poet and Ion the Ionian and betrayed a stunning lack of self-awareness coupled with an unconscious self-hatred. For Allan Bloom was only playing Ion to another class of Homers: he was the one who could say “many and fine things” about Rousseau and Plato but had little that was original to contribute. He was an interpreter of certain philosophers and not a philosopher himself. It was obvious.


  P. was smart, as I’ve said before, but I wasn’t the easy convert he had thought to make. With a rock hard belief in God, a deep love for the Ideas of Plato, and a recent acceptance of the Law of Moses, I was hardly the man a Straussian could demolish as a relativist. P. could get no further. It’s perfectly true that he beat me up pretty badly along the relativism-tolerance frontier the first time I fell into the trap but I quickly saw that my commitment to tolerance needed to be anchored in an absolute truth. This is precisely what the Straussians don’t expect their enemies to do: to this day most liberals hate Straussians because most liberals are relativists. Liberal Democrats will wallow in the quagmire of value-free blanket-tolerance just as Strauss taught his students that we would. But it was very clear to me that there was something wrong, even evil, about the views that P. was willing “to take seriously” and that he and his kind could only be refuted because there was an absolute truth that proved them wrong. Following Milton and Jefferson, I quickly grasped that Religious Tolerance depended on certainty about God’s existence and that equality was anchored in a transcendent and absolute excellence. In short, I quickly embraced the exoteric teaching of Leo Strauss and used it against the insidious cess that began to bubble up out of P.’s well-stocked intellectual vault. According to P., for instance, Aristotle’s claim that some men are slaves by nature needed “to be taken seriously.” I was too much of a Platonist to take on faith anything that the Stagirite had to say and Professor George Edison of Trinity College made sure that I understood exactly what that was with respect to the Forms. It must be remembered that P. was not my only sparring partner in those days, only the most important. The Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies was at Toronto and the Philosophy Department was honeycombed with Thomists and Aristotelians—my own Supervisor was a conservative Catholic whose office was in St. Michael’s College—and I wasn’t buying their line either.


  My own position was simply that I was a Philosopher. There was an Absolute Truth—the “Idea of the Good" as Plato had called it—and I was searching to know it better each and every day. I refuted anyone who said it was unattainable; I undertook a Socratic search to see if it had been anywhere attained. I claimed to know little more than this and let my interlocutors argue their positions to me. Naturally I was talking philosophy everyday with all I met. In the United States, we use the expression “going to college;” in Canada they say “going to University.” What a difference between Wesleyan (and any other elite American College even when, like mine it called itself “a University”) and the U. of T.! I lived in Massey College, studied Homer at University College (which was non-sectarian and was the first haven for Jews at Toronto), learned Aristotle at Trinity College (which was Anglican: here were the preppies of the Canadian elite), Hegel with the Catholics at St. Michael’s and Plato at Vic.


  Four times a week I climbed the stairs to the third floor of Victoria College, affiliated with the United Church of Canada. I climbed those stairs just like my Professor of Classics, Denys de Montmollin did: two at a time. Having allowed me to audit his undergraduate philosophy class my first year, he allowed me to audit his graduate seminar on Aristotle’s de Anima and his upper level undergraduate course on Plato’s Republic. These were not Philosophy but Classics courses: all the reading was in the original. There were seven students in the two classes combined and I was two of them. The first day on the Republic he asked me to read. I began to translate. He stopped me. “No, no, read it in Greek; I’ll know if you understand what you are reading.” Things only got better from there. I had read Plato’s Republic with Gourevitch but I’ve forgotten what I learned about it then. Those hours in Vic laid the foundation for my academic life: I’ve been teaching and living the Republic ever since.


  But it was only in heated arguments with P. that my understanding of Republic became a living thing: Plato had been right all along (Letter VII 341c5-d2). P. followed slavishly the Straussian line: Thrasymachus isn’t refuted, the Ideas are a myth, and Socrates is weaning Glaucon away from politics. We battled over all of these points and a thousand others. We did not quarrel, however, about the crucial relevance of this ancient text to our lives, about whether or not even the smallest detail or linguistic nuance could be vitally important, or about whether Plato’s teaching was only to be found by reading between the lines. We agreed on all of those points. But I was not battled into embracing any aspect of the Straussian position on Plato. The Plato I found was a Liberal Democrat who used the myth of an authoritarian city to persuade some boys—and I never for a moment doubted that I was one of them—to go back down into the Cave in order to prevent tyrants from destroying the freedom to philosophize that only Democracy makes possible. Since “the Noble Lie” was false, there were no “sub-philosophic men” (this was the expression that I loathed from my very soul) and a quasi-religious motive to die for your native land was a lie. All women and men have eyes to see but most are looking in the wrong direction. They need only a teacher to redirect their gaze from the shadows to the light. I’ve spent more than twenty-five years in public high school classrooms proving this view to be correct.


  We argued long into the night, just as Socrates had done down in the Piraeus. I did not surrender a single inch to P.’s elitist and Thrasymachean reading. In fact, the hunted had already become the hunter: my pedagogical itch had always been strong but up to this point it had come out only with young women I was courting. There came to be a time when it was I who was trying to win P. away from Straussianism: I had found my philosophical voice. The Straussians had not won me to their side and there was something more: I felt I had their number. If it ever came to that, I would refute them. I found out that while many others disliked Straussians, few understood what was objectionable about them. To my naive way of looking at things, it was “the dark side” vibe I got from P. and his pals that was paramount; it never occurred to me that they were Nazis. But they were elitists, they didn’t believe in God, they were indistinguishable from Nietzsche with respect to ethics, they were doubtless Machiavellian and they were bound together in a suspicious brotherhood with strange code words and dark secrets. They also talked funny. I did not like them any better when I realized how eagerly they were looking forward to the 1980 Presidential election.


  I received a thorough education in politics from P., a subject about which I was frighteningly ignorant and on which he was astonishingly well informed. I not only did not read the newspapers, I was philosophically opposed to doing so: they diverted the soul from the realm of unchanging Being to the ephemera of mere Becoming. In so far as I had political beliefs, they were derived from my mother’s son, my big brother Dick, who was a Trotskyite. I had opposed the War in Vietnam. I believed that capitalists were running the country and the world. The Stalinist Soviet Union sucked too. I had not voted in 1976. My conversations with P. had a decisive impact on my political orientation: I moved dramatically to the Right. Luckily for me, I had started out so far over on the left that when I underwent my neo-conservative revolution, I became a liberal Democrat. Actually, I moved a little farther to the right than that: I supported President Carter in his primary battle with Edward Kennedy. And by supported I don’t just mean that I wished him well: I worked for the Carter-Mondale campaign and began reading the New York Times. From P., I learned that the Straussians were backing a guy I knew only from the movie “Brother Rat.” I learned about The American Spectator, Richard Pipes’s plan for the Soviet Union, and the kind of brains that would stand behind the movie actor in the shadows. I’ll be a Democrat until the day I die. I wept the day Reagan was elected as the Republicans won the Senate. But by then, I had abandoned the idea of being a Philosophy Professor and was teaching History at a prep school in Massachusetts en route to teaching Social Studies at a public high school in Vermont.


  Turning to the Lord is not the result of any one event, set of circumstances, or even anything done by men—least of all by “the turner” her- or himself. But I had been given a little green Testament by the Gideons in college and I still had it with me: I used to read over “the verse in many languages” and glanced many times at the “Profession of Faith” at the end. Was it the Sabbath breaking, the cruel rejection of poor P. and many others, or just simply the Grace of God that made me realize that I needed Jesus Christ at the very instant that He received me into His Church? I’m the only born-again Christian in my family and one of the few from the world in which I grew up. I do know that when I got up off my knees after finding Jesus, that I had decided to marry my college sweetheart, raise a family in Vermont, and go into politics. Who can fathom the ways of God? But there is no doubt in my mind that Leo Strauss and his students had played a not insignificant role in the merely human side of my conversion story: the touch of evil had made me run for the Rock.


  Nor was the subsequent decision to abandon my Ph.D. in Philosophy without Straussian influence. In the spring of my second and last year at Toronto, I studied Socrates with Gregory Vlastos. He was the foremost specialist in the subject at the time and I don’t think he’s been entirely eclipsed even now. He was a giant in the field and he took a real shine to me. He lived in Massey College and he replaced P. as my sparring partner. He was an analytic philosopher—that’s why he was taken seriously by the “what is Plato trying to say here?” school of thought. The analytic approach to Plato is that there are a few philosophically interesting arguments buried away in some of the dialogues that are worthy of logical analysis. Extract these arguments, formalize them, diagram them in the Begriffschrift of Symbolic Logic and you’ll go far. The approach Vlastos took to formalizing the methods of “Socrates (E)” was so distasteful to me that I wrote a scathing attack on his methodology using Xenophon’s Socratic writings to do so. Straussians have close to a monopoly on Xenophon in the Academy but not as far as I was concerned. For me, Xenophon was the gentleman from whom I had learned Greek: literally the “friendly voice of a stranger.” He was also the author my father had tried to have me read as a boy of ten and finally the beloved author I actually did read as a boy at the age of twenty-three. The humanity Vlastos showed my sarcastic paper notwithstanding, I quickly discovered there was no place for me teaching Plato among the Traditionalists while sitting at the feet of Leo Strauss was seven-hundred and twenty-nine times worse. Every non-Straussian thought I was a Straussian. Any Straussian knew better.


  Two final stories must be told in order to conclude this autobiographical narrative. First I must thank I. F. Stone. I called him up out of the phonebook on a trip to D.C. and he met with me for a long walk down Connecticut Avenue. He was working on Socrates and studying Greek, as I had read in the newspaper: his book was not yet published. I defended Plato from the charge of being “an aristocratic prig.” He was extremely funny and kind. He also gave me some important advice: he told me that I needed to study Latin. I don’t think I would have listened to anyone else other than this humane iconoclast with that Cyclopean bifocal. “What was the philosophical relevance of Latin?,” said I, sounding quite like an aristocratic prig myself. “You can’t understand the Classics without it,” said Izzy Stone, and proceeded to quote some poetry. I plunged into the task with confidence. From the start, it came significantly less easily to me than Greek had done. It was years before I broke the back of Virgil and read him like a boy should: for the joy of the story at sight. Now I’m a Latin teacher.


  The early encounter with Rome brought me to Cicero and in Marcus Tullius Cicero I found a friend, a role model, and “the noblest Roman of them all.” He understood Plato precisely as I did; thus I discovered that I had been right. Justice meant “going back down into the Cave” upon awakening from Scipio’s Dream. And like Cicero, I too had a Republic to save. To do my bit, I applied for a grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities in 1982, then under the leadership of Lynne Cheney. I wrote a proposal to create a ninth grade Humanities course and used words that would persuade a Straussian to approve it. Three Democracies is an interdisciplinary, primary-source based Citizenship class for Freshman of all ability groups that tells the story of the overthrow of Athenian democracy in the wake of the Peloponnesian War, the fall of the Roman Republic, and the destruction of the Weimar Republic. “Nothing is more important for the future citizens of our Republic to know than the forces that have led to the fall of the great democracies of the past.”3 Twenty-five years worth of wonderful students—those whom Calvin Coolidge called “citizens of this brave little state of Vermont”—will quickly recognize these pages for what they are: Mr. Altman doing what he taught them they must always be ready to do. It is to them that I respectfully and with gratitude dedicate this book.


  Footnotes


  1. Her great-grandfather William Henry Furness (1802-1896) was the pastor of the First Unitarian Church in Philadelphia; he was a prominent student of all things German. Two of his sons made a mark in the world: Horace Howard Furness was the greatest American Shakespeare scholar of his day and Frank Furness, a Philadelphia architect, is presently enjoying a posthumous rebirth. See Michael J. Lewis, Frank Furness: Architecture and the Violent Mind (New York: Norton, 2001). The latter was the father of my mother’s father: James Wilson Furness. At the Pennsylvania Military College, he studied Xenophon’s “Cavalry Officer” and “On Horsemanship”; this Loeb is the only book of his I own. My full name is William Henry Furness Altman.


  2 LS notes (SPPP 152) that according to Moses (Genesis 1:14-19), the sun was created on the fourth (and therefore indefinitely long) “day.” For those familiar with (and therefore influenced by) Inherit the Wind, it may come as a surprise that it was not Spencer Tracy but William Jennings Bryan who made this point at Dayton. LS mentions “the pious Bryan” at EW 132 and rejects the possibility of deliberate self-contradiction on the part of Moses and other Biblical writers at JPCM 375. Cf. FP 369 (quoted at 273n164 above).


  3. Robert Marquand, “Learning How Democracies Fail; School in Vermont takes New Approach to Studying Civics.” Christian Science Monitor (July 7, 1986) at www.csmonitor.com/1986/0707/dciv2-f.html


  



  Chapter Eight

  

  The Aristeia of Leo Strauss


  



  What Is Political Philosophy? is the only one of Strauss’s books that has a question for a title. It is natural to assume that the question will be answered in the book that bears such a title. In fact, the question is answered there three times: (1) an exoteric definition in the eponymous lecture series with which the collection begins, (2) a more revealing teaching on the subject in its third essay, and (3) principally by a stunning demonstration of “political philosophy” in practice. It is not a matter of chance that the book called What Is Political Philosophy? (1959) begins with a series of lectures delivered by Strauss in Jerusalem (1954-55) called “What Is Political Philosophy?” In the light of “On Classical Political Philosophy” (the collection’s third essay), the discerning reader will not only recognize the inadequacy of Strauss’s definition of “political philosophy” in “What Is Political Philosophy?” but will come to realize that “What Is Political Philosophy?” is itself the practice of “political philosophy.” As a rhetorical performance guided by exotericism (of which its merely exoteric definition of “political philosophy” is an indication), “What Is Political Philosophy?” educates the discerning reader by practice, not by precept. It is characteristic of Strauss’s sense of humor that the practice of political philosophy precedes the explicit elucidation of it. This structure will compel careful readers to return to the necessarily well-concealed practice once having been informed about the precept; they will thereby be initiated into a delicious inside joke.


  Laurence Lampert’s project compels him to account for the last of the three lectures constituting “What Is Political Philosophy?” He is trying to show the deep connection between Strauss and Nietzsche: this is certainly a worthy enterprise. But in the final paragraph of the final lecture, Strauss attacks Nietzsche and this suggests a primordial disconnection between them.1 Lampert is certainly correct that “What Is Political Philosophy?” is marked by an uncharacteristic piety on the part of Strauss from the beginning.2 Lampert indicates that the explanation of this pious pose is the setting of the speech: Jerusalem.3 He suggests that it is this pious pose that leads Strauss to apparently disconnect himself from Nietzsche,4 a man with whom Strauss is intimately connected. But Lampert fails to see that the pious pose in the book’s opening speech in fact constitutes an answer to the overall question of the book: the Jerusalem lectures are “political philosophy” in practice. A close reading of “What Is Political Philosophy?” will reveal it to be Strauss’s masterpiece; even Lampert, who knows Strauss is a Nietzschean, is taken in by its strictly exoteric piety.5 Thanks to Strauss’s understanding of “secularization,” piety in particular quickly becomes the height of impiety; a pious exterior is hardly a trouble-free prospect where a a disciple of F. H. Jacobi is concerned.


  Strauss reveals his precept about “political philosophy” only in the essay “On Classical Political Philosophy,” the third selection in the book: “The adjective “political” in the expression “political philosophy” designates not so much a subject matter as a manner of treatment.”6 This account is the opposite of the one given in the lecture series “What Is Political Philosophy?” with which What Is Political Philosophy? begins:


  
    By calling this pursuit political philosophy, we imply that it forms a part of a larger whole: of philosophy; or that political philosophy is a branch of philosophy. In the expression “political philosophy,” “philosophy” indicates the manner of treatment: a treatment which both goes to the roots and is comprehensive; “political” indicates both the subject matter and the function: political philosophy deals with political matters in a manner that is meant to be relevant for political life; therefore its subject matter must be identical with the goal, the ultimate goal of political action.7

  


  The careful reader who returns to “What Is Political Philosophy?” after reading “On Classical Political Philosophy” is warned that the three Jerusalem lectures, by concealing, indeed inverting, the true meaning of “political,” are in fact precisely what Strauss actually regards as “political philosophy.” “What Is Political Philosophy?” is therefore a text that must be read between the lines. Lampert fails to realize that these lectures contain a more than Socratic impiety shielded from view by a merely exoteric piety.


  In order to cast doubt on the sincerity of Strauss’s attack on Nietzsche found there, Lampert’s project forces him to go outside of What Is Political Philosophy?8 He contrasts “the intemperate attack” found in “What Is Political Philosophy?” with what he calls “Strauss’s measured statement on Nietzsche” found in the Master’s posthumous Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy: “Note on the “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil” (1973).9 Despite the fact that Beyond Good and Evil is useful in unlocking the secrets of “What Is Political Philosophy?” the central object of Strauss’s concern in Jerusalem is Heidegger, not Nietzsche. Not only is Heidegger the implicit subject of the first essay in Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy,10 he is also the implicit subject of the last essay in What Is Political Philosophy? itself.11 In fact it is Strauss’s treatment of Heidegger, not of Nietzsche, that clarifies the real purpose of “What Is Political Philosophy?” and Strauss helps us to see precisely this by the way he designed What Is Political Philosophy? (1959) as a whole; indeed the design of the book would make a good subject for independent consideration.


  It is not saying too much to claim that Heidegger occupies the center of Strauss’s memorial for “Kurt Riezler” with which What Is Political Philosophy? ends: this will be obvious to any reader who counts paragraphs.12 The Riezler that Strauss knew (and celebrates) “was decisively affected by Heidegger.”13 Like Strauss, Riezler left Germany; his motives for doing so are passed over in silence.14 “Led politically by Hitler and intellectually by Heidegger, Germany entered the Third Reich.”15 This sentence suggests that only the combination of Hitler and Heidegger had created a third thing: the new Reich. It is in response to this development that Strauss reveals next to nothing: “Riezler had to leave Germany.”16 One wonders if Strauss ever revealed anything more about his departure from Germany in 1932 in this connection: i.e., the truth.17 In any case, Strauss makes it clear which of the two was decisive in the case of Riezler: “It would be an understatement to say that Heidegger was the greatest contemporary power which Riezler ever encountered.”18 By calling this sweeping general statement “an understatement,” Strauss suggests that he too regarded Heidegger as “the greatest contemporary power” that he had encountered as well. The unarmed prophet19 Heidegger is a greater power than the armed one (Hitler) and survives him. By pairing Hitler and Heidegger, Strauss leaves no doubt that the political philosophy of Nietzsche’s successor Heidegger is inseparable from “the ultimate goal of political action.”20


  Heidegger is mentioned only once in “What Is Political Philosophy?” and then only in the company of others.21 Although Heidegger is mentioned only once by name, he appears three more times—in each of the speech’s three parts—without being named. In fact, it is Heidegger’s presence that dominates the Jerusalem lectures when they are considered as “political philosophy;” i.e., as an answer to the question that they raise. This becomes clear when the structure of “What Is Political Philosophy?” is analyzed. In a three-part lecture series, the second is the crucial center:22 Strauss calls it “the Classical Solution.” This title stands in sharp contrast with the title of the last part: “The Modern Solutions.” The “modern solutions” are many; the Ancients are united so as to provide but one. This strongly suggests that the Ancients provide the solution. This is also emphasized by the fact that “the Three Waves” of Modern solutions culminate, in the speech’s final paragraph, in Nietzsche—indeed in a Nietzsche who “preached” extinction and “prepared” for Hitler.23 The typical reader—i.e., one who hasn’t rejected the reductio ad Hitlerum (1953)24 —will simply assume that Strauss is rejecting “the modern solutions” out of hand because they lead ineluctably to Nazism. Such a reader is forcibly led to the conclusion that “the Problem of Political Philosophy” (the title of part I), is solved by “the Classical Solution” (part II) but ignored by “the Modern Solutions” (part III).


  Before explaining the hidden role Heidegger plays in this central section, its other more prominent features deserve comment. Since everybody knows that between Plato and Aristotle there are, at the very least, two “classical solutions” to most every problem,25 Strauss comes as close as possible to splitting the difference between them by emphasizing neither Plato’s Republic nor Aristotle’s Politics but Plato’s Laws: he calls it “the Platonic dialogue about politics and laws.”26 Strauss’s relationship with the Athenian Stranger is clearly central to the architecture of this book and, in chapter 9, it will be considered in more detail. But the Stranger—Strauss also calls him “the Athenian philosopher,”27 a thing Plato never does—also plays an important role in the Jerusalem lectures; thus some preliminary discussion is required. As far, then, as “the classical solution” goes, Strauss’s Athenian Stranger is hardly the man to offer any straight-forward solution: Strauss reveals how the Stranger conceals his Machiavellian purpose (which is “to introduce into Crete new laws and institutions”)28 with the pretext of coming to Crete “in order to study there the best laws.”29 The Athenian Stranger is a conspirator in disguise. He is crafty enough to undermine not just the faith of young men in their ancestral institutions but of old men as well. He is mysterious enough that his very identity is in doubt and Strauss pointedly raises the relevant question: “What kind of man is the Athenian Stranger?”30


  Although Plato’s Crito is not mentioned in the paragraph devoted to Strauss’s answer to this question, his interpretation of this dialogue will ultimately reveal a great deal about the German Stranger. To begin with, Strauss’s central claim about Crito is that Socrates was no Kantian: he recognized no binding moral obligation to remain in Athens and thereby die in accordance with the Athenian jury’s unjust verdict.31 Strauss states that Socrates’ decision was circumstantial and prudential; he strongly suggests that it depended on Socrates’ advanced age.32 This argument is then combined with Strauss’s claim, once again based on Crito, that the Athenian Stranger is the Socrates who escapes from Athens;33 in combination, these arguments valorize Plato’s Laws by converting the antithesis between Socrates and Strauss’s Stranger—one flees, the other doesn’t—into their identity. My approach, by contrast, is thus to sever the two arguments, rejecting the first while accepting the other.34 The Athenian Stranger is not “the Athenian philosopher” for the same reason that Laws is not “the Platonic dialogue about politics and laws”:35 the real Socrates allows the laws of Athens to exert mastery over his body in Crito while declaring the eternal independence of his deathless soul in Phaedo, a declaration already indicated in Apology36 The “Socrates” who flees—and I accept Strauss’s claim that this is precisely “the kind of man” the Stranger is—is never called a philosopher by Plato because he isn’t one. In opposition to the distinction between body and immortal soul,37 without reference to the supra-sensible Idea of the Good, the Stranger speaks, in a strictly historical sense, the first word in “secularization.”38


  Although Strauss indicates that the Stranger is Socrates, he is really Strauss himself.39 “Escaping to Crete, living in Crete, was the alternative to dying in Athens.”40 Believing that their own liberal democracy is the best regime, most Americans would find it inconceivable that a German émigré could compare himself to a man who escapes from Athens “in order to introduce philosophy into Crete.”41 They don’t know Leo Strauss. The hypothesis that the Athenian Stranger is Socrates allows Strauss to raise some interesting questions about himself: “One of the circumstances was Socrates’ old age: we are forced to wonder how Socrates would have decided if he had been 30 or 40 years old instead of 70.”42 How much are we forced to wonder whether a thirty-three-year-old Strauss (1899-1973) would have left Germany in 1932 had he not been Jewish?43 There’s actually quite a bit of Germany in “the Classical Solution”: for example, Strauss makes the dubious claim that “a good citizen in Hitler’s Germany would be a bad citizen elsewhere” in order to explicate a disparity in Aristotle.44 We are compelled to wonder (a typically Straussian locution, by the way) why Strauss conjured up a Socrates of precisely “30 or 40 years old” instead of, say, the traditional age of Jesus—the archetypal unarmed prophet45 —at the time of his unjust judicial murder and subsequent triumph over death; it should go without saying that nothing could be more antithetical to Strauss’s project than giving the parallels between Socrates and Jesus their due.46 Can it be because Strauss initiated his own campaign of “political philosophy” with an essay on Xenophon at the age of forty47 and became a Heideggerian—without, to be sure, leaving his Nietzschean bewitchment far behind—at precisely the age of thirty? In any case, the similarities between the Athenian and German Strangers blur the distinction between Ancient and Modern solutions. The same kind of blurring begins with Heidegger.


  The Heideggerian orientation of “the Classical Solution” is of central importance. Strauss’s return to classical political philosophy is the political equivalent (in both senses of that word) of Heidegger’s deconstruction of the ontological tradition.48 The attempt to gain “a horizon beyond,” so central to Strauss’s radical critique of liberalism,49 is in fact a political application of Heidegger’s far more sweeping approach. “Classical political philosophy is non-traditional, because it belongs to the fertile moment when all political traditions were shaken, and there was not yet in existence a tradition of political philosophy.”50 When this sentence is applied not to the political but the ontological tradition, the influence becomes clear. Both in Sein und Zeit and his later studies of the Pre-Socratics, Martin Heidegger was trying to break through to precisely such a “fertile moment” in the pre-traditional relationship between man and Being. “In all later epochs, the philosopher’s study of political things was mediated by a tradition of political philosophy which acted like a screen between the philosopher and political things, regardless of whether the individual philosopher cherished or rejected that tradition.”51 The repeated use of the word “tradition” is Heidegger’s legacy: the deconstruction of this tradition was the appointed task of part 2 of Being and Time. Strauss modifies this deconstruction project in a political manner: “From this it follows that the classical philosophers see the political things with a freshness and directness which have never been equaled.”52 Mutatis mutandis—i.e., by switching Pre-Socratics for “classical philosophers” and “Being” for “the political things”—this is straight Heidegger. Strauss simply applies Heidegger’s technique to “political things.”53


  Heidegger’s influence on Strauss in this regard is so pervasive and essential that it risks becoming invisible: what is left of Strauss himself if this characteristic move to “the Ancients” is actually Heideggerian?54 As the suppressed footnote from the 1931-1932 Hobbes manuscript proves,55 this is precisely Strauss’s intellectual pedigree. But when it is kept in mind that “deconstruction” in Being and Time was to end with Aristotle after working through an assault on Descartes’ autonomous subject, then the third paragraph of “the Classical Solution” becomes an even more visible legacy of Heidegger.56 This conclusion is reinforced by considering the very clear and able explication of Heideggerian ontology—with emphasis on collapsing the subject/object distinction—given by Strauss in his memorial for Kurt Riezler at the end of What Is Political Philosophy?57


  But the most revealing instance of Heidegger’s concealed influence on the crucial middle section is visible in the discussion of the anti-democratic orientation of “the Classical Solution.” For the ancients, democracy is “an inferior kind of regime”58 because it can only be “government by the uneducated.”59 Prematurely introducing Rousseau—the originator of the Second Wave among “the modern solutions” yet to come in part III60 —Strauss shows the necessity of universal education for the modern democratic project. “But universal education presupposes that the economy of scarcity has given way to an economy of plenty.”61 Aristotle had claimed that the distinction between the educated few and the ignorant many is irreducible due to “a kind of natural scarcity.”62 But the Moderns have created a solution: they can achieve the plenty that will make universal education possible. “And the economy of plenty presupposes the emancipation of technology from moral and political control.”63 One senses immediately that Strauss abhors this solution even without realizing the final cause of this abhorrence: not that it leads to global warming but because it shores up and indeed makes possible Liberal Democracy. Having constructed his entire lecture series on one reductio ad Hitlerum in order to drive his audience into the arms of the anti-democratic “Ancients” (i.e., that rejection of the Ancients by the Moderns leads to Nietzsche and hence Hitler), he uses another to show the “dehumanization of man” that has resulted from the democratic drive to educate all through “the emancipation of technology.”64 Strauss goes so far as to make the evils of unbridled technology—evils particularly visible to observers on the Left—the bedrock of his assault, in the name of the Ancients, on Liberal Democracy: “The difference between the classics and us with regard to democracy consists exclusively in a different estimate of the virtues of technology.”65 In other words, if the Moderns woke up to the vicious effects of technology, they’d be just as anti-democratic as the Ancients were.


  What does this have to do with Heidegger? Unfortunately, it has everything to do with him. When Heidegger published his Einführung in die Metaphysik in 1953, he claimed to have removed, as Strauss had pointed out (see chapter 3), all mistakes.66 Thus, concludes Strauss, Heidegger in 1953 still does not regard his 1933 decision to join the Nazis—based on “the greatness and dignity” of that movement—to be an error. Heidegger’s published (and corrected) words are as follows.


  
    The works that are being peddled about nowadays as the philosophy of National Socialism but have nothing whatever to do with the inner truth and greatness of this movement (namely the encounter between global technology and modern man)—have all been written by men fishing in the troubled waters of “values” and “totalities.”67

  


  Liberal democracy depends on global technology but Nazism confronts it. For Heidegger, this confrontation is the essence of the Hitler Movement. In other words, what attracted Heidegger to National Socialism is precisely that which would render Liberal Democracy vulnerable to what Strauss chooses to call “the Classic Solution.” As for those who see National Socialism as promoting “values,” Heidegger goes on to point out that it is precisely because of Nietzsche’s “entanglement in the thicket of the idea of values” that Heidegger claims that he “did not attain the true center of philosophy.”68 The nihilism of Nazism is so extreme that it leaves no room even for New Values. But it will resist the globalization of technology—whether promoted by Russia or the United States69 —and this constitutes, according to Heidegger, its “inner truth and greatness.” Strauss makes it comparatively clear that his attack on technology is an attack on plenty and therefore on the universal education upon which Liberal Democracy depends: he naturally makes it far less clear that he is following Heidegger. So much for Heidegger’s influence on the central section of “What Is Political Philosophy?”


  An essential question to ask while reading part I (“the Problem of Political Philosophy”) is: “Who’s the real nihilist around here?” For example, Strauss claims that “social science positivism” leads to nihilism: “the more serious we are as social scientists, the more completely we develop within ourselves a state of indifference to any goal, or of aimlessness and drifting, a state which may be called nihilism.”70 It would seem that these serious social scientists are Strauss’s enemies. If that is the case, however, it is not because they are nihilists: Strauss soon enough appears to contradict himself on this point. “I have never met any scientific social scientist who apart from being dedicated to truth and integrity was not also wholeheartedly devoted to democracy.”71 Strauss’s “more serious” social scientists are certainly not “wholeheartedly devoted to democracy”; the substitution of the word “scientific” has rendered the others less “serious” and has thus allowed them to remain intellectually dishonest democrats.


  “When he [sc. the ‘scientific social scientist’] says that democracy is a value which is not evidently superior to the opposite value, he does not mean that he is impressed with the alternative which he rejects or that his heart or his mind is torn between alternatives which in themselves are equally attractive.”72 No, the positivistic social scientist is more like Heidegger’s Nietzsche: he is still entangled in “the thicket of values” although he claims not to be. Only the serious social scientist would resemble Strauss, for whom awareness of alternatives—as opposed to resolving them—is the essence of what he calls “philosophy.”73 When Strauss points out (of the social scientist) that, “His “ethical neutrality” is so far from being nihilism or a road to nihilism that it is not more than an alibi for thoughtlessness and vulgarity;”74 he hints that a bona fide nihilist would be preferable to these vulgar and inconsistent democrats. Strauss claims that “the more serious we are as social scientists,” the more we escape from hypocrisy, vulgarity, and slavishness75 along the more honest76 road to nihilism. “Social science positivism fosters not so much nihilism as conformism and philistinism.”77 Strauss clearly avoids the latter two. This is hardly true of nihilism and historicism.78


  “It is only at this point that we come face to face with the serious antagonist of political philosophy: historicism.”79 With these words, Strauss begins the labyrinthine final paragraph of “The Problem of Political Philosophy.” The problem with taking even this statement at face value—i.e., that Strauss is on the side of political philosophy against historicism—is that those who have read “On Classical Political Philosophy” already know that Strauss himself has called into question the definition of “political philosophy” he offered his auditors in Jerusalem.80 More importantly, Strauss will now define historicism in a manner that alerts the careful reader to the fact that he is one himself. According to Strauss, historicism, “having reached its full growth,” rejects four characteristics of positivism.81 In the course of the lecture series, Strauss explicitly or tacitly rejects all four. He has (1) already rejected “the distinction between facts and values,”82 he will later (2) explicitly question “the authoritative character of modern science” (indeed he has just done so by implication),83 and (3) the entire drift of his argument—especially as embodied in “the Ancient Solution”—makes it obvious that he hardly views “the historical process as fundamentally progressive.”84 Although (4) he never mentions Darwin or explicitly rejects “the evolutionist thesis,” he clearly rejects its “relevance” to the central question of “man’s humanity.”85 Having now defined historicism in such a way as to reveal to careful readers that he himself embraces aspects of it, he introduces a very curious expression that will reappear later in this crucial but difficult paragraph:


  
    Historicism rejects the question of the good society, that is to say, of the good society, because of the essentially historical character of society and of human thought: there is no essential necessity for raising the question of the good society; this question is not in principle coeval with man; its very possibility is the outcome of a mysterious dispensation of fate.86

  


  Strauss’s historicist knows that “the question of the good society” is—given “the essentially historical character of society and of human thought”—simply a matter of historical circumstance: “a mysterious dispensation of fate.” A parallel passage in “the Classical Solution” clarifies what those words actually mean. According to Strauss’s Ancients:


  
    The actualization of the best regime [mm. “the good society”] depends on the coming together, or the coincidence of, things which have a natural tendency to move away from each other (e.g. the coincidence of philosophy and political power); its actualization therefore depends on chance [mm. “a mysterious dispensation of fate”].87

  


  Despite different vocabulary, both his Ancients and Strauss’s modern historicists link “the best regime” (Ancient) or “the good society” (Modern) to either “the coincidence of philosophy and political power” that itself depends on “chance” (Ancient) or on “a mysterious dispensation of fate” (Modern). In other words, “the Classical Solution” that Strauss will appear to accept in part II is identical in principle to the historicist position that he appears to reject as he prepares to end part I.


  Having introduced the “mysterious dispensation of fate,” Strauss next thrusts upon us what I will call “the problem of ‘the three historicists’”:


  
    The crucial issue concerns the status of those permanent characteristics of humanity, such as the distinction between the noble and the base, which are admitted by the thoughtful historicists: can these permanencies be used as criteria for distinguishing between good and bad dispensations of fate? The historicist answers this question in the negative. He looks down on the permanencies in question because of their objective, common, superficial and rudimentary character: to become relevant, they would have to be completed, and their completion is no longer common but historical. It was the contempt for these permanencies which permitted the most radical historicist in 1933 to submit to, or rather to welcome, as a dispensation of fate, the verdict of the least wise and least moderate part of his nation while it was in its least wise and least moderate mood, and at the same time to speak of wisdom and moderation.88

  


  One of the few things that would seem to be clear in this complicated passage is that Heidegger is (3) “the most radical historicist” and that Strauss is claiming that he welcomed the victory of the Nazis in 1933 as “a dispensation of fate.” The identities of those he calls (1) “the thoughtful historicists” and (2) “the historicist” remain unclear: the fact that we do not know exactly who these historicists actually are—i.e., an awareness of the problem of the three historicists—is crucial to making sense out of this complex passage. To begin with, however, the central issue raised here is simply a question: can “the permanent characteristics of humanity” (or “permanencies” like “the distinction between the noble and the base”) be used as criteria for making a decision about the radically contingent (i.e., “for distinguishing between good and bad dispensations of fate”)?89 (1) “The thoughtful historicists” say “yes” while (2) “the historicist” says “no.” (3) “The radical historicist” says “no” but seizes the “dispensations of fate” notwithstanding. The problem of the three historicists becomes acute because (according to Strauss in the Memorial for Kurt Riezler) Heidegger clearly believes that, e.g., the authentic and inauthentic modes of Dasein are “permanent characteristics of humanity.”90 Therefore, Heidegger, by Strauss’s definition, belongs among (1) “the thoughtful historicists.” But how can Heidegger also be said to be (3) “the most radical historicist,” especially because Strauss emphasizes that this historicist shows “contempt for these permanencies”?


  If “(3)” is Heidegger, Strauss is simply lying: it was not “contempt for these permanencies” that led the philosopher to seize the kairos of 1933 by becoming a Nazi. Heidegger welcomed the National Socialist revolution—as his writings from 1933-1934 make very clear91 —precisely because he believed it would replace a deeply flawed society (the Weimar Republic) with a free one. In other words, Heidegger’s thoughtful historicism clearly gave him a criterion for recognizing when to seize the chance; i.e., when there exists a good dispensation of fate in order to realize “the good society.” The problem is that Heidegger was wrong: the National Socialist Revolution failed.


  Perhaps gaining some clarity about “(2)” will help us solve the problem of the three historicists. Does the identification of “(2)” as “the historicist” mean (a) historicists in general or (b) the historicist par excellence? The words “to become relevant, they [sc. the permanencies] would have to be completed” (emphasis mine) remind us of Hegel, and therefore indicate the validity of “(b):” the dialectic (i.e., the single permanent feature of Hegel’s System) leaves no room for permanencies that are incomplete (“the truth is the whole”) and everything depends on the realization of the rational.92 In other words, Hegel—the historicist par excellence—would have awaited the completed verdict of history. By Hegel’s standard, Heidegger’s decision to seize “the dispensation of fate” was misguided as demonstrated by the results. Where does Strauss stand in this debate? Is he closer to Heidegger’s courageous willingness to seize the fateful dispensation or to Hegel’s prudent hesitation? Or does he deftly split the distance between them?


  Strauss is publicly exploring what for him remained an important question: how could “the only great thinker in our time” have failed to realize that 1933—as the completed historical sequel proved—was by no means a good “dispensation of fate.” While there is unquestionably evidence that Strauss blames Heidegger for his poor timing (see chapter 3), the Heideggerian orientation of Strauss’s turn to the Ancients, his deconstruction of Descartes, and his attack on technology in part 2 of the speech, all of these show that this is a difference of opinion among friends. In fact, Strauss’s post-1953 respect for Heidegger is so strong that it is unclear whether Strauss himself regards “the biggest event of 1933” to be Hitler’s short-lived success (as the vulgar will assume) or, as the initiated will come to suspect, Heidegger’s disillusioning failure, i.e., his poor timing. The paragraph (and part I as a whole) ends with the following sentence.


  
    The biggest event of 1933 would rather seem to have proved, if such proof was necessary, that man cannot abandon the question of the good society, and that he cannot free himself from the responsibility for answering it by deferring to History or to any other power different from his own reason.93

  


  Although he demonstrated a poor sense of timing, Heidegger did the best “man” can do in 1933. He did not await the verdict of history—as Hegel would have done or as Strauss’s Jewish background compelled him to do—but rather embraced the responsibility of putting his philosophy into political action.


  The audience will naturally assume that Strauss is talking about “all men” when he says “man.” They will understand Strauss to be saying what they themselves already believe: that all of us have a responsibility to oppose Hitler. The only thing that the listeners in Jerusalem will grasp is that Strauss believes that radical historicism leads to 1933 and in this they will not be mistaken. Once again, Strauss counts on his audience to embrace the reductio ad Hitlerum, already rejected in Natural Right and History94 The audience is being invited to understand that Strauss embraces permanencies, rejects historicism, and loathes 1933. Only the student who combines “recklessness and audacity” begins to see that Strauss is meditating in public view a problem that would certainly anger his Jerusalem audience and perhaps even incline them to offer him hemlock if they recognized it for what it was (which, thanks to “political philosophy,” they will not). But a far graver impiety will suggest itself to those who pursue the hunt for “the most radical historicist” in the penultimate sentence of part I to anything like an adequate solution. Against the view that “(3)” is Heidegger are: (a) the fact that Strauss would be lying about a thinker whose articulation of the permanently temporal horizon of Dasein—to say nothing of his primordial distinction between authentic and inauthentic responses to it—place him among “(1)” (“the thoughtful historicists”),95 (b) there is no basis whatsoever for saying that Heidegger “submitted to” the Nazi revolution: he simply “welcomed” it,96 and, most importantly (c) it was not Heidegger who continued to speak of “wisdom and moderation.” Where does Heidegger ever speak of moderation?97


  Strauss gives a much more accurate account of what Heidegger was inclined “to speak of” in the final sentence of the final paragraph of his 1949 “Restatement,”98 mysteriously deleted in “Restatement on Xenophon’s Hiero,” the fourth essay in What Is Political Philosophy?


  
    For we both [sc. Strauss and Kojéve] apparently turned away from Being to Tyranny because we have seen that those who lacked the courage to face the issue of Tyranny, who therefore et humiliter serviebant et superbe dominabantur, were forced to evade the issue of Being as well, precisely because they did nothing but talk of Being.99

  


  Hungry for evidence of Strauss’s distance from Heidegger, friendly scholars have not questioned the reference to him here,100 nor should they. But no agreement has been reached as to why Strauss decided to delete it.101 The indisputable fact is that it appeared in print only once, in 1954, in French.102 The explanation of its deletion becomes easy once the student connects (1) the hidden place of Heidegger in the Jerusalem lectures of 1954-1955 with (2) the significance of Heidegger’s 1953 wake-up call: Strauss suppressed a passage that was critical of Heidegger in response to a changed situation.


  While writing “Restatement” in 1949, Strauss wrote to Kojéve:


  
    Besides I am glad that finally someone represents the modern position intelligently and en connaissance de cause—and without Heidegger’s cowardly vagueness.103

  


  It is highly significant that Strauss accused Heidegger of cowardice before 1953: after the publication of Heidegger’s “corrected” Einführung, this charge was no longer accurate. The deletion of the insulting paragraph in “Restatement on Xenophon’s Hiero” and the prominent placement of both “What Is Political Philosophy?” and “Kurt Riezler” indicate that What Is Political Philosophy? And Other Studies (1959) is best understood as a proud palinode addressed to Heidegger, intended to redress the insult offered him in De la Tyrannie by welcoming him back to the manly sobriety Strauss himself never abandoned.104


  The essential point, however, is that is not Heidegger but Strauss himself who famously and repeatedly speaks of wisdom and moderation, as the German Stranger is about to make crystal clear in part II by using the second of these words five times in rapid succession while describing Plato’s Laws:


  
    this adoption [by the philosopher] of the language of political man, this achievement of harmony between the excellence of man and the excellence of the citizen, or between wisdom and law-abidingness, is, it seems, the most noble exercise of the virtue of moderation: wine drinking educates to moderation. For moderation is not a virtue of thought: Plato likens philosophy to madness, the very opposite of sobriety or moderation; thought must not be moderate, but fearless, not to say shameless. But moderation is a virtue controlling the philosopher’s speech.105

  


  Unlike Strauss, Heidegger the philosopher was not moderate in either speech or thought:106 he fearlessly welcomed “the dispensation of fate” in 1933 by seizing the chance it offered him.107 Temporarily demoralized by the defeat of “his nation,” he then proved in 1953 that he had recovered his courage or rather shamelessness. By combining Heidegger’s courage (of both 1933 and 1953) with his own moderation,108 Strauss is revealing both the essence and genesis of his own radical reformulation of “political philosophy.”109 And he is doing so as a Jew in Jerusalem.110


  Heidegger reappears at the very end of the speech: he is therefore the unnamed presence in the final paragraphs of both the first and last parts of “What Is Political Philosophy?” and the pervasive and unnamed influence throughout its central second part.111 The dominant influence in “Modern Solutions” is, however, Machiavelli. Since the Walgreen Lectures on which the singularly disturbing book Thoughts on Machiavelli (see chapter 7) is based were delivered in 1953,112 it is accurate to say that Strauss merely reprises the most stunning aspects of that earlier performance in 1954-1955. It soon becomes obvious that Strauss became extremely outspoken in 1953: this need hardly surprise us although it may well chill us to the bone. But even the reader who knows what Strauss is doing can only be amazed by the fact that he’s actually doing it. And it is this amazing audacity that makes “What Is Political Philosophy?” Strauss’s moment of Homeric glory: the aristeia of Leo Strauss.


  The First Wave initiated by Machiavelli dominates part III: of the twenty-three paragraphs that “Modern Solutions” contains,113 six are about the Second and only the final one is about the Third Wave. By contrast, thirteen are about Machiavelli.114 I suspect that Machiavelli displaces Hobbes as the originator of Modernity not so much because of any intellectual breakthrough on Strauss’s part but because Machiavelli allowed Strauss to preach the overthrow of “the Christian Republic” with less restraint.115 In passing, it is interesting to note that the doctrine of The Three Waves is borrowed from Plato’s Republic and can even be assimilated to the topics Plato discussed under those headings in book V.116 The First Wave corresponds to Liberal Democracy in Strauss’s scheme117 and the equality of women in Plato’s: this suggests the connection between Strauss’s misogyny118 and elitism on the one hand and his enmity to Liberal Democracy on the other. The two Second Waves are so closely connected that there can be no question of mere coincidence: both involve communism (from Rousseau through Kant and Hegel to Karl Marx).119 Finally, the Third Wave corresponds in Plato’s Republic to the necessity of the philosopher-king. This is most revealing: glimpsed by Nietzsche in his final madness in 1888-1889,120 courageously attempted—prematurely, as it proved—by Heidegger in 1933, the conjunction of political power and philosophy will now be consummated by the as yet unknown, but far more patient (i.e., “moderate”) third member of the Third Wave: the German Stranger. Indeed, Heidegger is not the only unnamed apparition in the final paragraph of “What Is Political Philosophy?” as will soon enough become clear.


  “The difficulties to which German idealism was exposed gave rise to the third wave of modernity—of the wave that bears us today.”121 This first sentence of the long final paragraph leaves no doubt that the Third Wave is where Strauss—where all of us—are today: neither he nor we have escaped into “the Classical Solution.” Unlike the rest of us, Strauss is aware of where we are and where he himself is: under the influence of Nietzsche. “This last epoch was inaugurated by Nietzsche.” Strauss knows very well how to appear to distance himself from Nietzsche. But this, as he here states clearly, can and could only be a question of appearance: we are all borne on Nietzsche’s wave although Strauss alone is fully aware of that. Most of Strauss’s audience will be dismayed to hear this: they will understand Strauss to be dismayed by this fact as well. But Strauss is not dismayed—not only because he recognizes the historical necessity of riding Nietzsche’s Third Wave but because he—unlike his naive audience—embraces, endorses and is, in fact, the very crest of that wave. We are all historically conditioned by “the wave that bears us today” but Strauss, unlike the rest of us, is so self-consciously. Only in Strauss does the Third Wave achieve self-consciousness and this explains why he is the first to speak of it.


  “Nietzsche retained what appeared to him to be the insight of the nineteenth century.” In other words, Nietzsche realized that we are all historically conditioned or at least possessed of “the historical consciousness.” Strauss’s pose of anti-historicism must not blind us to the fact that he himself is, in the third section of “What Is Political Philosophy?” nearing the end of a highly doctrinaire systematization of modern philosophy’s historical development: even if the phraseology is Platonic, the idea that there are precisely three waves shows the legacy of Hegel, the great historical evolutionist whose stock in trade was the triad.122 Strauss is clearly more Hegelian than Nietzsche was. “But he rejected the view that the historical practice is rational as well as the premise that a harmony between the genuine individual and the modern state is possible.” In other words, Nietzsche retained a historical consciousness without thereby retaining two key elements of the Hegelian historical system. Both Hegel and Marx accept these elements: that is why they are the crest of the Second Wave.


  But Nietzsche is the originator of a new wave: he has more in common with the originator of the Second Wave than he does with those that were closer to him in time but belonged to a later moment of the wave’s logical structure. The process Strauss describes is in fact not only logical but dialectical in the Hegelian sense: it is therefore to Rousseau that Nietzsche must be compared. “He may be said to have returned, on the level of the historical consciousness, from Hegel’s reconciliation to Rousseau’s antinomy.”123 Like Rousseau, Nietzsche creates an antinomy dividing the citizen and the man,124 the philosophic few (or one) from the many.125 Hegel resolves this antinomy by reducing the alternatives to moments in the historical process: the Greek and Roman Worlds (where only the few are free) give way to the German World where antinomies are resolved and all are (free).126 Although Nietzsche returns to an antinomy, he does so “on the level of the historical consciousness:” the revaluation of values made visible by the genealogy of morals has made it impossible for the few to live under the subjugation of the many. In Nietzsche, the historical consciousness that makes the genealogy possible in the first place is sublated.127 This analysis of Nietzsche shows that Strauss is a thoroughgoing historicist on the grand Hegelian scale.128 In fact, it is no accident that the triad “Rousseau, Kant, and Hegel” is structurally similar to the Third Wave’s triad of Nietzsche, Heidegger and Strauss.129 It is Strauss who is now “painting philosophy’s gray on gray” as Hegel had done before him; he is the augur whose Owl of Minerva now takes wing on the extreme Right.130 To speak in the arcane language of Third Wave systematics: Strauss will complete the Hegelian “secularization” of Nietzsche’s “God is Dead” in the future in accordance with Heidegger’s discovery that the Future emerges from the Past.


  “He [sc. Nietzsche] taught that all human life and human thought ultimately rested on horizon-forming creations which are not susceptible of rational legitimization.” The importance of “horizons” to Strauss’s project is obvious: even before 1932, he had been searching for ways and means to outflank the Tradition he rejected. The search for some horizon beyond liberalism is, of course, the crucial example. And this is the insight of a radical historicist: the new horizon, based not on stable “Reason” but on the “Will to Power,” changes everything. “The creators are great individuals. The solitary creator who gives a new law to himself and who subjects himself to all its rigors takes the place of Rousseau’s solitary dreamer.” This sentence moves the reader along the trajectory of Nietzsche’s ouevre from his first to his last book in a flash: “the solitary creator” is the persona of Ecce Homo: this is Nietzsche himself. But the doctrinaire Strauss is more concerned with vindicating his own historical system: he is interested in bringing out the difference between the Second and Third Waves as historical and philosophical structures: “For Nature has ceased to appear lawful and merciful.” This sentence points out the contrast with Rousseau for whom Nature was, as Strauss suggests, both merciful and lawful. Nietzsche’s “Will to Power” (like its Darwinian antecedent) has changed all that.


  “The fundamental experience of existence is therefore the experience, not of bliss, but of suffering, of emptiness, of an abyss.” Knowing that his listeners are opposed to nihilism—indeed that they are giving the apparently neo-Classical Strauss a friendly hearing precisely because they understand him to share their opposition—Strauss tells them of the nihilism they reject rather than the nihilism that the Third Wave actually embraces. Even in Heidegger (to say nothing of Nietzsche) there can be no question “of suffering, of emptiness.” Notwithstanding, the words “fundamental experience of existence” suggest Heidegger rather than Nietzsche: one senses that Strauss is preparing for a political (i.e., highly misleading) reductio ad Nihilismum if not ad Hitlerum for his listeners. The last paragraph is a vulnerable because highly visible spot: this makes indirection, to use no stronger word, absolutely essential if Strauss is to convey something like the truth about himself between the lines. And despite his moderation in speech, his courage seems to be driving him on to do precisely that.131


  “Nietzsche’s creative call to creativity was addressed to individuals who should revolutionize their own lives, not to society or to his nation.” This sentence moves back from Heidegger in a decisive way: the Nietzsche described here could never be a German much less a National Socialist. To that extent, he appears to be less dangerous. But this appearance is misleading because Nietzsche was a genius. “But he expected and hoped that his call, at once stern and imploring, questioning and desiring to be questioned, would tempt the best men of the generations after him to become true selves and thus to form a new nobility which would be able to rule the planet.” Although not addressed to either his society or nation, Nietzsche is revealed to be far more political—in the conventional sense—than the earlier claim that his “call to creativity was addressed to individuals who should revolutionize their own lives” would suggest. To put it another way, his “call to creativity” definitely deserves to be called “creative” itself: he was creating a new ruling class. On the human level, Strausss is bearing witness to the Nietzsche who “so dominated and bewitched”132 him from an early age: the three pairings (“expected and hoped,” “stern and imploring,” “questioning and desiring to be questioned”) reveal that the young Strauss had not only heard Nietzsche ‘s voice but had shared his lonely heart.133 One can plainly see that he loved Nietzsche. One can also see that Strauss was one of those whom Nietzsche was able to tempt.134 Strauss therefore sees himself as one of “the best men of the generations after him;” in which exalted company he also puts Heidegger. The peculiar expression “to become true selves” (one would have expected “to become their true selves”) suggests the impersonality of Dasein (as described in Sein und Zeit) more than the Nietzschean call “to become what you are.” This Heidegerian modulation eases the way to the terrifying vision—terrifying to his naive listeners, that is—of “a new nobility which would be able to rule the planet.”


  Having revealed Nietzsche to be extremely dangerous, Strauss hastens to mitigate the situation: such terrifying ambition is at worst the lesser of two evils. “He opposed the possibility of a planetary aristocracy to the alleged necessity of a universal classless and stateless society.” Nietzsche’s “planetary aristocracy” is in any case superior to the Bolshevik menace.135 Anti-Communism can always offer cover to a National Socialist. And so does the Nietzschean inheritance: who ever heard of International National Socialism?136 Nietzsche, who recently seemed so dangerous, is now revealed to be neither Communist nor Nazi. At least that seems to be the case for a single peaceful moment before we read on. And then the whirlwind: “Being certain of the tameness of modern western man, he preached the sacred right of ‘merciless extinction’ of large masses of men with as little restraint as his great antagonist had done.” Speaking in Jerusalem, Strauss suggests that Nietzsche is a Nazi137 and that his unholy preaching leads directly to Dachau. Strauss counts on his Jewish audience to understand that it is Jews that would need to be eliminated in order to implement Nietzsche’s planetary scheme: in fact, it is not yet the Jews at all.138 What religion is really responsible for “the tameness of modern western man”? Who exactly do we think that Strauss means by Nietzsche’s “great antagonist”? Of course there is nothing here to make us forget that Jesus was Jewish.


  Even if we are inclined to forget The Antichrist, we should remember what Strauss has just told us about Machiavelli.139 In discussing the latter, he adds the words “and ultimately of the Biblical principle” in Jerusalem!140 It is the Bible, with its insistent truth-claims, indeed it is Jesus who preaches extermination—in comparison with whom Machiavelli is kind141 —not just Nietzsche’s Nazis. Is this, then, a course of action too inhuman and cruel for the teacher of evil?142 Are we being offered a kinder and gentler Machiavelli and a Jesus more cruel and unusual than Nietzsche? In fact, we are witnessing the continuation of Machiavelli’s anti-Christian project now equipped with the historical consciousness of Nietzsche’s Third Wave.143 It was Nietzsche who saw that just as Christianity was debased Platonism, so too was Liberal Democracy simply secularized (in the weak or conventional sense of that term) Christianity.144 The founders of the First and Third Waves are merging. In fact, they are both being revealed to be the man who distinguished the Three Waves of Modernity in the first place: Strauss is precisely one of those best men who is capable of “becoming true selves.”


  Strauss has now prepared the ground for his anti-democratic project: he is about to mention democracy for the first time in this ultimate paragraph. The subject is Nietzsche, a Nietzsche that Strauss has just rendered odious to his listeners as a preacher of the only kind of extermination program with which they are familiar. “He used much of his unsurpassable and inexhaustible power of passionate and fascinating speech for making his readers loathe, not only socialism and communism, but conservatism, nationalism and democracy as well.” Nietzsche is here revealed as a mere talker: a loquacious but scatter-shot critic who hates all political forms equally. Strauss’s Nietzsche appears to be democratic—or at least egalitarian—with respect to his hatreds. But the addition of democracy (emphasized by its position at the end of the list) is crucial for Strauss. His listeners—above all his American readers—can be assumed to loathe, if not precisely socialism, then at least the combination of “socialism and communism.” Conservatism, nationalism, and democracy form an unlikely trio of enemies for Americans. In the context of Germany, however, the Conservatives thought they could use the National Socialists to free themselves from the menace of Communism (and Socialism) made possible by the Liberal Democracy of the Weimar Republic.145 In fact, the National Socialists did free the Conservatives of the Communist Menace. What anti-Communist will then lament the overthrow of Liberal Democracy when it has this salutary effect? Strauss strongly suggests that he approves of Nietzsche’s principled political stand: it is only Aristocracy that his predecessor does not reject.146


  “After having taken upon himself this great political responsibility, he could not show his readers a way towards political responsibility.” Although taking responsibility on himself, Nietzsche was unable to make his readers politically responsible. Is Strauss’s claim really true? Is not Heidegger one of Nietzsche’s readers? At the very least, we would need to admit that Strauss was one of them. In fact, Strauss is deliberately contradicting himself. If Strauss’s Nietzsche was capable of exercising “this great political responsibility,” he was ipso facto capable of teaching that political responsibility to his readers if only by example. Strauss shows that he is fully aware of this intentional self-contradiction by saying precisely: “He could not show his readers a way towards political responsibility” (emphasis mine). “Having taken this responsibility upon himself,” Nietzsche—at the very least—both could and did “show his readers a way.” By listing all of the political positions that Nietzsche opposed, Nietzsche appears to be irresponsible. But no careful reader will have forgotten that Strauss has just told us that Nietzsche advocated Aristocracy. In no place has Strauss criticized Nietzsche’s plan “to form a new nobility which would be able to rule the planet.” Since such a plan would, as he has told us, only “tempt the best men of the generations after him,” such men—inspired by Nietzsche “to become true selves”—can be counted upon to exercise political responsibility in both senses of the word “political.” They will learn to speak politically (as Strauss is now doing) in the unfortunate event that taking responsible political action (as Heidegger did in 1933) should fail. The responsible responses to Nietzsche’s “creative call” are therefore embodied in Martin Heidegger and Leo Strauss. But Strauss conceals these authentic alternatives with political alternatives of his own. “He left them no choice except that between irresponsible indifference to politics and irresponsible political options.” These alternatives precisely miss the truth: they apply to neither Strauss nor Heidegger. The latter takes political responsibility by courageously exercising his reasonable judgment that the Liberal Democracy of Weimar must be overthrown in “the fateful dispensation” of 1933. The Jewish expatriate Strauss can exercise no such overtly political option and therefore invents a new sense of “political” moderation where he can, like Nietzsche before him, courageously take “upon himself this great political responsibility” and “show his readers a way towards” it.


  Having mentioned the anti-democratic precept of Nietzsche and having linked it backwards to the anti-Christian project of Machiavelli, Strauss is on the verge of revealing his own anti-democratic practice: his own future project. Although the two sentences that intervene between the first mention of democracy and the second decisive mention of it are highly “political,” Strauss is by no means unwilling to speak the dangerous truth. The reader has been properly led to believe, as Lampert too believed, that Strauss is criticizing Nietzsche. As if to emphasize the foolishness of the incautious listeners who think this, Strauss proceeds to make the man whom he has just called “irresponsible”. . . responsible: Nietzsche is responsible for Nazism. “He thus prepared a regime which as long as it lasted, made discredited democracy look again like a golden age.” This then is Strauss’s truth: National Socialism made democracy look good. No one would believe that this was his central objection to it. And yet this is precisely what he is now telling us. The Nazis made a grave error: Democracy was already discredited but the Nazis gave it a new lease on life.147 Hence the immediate necessity of Strauss’s characteristic rejection of the reductio ad Hitlerum: the effort to discredit democracy has itself been discredited by the twelve years of the Third Reich. The effort to discredit Liberal Democracy has been tainted by Nazism. He must find a new—in fact, he will pretend to have found precisely an “Ancient”—way to do this. Strauss must find a way to make defaming Liberal Democracy reputable again. We are watching him do precisely this in “What Is Political Philosophy?”


  To begin with, even this mild criticism (i.e., the “poor timing” of National Socialism vis-à-vis democracy) is disingenuous. Had the Nazis succeeded—had the Third Reich lasted its thousand years—democracy would have remained discredited. The temporal value of that adjective “discredited” is the crux of this passage. National Socialism only succeeded because faith in Weimar’s democracy had already been superseded. Strauss is honest about this: “discredited democracy” was the precondition of Nazism’s success. But if democracy was already discredited, then the anti-democratic Nazis deserved to succeed. By stating that Nazism’s foe was already discredited, he is surreptitiously endorsing not only Heidegger’s decision to support the National Socialist Revolution in 1933—proved by Hegelian historicism to have been premature in retrospect—but Nazism itself. And if applying the adjective “discredited” to democracy in the pre-Nazi past yields this disturbing conclusion, then applying it (as it must be applied) to the post-Nazi future is even more disturbing. And Strauss is explicit about this: democracy is discredited. It was and remains so. While the Third Reich endured, democracy appeared to be creditable again but only for “as long as it [National Socialism] lasted.” The conditions that made Nazism succeed in the short term continue to exist in the long term: the existence—openly asserted by Strauss—of what he calls “discredited democracy.”148


  As Strauss said at the paragraph’s start, the Third is “the wave that bears us today.” His eloquence on “the Classical Solution” and his apparent assault on historicism have lulled his willfully self-deluded listeners into understanding this apparently harmless but deadly serious little man as a philosophical Don Quixote. Whenever necessary, Strauss can use the language of Idealism to deflect those whom he wishes from the true scent. But this is mere sham: Idealism and all the other “worldviews” have been discredited by Nietzsche and revealed for what they are and always will remain: Strauss never rejects the premise of the Third Wave originated by Nietzsche. “He tried to articulate his understanding both of the modern situation and of human life as such by his doctrine of the will to power.” According to Nietzsche, all positions, all “worldviews,” have the Will to Power as their basis. An affirmative Nihilism yet dares to become what it is by implementing that Will not for the sake of goals and certainties but simply because authentically it is what it is. Strauss’s innovation is the creation of a covert form of this aggressive Nihilism: i.e., to conceal what he calls “the deadly truth”149 of the Will to Power’s reflexive character from the vulgar.150


  Since the foregoing sentence constitutes Strauss’s principal contribution to the Third Wave’s theoretical basis, it must be carefully unpacked before returning to the final paragraph of the Jerusalem lectures. There are three elements to be considered: (1) the “deadly truth” of the Will to Power, (2) its reflexive power to destroy itself, and (3) the need to therefore conceal this self-destructive power from the masses. To repeat the point: Strauss’s theoretical innovation is the creation of a covert form of this aggressive nihilism: to conceal what he calls “the deadly truth” of the Will to Power’s reflexive character from the vulgar. To begin, then, with “(1):” not entirely without awareness that he is taking an unwarranted liberty,151 Strauss will broaden the scope of the term in his 1970 “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil”152 to include not only “sovereign becoming,” but “the Death of God,”153 and “the will to power” as well. It is the latter, or rather the relativism that is built upon it, that becomes dominant as Strauss’s paradigm of “deadly truth”:


  
    The world in itself, the “thing-in-itself,” “nature” (aph. 9) is wholly chaotic and meaningless. Hence all meaning, all order originates in man, in man’s creative acts, in his will to power.154

  


  This relativism based on man’s creative Will to Power is, according to Strauss, also the foundation on which Heidegger builds because Existentialism is simply the attempt to solve “the difficulty inherent in the philosophy of the will to power.”155


  
    Existentialism admits the truth of relativism, but it realizes that relativism, so far from being a solution or even a relief, is deadly. Existentialism is the reaction of serious men to their own relativism.156

  


  Strauss spells out clearly why grounding all systems of thought on the Will to Power (which he never denies is true) is deadly as well:


  
    According to Nietzsche, the theoretical analysis of human life that realizes the relativity of all comprehensive views and thus depreciates them would make human life impossible, for it would destroy the protective atmosphere within which culture or action is alone possible.157

  


  This leads us to “(2):” the reflexive character of the Will to Power. The reflexive character of the Will to Power doctrine (i.e., that the Will to Power is the basis for and therefore equally relativizes the Will to Power itself) is precisely “the difficulty inherent in the philosophy of the will to power.”158 Clear statements of this difficulty can be found in “The Three Waves of Modernity,”159 the article “Relativism,”160 and, of course, the last paragraph of the 1965 “Preface.” It is also the basis of radical historicism, where historicism is used to deconstruct “the historicist thesis” itself.161 As was made clear in chapter 5, the only “solution” to any such “difficulty” is decisionism. But the decisive importance of the subject is indicated by the detailed treatment of it in “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil,” written only a few years before Strauss’s death:


  
    By suggesting or saying that the truth is deadly he does his best to break the power of the deadly truth; he suggests that the most important, the most comprehensive truth—the truth regarding all truths—is life-giving. In other words, by suggesting that the truth is a human creation, he suggests that this truth at any rate is not a human creation.162

  


  Lampert perceptively points out that Strauss ignores the argument used by Nietzsche himself to escape from the reflexive character of the Will to Power163 but uncharacteristically and perhaps uniquely164 provides an argument of his own. Even here, Strauss must ground himself on an insight derived from Nietzsche; his own proclivities, however, are certainly at work in selecting a passage dealing with the relationship between text and commentary:


  
    Almost immediately before, in the central aphorism of the second chapter (34), he [sc. Nietzsche] had drawn our attention to the fundamental distinction between the world which is of concern to us and the world in itself, or between the world of appearance or fiction (the interpretations) and the true world (the text). What he seems to aim at is the abolition of that fundamental distinction [sic] the world as will to power is both the world of any concern to us and the world in itself. Precisely if all views of the world are interpretations, i.e., acts of the will to power, the doctrine of the will to power is at the same time an interpretation and the most fundamental fact, for, in contradistinction to all other interpretations, it is the necessary and sufficient condition of the possibility of any “categories.”165

  


  The grammatical peculiarity of the middle sentence (which requires punctuation) and the incoherence of the argument itself (emphasized rather than diminished by the device of the “centrality” of aphorism §34 on the one hand and the technical philosophical language of “categories” and “necessary and sufficient” on the other) reveal that Strauss is out of his depth as an original philosopher (a fact he doesn’t deny)166 but is nonetheless compelled to defend the insight that is the veritable basis of the Third Wave from Nietzsche and Heidegger to Strauss himself. Fortunately, he finds another solution more congenial to his spirit and commensurate with his abilities.


  This brings the unpacking project to “(3):” the necessity to conceal this problem from the vulgar. The essence of Strauss’s response to the “true but deadly” character of relativism takes us to the heart of his thought:


  
    To avert the danger to life, Nietzsche could choose one of two ways: [1] he could insist on the strictly esoteric character of the theoretical analysis about life—that is, restore the Platonic notion of the noble delusion—or else [2] he could deny the possibility of theory proper and so conceive of thought as essentially subservient to, or dependent on, life and fate.167

  


  “[2]” means admitting the vicious aspect of the Will to Power’s reflexivity: the mention of “life and fate” suggests that Strauss has Heidegger in mind,168 a view corroborated in the very next sentence:


  
    If not Nietzsche himself, at any rate his successors adopted the second alternative.169

  


  As Lampert points out, Strauss is silent about the third alternative: the possibility that Nietzsche was able to solve “the difficulty inherent in the philosophy of the will to power” in accordance with §36 of Beyond Good and Evil, or by the doctrine of the Eternal Return, or by some other means. Indeed, Lampert is most instructive on this passage:


  
    Strauss says only what Nietzsche’s “successors” chose: the second option [i.e., “[2]”]. Strauss chose not to spell out the fact that he himself chose to restore Platonism or what he chose to call Platonic political philosophy, in part the necessity of salutary lying. Strauss recognized that Nietzsche chose neither the noble delusion nor sophism but instead a third possibility, the dangerous way of openly questioning the value of truth in order to test its alleged deadliness and ultimately to conduct the experiment of making its deadliness livable.170

  


  As Lampert suggests, the crucial alternative created by Strauss is “[1].” The Will to Power is a “true but deadly” doctrine in that it leads to relativism. But if the will to power is reflexive (and we could exculpate Strauss for offering a bad argument to prove the contrary by saying that he knew this was the case), the result is nihilism. Indeed this post-relativist nihilism would be the truest and deadliest doctrine of them all.


  Thus it is “[1],” the alternative that Strauss (misleadingly) suggests that Nietzsche himself took, that is certainly the one that Strauss himself takes. It is therefore Strauss and not Nietzsche who


  
    could insist on the strictly esoteric character of the theoretical analysis about life—that is, restore the Platonic notion of the noble delusion.171

  


  It is, after all, Strauss and not Nietzsche who created “Plato,” i.e., the ultra-modern nihilist who employs a “noble lie” to fit a case like the present. But then again Nietzsche never even calls “the will to power” a “deadly truth.” The two cases are parallel: Strauss is borrowing elements from both Plato and Nietzsche172 and synthesizing them with tools F. H. Jacobi had taught him to use: decisionism and exotericism. The Will to Power can remain—thanks to the reflexive self-contradiction at its heart—a “deadly truth” only on the basis of the limit-case of decisionism: i.e., when it is applied to a self-contradiction that can be affirmed on no basis other than the sovereign decision itself. The immoderate preponderance of “deadly” over “truth” in this obscene formula must certainly be concealed: it is known only to the nihilist elite. These, of course, are Strauss’s “philosophers”: the “noble illusion” is what that elite creates for the vulgar.173 Strauss is characteristically bold to reveal this in Natural Right and History, his most “American” book.174 Laurence Lampert cannot be praised too highly for discovering it.


  This completes the unpacking of “the theoretical basis of Strauss’s contribution to the Third Wave”; his practical proposal now remains to be seen. The game plan is simple: the “philosophers of the future” will create an “atheistic religion” for popular consumption. It is here that Klein will be proved correct: when National Socialism understands itself, it really is “Judentum ohne Gott.” Strauss’s fullest treatment of this “religion of the future” is, once again, in the late “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil.”175 In the course of four pages,176 the phrase “vindication of God” is used five times, the first as follows:


  
    The doctrine of the will to power—the whole doctrine of Beyond Good and Evil—is in a manner a vindication of God.177

  


  This “vindication” is “atheistic”178 or at any rate “decidedly non-theistic.”179 These pages abound in enigmatic expressions: “an atheistic or, if you wish, nontheistic religiosity”180 and “religious atheists.”181 It is also the only passage in his writings where he broaches, by referring to Karl Reinhardt’s essay, the central question of self-deification (see appendix to chapter 1). It will be noted that this word is too tame, too indebted to Enlightenment rationalization; the last word in manly courage is more theological and would require a neologism like “self-theification.” Jacobi’s “God” is necessarily personal.


  Strauss’s fullest account of what this atheistic religion of the future will look like as a practical matter is found in a passage from “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism” that begins with Nietzsche:


  
    Nietzsche’s philosopher of the future is an heir to the Bible. He is an heir to the deepening of the soul which has been effected by the Biblical belief in a God that is holy. The philosopher of the future, as distinct from the classical philosopher, will be concerned with the holy. His philosophizing will be intrinsically religious. This does not mean that he believes in God, the Biblical God. He is an atheist, but an atheist who is waiting for a god who has not yet shown himself.182

  


  This atheistic religiosity is precisely what led Heidegger to hope in 1933183 and then, in the aftermath of the resulting disappointment, to search for a new source of hope: it is in this context that a new world religion fusing East and West is described by Thomas Pangle’s Strauss.184 But there is no need to look to the future where the relationship between National Socialism and Leo Strauss is concerned. Beginning in 1922, he had constructed out of Walter Moses’s pagan-fascist Blau-Weiss and the Zionism of Nordau—to be sure with considerable support from Nietzsche, his life-long guide—the essence of what would eventually become National Socialism when understood as the last word in “secularization”: a Machiavellian Judentum ohne Gott, using Messias-Hoffnung as dynamite, would annihilate the Second Cave by implementing Entjudung, all the while shielding from the vulgar the self-contradictory decision of its elite for atheistic religiosity, faithless faith, and an immoral morality by means of the exotericism that F. H. Jacobi had used to conceal its anti-Enlightenment prototype. Between Heidegger, Schmitt, and Hitler, there was plenty of evidence that Strauss was riding the crest of the Zeitgeist between 1929 and 1932, historicist or no. Because Strauss is merely practicing “political philosophy,” he naturally does little more than “almost tell the truth” about all of this in Jerusalem while ingeniously inspiring and patiently awaiting “the philosophers of the future in the remotest regions of Frankistan.”


  To return to Jerusalem, then: Strauss must now begin to move in the direction of an edifying conclusion. “The difficulty inherent in his philosophy of the will to power led after Nietzsche to the explicit renunciation of the very notion of eternity.” This sentence appears to continue Strauss’s criticism of Nietzsche: the Will to Power is beset by an “inherent difficulty.” It also suggests that the last word of Strauss himself is going to be “eternity,” a word he expects his audience to understand in relation to Jerusalem. In fact, Strauss is indicating a more crucial matter if we attend carefully to his words: it is only after Nietzsche that “the difficulty inherent in his philosophy of the will to power” led others to renounce eternity. Strauss indicates that Nietzsche himself had solved the difficulty without this renunciation. This proves to be the case. Although Strauss discusses it at length elsewhere, he is silent here about Nietzsche’s Eternal Return.185 Why? Simply because political philosophy requires that Strauss appear to attack Nietzsche, not defend him. Such a defense would have required Strauss to reveal his own highly impolitic philosophy: the esoteric brand of “brutal nihilism”186 that requires following Nietzsche’s hints to a new atheistic religion for the vulgar. Therefore he quickly moves past Nietzsche to attack (apparently) the unnamed Heidegger. “Modern thought reaches its culmination, its highest self-consciousness, in the most radical historicism, i.e., in explicitly condemning to oblivion the notion of eternity.”


  Those who believe that Strauss embraces “the timeless truths” of Plato when he prates of the Ancients, and that he accepts the LORD Who lives and reigns forever when playing “Jerusalem” off against “Athens,”187 will be left with the Strauss they want and deserve. They are being prepared to watch a harmless Quixote, his brain addled by reading too many old books, in dubious battle against the windmills of Heideggerian Historicism. Here Strauss once again seems to imply that Heidegger did not believe that his own ontology of finite Dasein had captured the essential truth about all men;188 as we have already seen, Strauss will contradict the claim that Heidegger renounces eternity in this sense later in What Is Political Philosophy?189 In the aftermath of Nazism’s defeat, Heidegger embraces rather than rejects eternity: the war on technology—of which the reductio ad boletum is the outward and visible sign—will take on a distinctly religious guise in the later Heidegger as interpreted by Strauss.190 But this hardly matters. Strauss has already answered the question “what is political philosophy?” by boldly putting his answer into practice.


  Although this mission has already been accomplished, Strauss pushes forward with it to the very end. Because his trusting audience believes that Strauss rejects Modernity for the sake of “the Classical Solution,” they will simply assume that he deplores the abandonment of eternity by the Moderns. For the vulgar, the word “eternity” suggests heaven. To the “philosophers,” by contrast, this otherworldly form of eternity is the product of “prejudice” and priestly delusion. Even if embracing the Modern project did require “oblivion of eternity,” it is by no means clear that this oblivion is not in fact the necessary precondition for the Third Wave to realize “man’s deepest desire” now. The Platonists—along with their Christian heirs—may be content to seek otherworldly rewards. But there has never been any reason to think that this is true of Strauss: like Nietzsche, his loyalty is only to the earth:191 “For oblivion of eternity, or, in other words, estrangement from man’s deepest desire and therewith from the primary issues, is the price which modern man had to pay, from the very beginning, for attempting to be absolutely sovereign, to become the master and owner of nature, to conquer chance.”


  The structure of this final sentence is undoubtedly intended to suggest that Strauss considers “oblivion of eternity” to be a modern aberration leading to “estrangement from . . . the primary issues;” issues presumably preserved by the Ancients—his naive listeners will even associate them with Jerusalem!—in contrast to “modern man.” But the words he uses suggest another story: it is the desire “to be absolutely sovereign” that he plainly regards as “man’s deepest.”192 As Nietzsche’s Eternal Return indicates, it is not “eternity” that must be forgotten while riding the crest of the Third Wave. It is rather the otherworldly varieties of it that have for so many centuries kept man in bondage—imprisoned in the Second Cave caused by an ongoing Verjudung—that must now be overcome once and for all.193 For both Ancients and Moderns, for all “the wise,” there could be no issue more primary than the attempt to make oneself, as opposed to “the vulgar,” eternal:194


  
    Is it the willing of eternity which gives to the world, or restores to it, its worth which the world-denying ways of thinking had denied it? Is it the willing of eternity that makes atheism religious? Is beloved eternity divine merely because it is loved?195

  


  The restoration of the world requires the eradication of the world-deniers; thus spoke Zarathustra. Just as it was once the priests who invented Heaven and Hell or Good and Evil, so now it is Modernity’s “Last Men” who, rather than being condemned by “natural right” to the herd-animal’s oblivion they so richly deserve, have invented Law, Science, and Liberal Democracy in order to become “the master and owner of nature.” Nature condemns the vulgar to a powerless oblivion; their invention of “God” expresses their Will to Power, their revenge against “the wise.” Against this “Universal Tyrant,”196 there is only one escape: the weapons of the vulgar must be turned against them: a nihilist Messiah must courageously seize the fateful chance—first offered to the Athenian Stranger on Crete—to realize “man’s deepest desire” and make “atheism religious.” Only by first renouncing and then re-enacting “God” can the wise make the fateful decision to become “eternal.”197


  And that is why Heidegger, despite being a man of the deepest thought, didn’t hesitate to act forcefully and seize the “dispensation of fate” in 1933. As Nietzsche’s heir, he realized just how high the stakes really were198 and freely chose199 what fate200 had offered him. As another of Nietzsche’s heirs, Strauss fully realizes the stark alternatives as well.201 But unlike the courageous Heidegger, Strauss had been forced by his strictly adventitious Jewishness to bide his time and had learned thereby the “moderation” appropriate to “political philosophy.” For precisely this reason, he must now prove that he is no coward. The pattern of manly courage that Heidegger had bequeathed to Strauss in 1953—paradoxical in the context of Heidegger’s own gutlessness during the World War—is one that his secret successor was both prepared and compelled to emulate. A great change had taken place between 1941 and 1954. Unlike the journeyman’s “German Nihilism,” these lectures would not only be delivered but would appear in print; Strauss had, in the meantime, become a master craftsman. It was only by combining Heidegger’s courageous practice with the theoretical advances he had made in the belly of the whale that Leo Strauss was finally able to assume his mature form: Jerusalem’s guilty “Socrates,” the futuristic Hegel of the Third Wave, and, most amazingly of all, the outwardly Jewish theoretician of National Socialism’s war to the death against those responsible for the Second Cave:


  
    The philosopher of the future, as distinct from the classical philosopher, will be concerned with the holy. His philosophizing will be intrinsically religious. This does not mean that he believes in a God, the Biblical God. He is an atheist, but an atheist who is waiting for a god who has not yet shown himself. He has broken with the Biblical faith also and especially because the Biblical God as the creator of the world is outside the world: compared with the Biblical God as the highest good, the world is necessarily less than perfect. In other words, the Biblical faith necessarily leads, according to Nietzsche, to otherworldliness and asceticism. The condition of the highest human excellence is that man remains or becomes loyal to the earth; that there is nothing outside the world which could be of any concern to us—be it God or ideas or atoms of which we could be certain by knowledge or by faith. Every concern for such a ground of the world as is outside the world, i.e., of the world in which man lives, alienates man from this world. Such concern is rooted in the desire to escape from the terrifying and perplexing character of reality, to cut reality down to what man can bear. It is rooted in a desire for comfort.202

  


  Particularly in the light how uncomfortable it makes us, we cannot doubt the sincerity of Strauss’s antagonism to this kind of comfort nor his resolute dedication to eliminating it. If the consequences of the project seem too inhuman for any intelligent man to have embraced, Strauss would reply, no doubt with considerable eloquence, that the project itself is not so: his war is undertaken in defense of the earth and human excellence.


  Footnotes


  1. Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 9: “Strauss’s denunciation of Nietzsche, his pious conclusion, ends his essay in the way appropriate to rhetoric, namely as a descent to the people with an edifying message or an opinion to be held (PAW 91); ‘it ends like a tract for the times’ (TM 55); it ends with a pious denunciation of the impious Nietzsche.” Lampert uses “TM” where I use TOM.


  2. Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 10: “Strauss’s pious conclusion thus ends an essay typified throughout by piety—for instance, by Strauss’s refusal to reveal ‘the charm and gracefulness’ of Machiavelli’s blasphemies (41)—but if Strauss preferred on this occasion to keep those blasphemies covered under pious silence, on the other occasions he seemed more than happy to forego that silence and reveal Machiavelli’s blasphemies in so pleasing and memorable a way that they mark a peak of high spiritedness in his writings (SPPP 223-25; TM 48-52).”


  3. Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 9: “Strauss’s concluding paragraph balances the piety of his opening paragraph which had spoken about zeal and sacred soil and promised that he would ‘not for a moment forget what Jerusalem stands for.’” All reference to Jerusalem was deleted from the 1975 reprinting of “What Is Political Philosophy?” in Political Philosophy: Six Essays by Leo Strauss (which contained the first printing of TWM); see its expanded version: Hilail Gildin (ed.), An Introduction to Political Philosophy: Ten Essays by Leo Strauss (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 2. Note that “On Classical Political Philosophy” is second—after “What Is Political Philosophy?”—in this important collection.


  4. See Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 9: “Strauss’s statement in What Is Political Philosophy? about what Nietzsche ‘preached’ and what Nietzsche ‘prepared’ provides the basis for what most of Strauss’s followers prefer to say about Nietzsche: Nietzsche is a nihilist, a teacher of evil from whom we need to be sheltered, the secret spiritual mentor of what is worst in twentieth century life.” Consider also the questions that Lampert poses at the end of his Introduction (3): “Just who was Leo Strauss anyway? Is there any chance that he will be born posthumously as himself? A different self than he seemed?”


  5. According to Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 9 the speech (emphasis mine): “provides the basis for what most of Strauss’s followers prefer to say about Nietzsche.”


  6. WIPP 93-94 (emphasis mine): “From this point of view [i.e., that up to which the essay as a whole has led; roughly speaking, the perspective of ‘Classical Political Philosophy’] the adjective “political” in the expression “political philosophy” designates not so much a subject matter as a manner of treatment; from this point of view, I say, “political philosophy” means primarily not the philosophic treatment of politics, but the political, or popular, treatment of philosophy, or the political introduction to philosophy—the attempt to lead qualified citizens, or rather their qualified sons, from the political life to the philosophic life.” In other words: the sons of “gentlemen” will be surreptitiously converted to a post-moralistic viewpoint.


  7. WIPP 10 (emphasis mine); the dialogue between these two passages will not be treated fully in the text. Note that even the passage from “On Classical Political Philosophy” remains political in the Straussian sense: it reveals the truth about “political philosophy” but at the same time continues to operate within its enigmatic horizon. Having truthfully revealed the duplicitous nature of political philosophy’s manner, LS renders political philosophy’s purpose harmless: it merely leads young men away from politics to philosophy. This is only partly true; although closer to the truth, it remains a political account of political philosophy. Since the philosophy towards which LS leads his young men is anything but pious, it is clearly necessary to lead them to it in a political manner: e.g., LS must appear to attack FWN while speaking in Jerusalem. But the exoteric account of “political philosophy” in “What Is Political Philosophy?” (just quoted) expresses a truth which the later explanation of it (in “On Classical Political Philosophy”) must continue to conceal if it is to remain “political:” the ultimate goal of political philosophy is political action. LS’s furtive initiation of a few boys into FWN’s impieties is ugly but not yet dangerous. The danger arises if he is teaching those “qualified sons” that where “political philosophy” is concerned, “its subject matter must be identical with the goal, the ultimate goal of political action.”


  8. Note the distinction between the three-part lecture series (“What Is Political Philosophy?”) and WIPP or What Is Political Philosophy?


  9. SPPP 174-91. For the “intemperate attack” remark, see Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 8; his “measured statement” description is found on 10. There, Lampert also calls the Jerusalem peroration “Strauss’s inflammatory statement.” There can, if course, be no doubt about the importance of LS’s late essay on FWN: in the context of chapter 5, consider the words “probity, intellectual probity” and “disguised” at SPPP 188.


  10. “Philosophy as Rigorous Science and Political Philosophy” at SPPP 29-37.


  11. “Kurt Riezler” at WIPP 233-60.


  12. See in particular WIPP 245; the second half of the article (paragraph 20 out of 38) begins “It is only with a certain difficulty”


  13. WIPP 245. In fact, Riezler’s relationship with MH was more complicated than LS (who sees only straightforward intellectual influence) suggests. Compare Wayne C. Thompson, In the Eye of the Storm: Kurt Riezler and the Crises of Modern Germany (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1980), 288n22 with Safranski, Martin Heidegger, 185.


  14. For the actual circumstances (Riezler’s wife was Jewish), see Thompson, In the Eye of the Storm, 217-18.


  15. WIPP 241. This sentence’s context is noteworthy: while suggesting to a literal understanding that it was Germany’s turn to Hitler that constituted a victory for “insanity,” LS’s use of “again” just before it and the discussion of Germany’s defeat that immediately follow allows a more literal reading that allows a patriotic German to see that he regards the loss of both World Wars as instances of insanity prevailing.


  16. WIPP 241.


  17. Meier, Hidden Dialogue, 123.


  18. WIPP 245.


  19. A euphemism for M at WIPP 45 and used throughout TOM.


  20. WIPP 10.


  21. WIPP 17: “As regards the philosophers, it is sufficient to contrast the work of the four greatest philosophers of the last forty years—Bergson, Whitehead, Husserl, and Heidegger—with the work of Hermann Cohen in order to see how rapidly and thoroughly political philosophy has become discredited.”


  22. SPPP 109-10 and 117 (“Xenophon’s Anabasis”).


  23. WIPP 54-55; this paragraph will receive sentence-by-sentence commentary below.


  24. NRH 42-43.


  25. LS must minimize—in the best historicist tradition—the differences between Plato and Aristotle not only to uphold his “Plato” but the entire Ancients and Moderns apparatus. See SPPP 168, a passage that will receive attention in chapter 9.


  26. WIPP 31; Laws is introduced at 29 as “his political work par excellence.”


  27. WIPP 32; he is first called “the philosopher” at 30. But he “acts the part” of “the patriot” as opposed to “a civilizing philosopher, who, being a philosopher, is a philanthropist” at 31.


  28. WIPP 30; cf. the Leitmotiv of TOM chapter 3; see chapter 7 above.


  29. WIPP 29.


  30. WIPP 32.


  31. WIPP 33: “He [sc. Socrates] was given an opportunity to escape from prison: he refused to avail himself of this opportunity. His refusal was not based on an appeal to a categorical imperative demanding passive obedience, without ifs and but’s. His refusal was based on a deliberation, on a prudential consideration of what was the right thing to do in the circumstances.” Severing Plato from Kant is central to LS’s project.


  32. WIPP 33; the passage will be quoted below.


  33. WIPP 33: “We are entitled to infer that if Socrates had fled, he would have gone to Crete.” The argument in the three sentences preceding this one is compelling.


  34. In other words, I (1) accept LS’s argument that the Athenian Stranger is the escaping Socrates, (2) accept the view that Plato created the Stranger in order to show what this “Socrates” would do, but (3) reject the view that Socrates’ decision in Crito can be divorced from the real Socrates; my Athenian Stranger is a deliberately counter-factual “Socrates” invented by Plato for a pedagogical purpose. LS assumes (1) that the Athenian Stranger is the real Socrates and (2) that he speaks for Plato. Because he (3) reads the other dialogues in the light of these assumptions, Laws is his most significant textual justification for his fabrication of “Plato.” See chapter 9.


  35. LS repeats and even radicalizes his antinomian interpretation of Crito in the paragraph’s conclusion at WIPP 33: “His [sc. Socrates qua Athenian Stranger] choice was a political choice of the highest order. It did not consist in the simple subsumption of his case under a simple, universal, and unalterable rule.” LS refuses to use the word “law” because it indicates the fallacy inherent in his reading of Crito; once we accept LS’s account of the Athenian Stranger, the irony of Laws becomes that the law-breaker masquerades as law-giver.


  36. Cf. WIPP 144 (“How Farabi Read Plato’s Laws”): “Desiring to act appropriately with a view to what is useful, he [sc. Fârâbî] may have desired to ascribe his revised version of Plato’s teaching to the dead Plato in order to protect that version, or the sciences generally speaking [’with a view to the situation created by Islam or of revealed religion generally’], especially by leaving open the question as to whether he agreed with everything his Plato taught and by failing to draw a precise line between his mere report and his independent exposition.” Note the words “his Plato.”


  37. LS’s “Plato” (cf. the “his Plato” of Fârâbî in the previous note) depends on moving from Crito to Laws without reference to Phaedo. We have already seen that “Fârâbî’s Plato” considers immortality an exoteric teaching.


  38. WIPP 32-33: “In the Laws an old Athenian philosopher recommends a law about impiety which renders impossible the conflict between philosophy and the city, or which brings about harmony between philosophy and the city. The gods whose existence is to be admitted by every citizen of the city of the Laws are beings whose existence can be demonstrated.” The “gods” of the Stranger’s city are the heavenly bodies (Laws 809c7) as interpreted by the divine human (818c3) who understands their regular motions and the divine Nocturnal Council (969b2) over which he will eventually preside; see Epinomis 992d3-e1.


  39. Just as “On Classical Political Philosophy” (1945) reveals the kind of “political philosophy” Strauss is practicing in Jerusalem, it also hints at his connection with the Stranger at WIPP 84: “This political science is the knowledge which would enable a man to teach legislators. The political philosopher who has reached his goal is the teacher of legislators. The knowledge of the political philosopher is ‘transferable’ in the highest degree. Plato demonstrated this ad oculos in his dialogue on legislation, by presenting in the guise of a stranger the philosopher who is a teacher of legislators.”


  40. WIPP 33.


  41. WIPP 33.


  42. WIPP 33.


  43. LS himself addresses this question in the 1933 Letter to Löwith (see appendix to chapter 4) written after Hitler’s seizure of power: “I am staying in Paris for this second year as well, and I will attempt to accomplish something during this time that will permit me to continue working. To be sure, the ‘competition’ is considerable: the entire German-Jewish intellectual proletariat finds itself here. It is awful—I wish I could run away to Germany.”


  44. WIPP 35. Notice the remark about “the breaking of a heart” which may capture LS’s own patriotic sentiments (cf. SPPP 190 on FWN, aphorism §41). See EW 81 (about August 1914) for an early expression of LS’s German Nationalism. The Second Reich is obliquely defended at WIPP 43 where LS mentions “blood and iron.” For LS’s praise of Bismarck, see LAM 224/SCR 1 as well as the echo of the Iron Chancellor in the 1933 Letter to Löwith (see previous note). By the way, the claim about the “good citizen” in Nazi Germany is false: does not a good citizen obey the laws?


  45. TOM 173; the same point is made at WIPP 44.


  46. Cf. Republic 362a1-3.


  47. SSTX (1939) will be discussed in chapter 9.


  48. This was to have been the subject of the missing part 2 of Being and Time: see Heidegger, Being and Time, §6 for an outline of the missing part. Cf. WIPP 248: “The ontological problem appears clearly and purely only in the beginning of western thought, and in particular in Parmenides. To understand the ontological problem means to liberate oneself from the shackles of a tradition which conceals the problem or to recover the origin of our tradition: the ‘systematic’ problem is inseparable from the historical problem. In this Riezler follows Heidegger for whom the elaboration of the ontological problem is inseparable from the ‘Destruktion’ of the philosophic tradition.”


  49. SCR 351: “The critique of liberalism that Schmitt has initiated can therefore be completed only when we succeed in gaining a horizon beyond liberalism.”


  50. WIPP 27 (emphases mine).


  51. WIPP 27.


  52. WIPP 27.


  53. See GS3 523 for the connection between TH and Descartes.


  54. Early and able investigation along these lines is found in James F. Ward, “Political Philosophy & History: The Links between Strauss & Heidegger.” Polity 20 no. 2 (Winter 1987), 273-295.


  55. GS3 xix.


  56. That paragraph begins at WIPP 28-29 (emphases mine): “One example must suffice here. Today it is held in certain circles that the basic task of political or social science is to understand the most concrete human relation, and that relation is called the I-Thou-We relation. It is obvious that the Thou and the We are supplements to Descartes’ Ego; the question is whether the fundamental inadequacy of Descartes’ Ego can be disposed of by any supplements, and whether it is not necessary to return to a more fundamental beginning, or to the natural beginning.” Cf. Heidegger, Being and Time, 21: “With the cogito sum [mm: ‘Descartes’ Ego’] Descartes claims to prepare a new and secure foundation for philosophy. But what he leaves undetermined in this ‘radical’ beginning is the manner of being of the res cogitans, more precisely, the meaning of being of the “sum” [mm: ‘a more fundamental beginning, or to the natural beginning’].”


  57. WIPP 248-50, especially 249 (cf. previous note): “The anonymous observer [mm: ‘Descartes’ Ego’] and everything that ‘is’ only relative to him [mm: ‘the Thou and the We’] is an abstraction, and we divine somehow that ‘to be’ means primarily to ‘to be concrete’ [mm: ‘the natural beginning’].”


  58. WIPP 36.


  59. WIPP 37.


  60. WIPP 50.


  61. WIPP 37.


  62. WIPP 37.


  63. WIPP 37; cf. the reductio ad boletum.


  64. WIPP 37.


  65. WIPP 37.


  66. RCPR 30-31: “In 1953 he published a book, Introduction to Metaphysics, consisting of lectures given in 1935, in which he spoke of the greatness and dignity of the National Socialist movement. In the preface written in 1953 he said that all mistakes had been corrected.”


  67. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 199.


  68. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 199.


  69. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 37: “From a metaphysical point of view, Russia and America are the same; the same dreary technological frenzy, the same unrestricted organization of the average.” LS draws attention to this passage in the Heidegger Footnote (see appendix to chapter 3). Cf. the parallel passage at WIPP 37: “The essential difference between our view and the classical view consists then, not in a difference regarding moral principle, not in a different understanding of justice: we too, even our communist coexistents, think that it is just to give equal things to equal people and unequal things to people of unequal merit. The difference between the classics and us with regard to democracy consists exclusively in a different estimate of the virtues of technology.”


  70. WIPP 18-19.


  71. WIPP 20.


  72. WIPP 20. LS’s exoteric teaching leaves the philosopher torn between conflicting alternatives.


  73. WIPP 39 (emphasis mine): “We may also say he [sc. Socrates] viewed man in the light of unchangeable ideas i.e., of the fundamental and permanent problems.” See Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 48n15.


  74. WIPP 20; the continuation of this sentence (after a semi-colon) is quoted in the next note.


  75. The sentence continues at WIPP 20: “by saying that democracy and truth are values, he says in effect that one does not have to think about the reasons why these things are good, and that he may bow as well as anyone else to the values that are adopted and respected by his society.”


  76. WIPP 20: “It goes without saying that while our social scientist may be confused, he is very far from being disloyal and from lacking integrity. His assertion that integrity and quest for truth are values which one can with equal right choose or reject is a mere movement of his lips and his tongue, to which nothing corresponds in his heart or mind.”


  77. WIPP 20.


  78. An anti-historicist (not a positivist but a bona fide Ancient) would claim that Plato’s “Allegory of the Cave” applies as well today as it did yesterday, even if “yesterday” turned out to be 2,500 years ago. Only a radical historicist (i.e., one who uses historicism against “the historicist thesis”; NRH 26) would claim that working our way back to a “horizon beyond the tradition”—whether of ontology, revelation, or of the merely political things—was necessary prior to taking Plato’s Cave seriously.


  79. WIPP 26.


  80. Cf. WIPP 10 and 93.


  81. The following discussion is based on WIPP 26: “After having reached its full growth historicism is distinguished from positivism by the following characteristics.” Since LS has already attacked positivism (WIPP 20-26), the reader must decide whether LS has been attacking positivism because (1) it leads to historicism (WIPP 25) or (2) by advancing historicist arguments against it.


  82. WIPP 26 (emphasis mine): “(1) It abandons the distinction between facts and values, because every understanding, however theoretical, implies specific evaluations.” Earlier (21), LS claimed: “It is impossible to study social phenomena, i.e., all important social phenomena, without making value judgments.”


  83. WIPP 26: “(2) It denies the authoritative character of modern science, which appears as only one form among many of man’s thinking orientation in the world.” LS will later cast doubt on modern science at WIPP 47 (emphasis mine): “this proof [sc. M’s rejection of Aristotelian teleology] was supplied, or was thought to be supplied, by the new natural science of the seventeenth century.” Cf. JPCM 305: “Science itself rests, then, ultimately on a nonrational choice. . . . any scientific explanation presupposes already the groundless choice of science.” The enduring influence of FHJs decisionist critique of Spinoza is also illustrated by WIPP 26: “As a consequence, modern science comes to be viewed as one historically relative way of understanding things which is not in principle superior to alternative ways of understanding.” This is a historicist argument against positivism.


  84. WIPP 26: “(3) It refuses to regard the historical process as fundamentally progressive, or, more generally stated, as reasonable.” As either Ancient (“the Classical Solution”) or Third Wave Modern (WIPP 54), LS leaves no doubt that he rejects “(3).”


  85. WIPP 26: “(4) It denies the relevance of the evolutionist thesis by contending that the evolution of man out of non-man [a description that could ostensibly apply to creatio ex nihilo by God] cannot make intelligible man’s humanity.” Cf. POS 329-30. LS’s peculiar silence with respect to Darwin—SCR 7/LAM 231 is the longest treatment and may be ironic—deserves a special study. See Richard Weikart, From Darwin to Hitler: Evolutionary Ethics, Eugenics, and Racism in Germany (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 209-227.


  86. WIPP 26.


  87. WIPP 34.


  88. WIPP 27 (italics mine).


  89. LS is once again mixing Ancient and Modern vocabulary: although MH does not speak the language of “the noble and base,” his emphasis on the distinction between “authentic and inauthentic” (or Hitler’s emphasis on the distinction between Aryan and Jew) replaces the Ancient terms with Modern ones.


  90. Having first told the reader that (for MH as for Reizler): “Beingness is the one fate, the one order, the one law of all beings, although we have access to beingness only in the case of man [i.e., as Dasein]” (WIPP 249), LS then states: “Whereas all beings come into being and perish, beingness is unchangeable, eternal, and timeless” (WIPP 250). Since only authentic Dasein recognize the mutual relationship between (1) beingness and Dasein and (2) Dasein and finitude (i.e., Death), the dichotomy between inauthentic and authentic depends on a recognition of the eternal truth about Dasein: it is primordial and is, moreover, rooted in a de-historicized ontology beyond the horizon of the philosophical tradition. At POS 329 (“The Problem of Socrates”; 1970), LS cautiously suggests a disagreement with MH about the eternity of time and man: “But yet it {seems that it} is meaningful and even indispensable to speak of ‘prior to the creation of the world’ and in the case of Heidegger of ‘prior to the emergence of man.’”


  91. In addition to Schneeberger, Nachlese zu Heidegger, see Heidegger, Gesammelte Aufgabe 16, 281-82: “And when we try to understand the meaning of the new German reality, then we must say: the new movement, which now courses through this nation, is the deepest and widest concern for our nation’s freedom. For us, freedom does not mean the unchecked license of actions and conduct but rather: adhesion to the innermost law and the institutions of our essence. Freedom means: the gathering of each power that confirms the nation in its historical and spiritual position. Freedom means the awakening and commitment of the will of the nation to its own innermost mission. That is the authentic sense of German Socialism. It signifies no mere alteration in the conception of society, it does not mean a barren equalization, it does not signify the spontaneous striving for some undefined common good. German Socialism is the battle over the measure and laws of our nation’s essence-oriented institutions; German Socialism wants an order of merit based on inner confirmation and achievement: it wants the inviolability of service and the absolute honor of all labor. That is what we mean by national freedom.”


  92. Hegel, Phenomenology of Mind, 81. For the identity of the real and the rational, see Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 10.


  93. WIPP 27.


  94. LS delivered the original lectures on which NRH is based in 1949 (NRH vi).


  95. The critical sentence refers to “contempt for these permanencies” (WIPP 27); these are glossed at 26 as “those permanent characteristics of humanity, such as the distinction between the noble and the base.” Was it LS’s “contempt for these permanencies” that allowed him to overcome the “powerful prejudice, that a return to premodern philosophy is impossible” (SCR 31/LAM 257)? Or is it the notion of “humanity” that LS finds problematic? See the last sentence of “On the Minos” at LAM 75: “With what right do we then say of a low-class human being that he is nevertheless a human being?”


  96. SPPP 30: “he [sc. MH] welcomed Hitler’s revolution in 1933”; cf. JPCM 454 on LS himself: “When a fate that was in a certain way kind drove me to England”


  97. Cf. Stephen B. Smith, Reading Leo Strauss: Politics, Philosophy, Judaism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 122: “While Heidegger carried his advocacy of “resolute” action to the point of extremism, Strauss continually enjoins a policy of moderation as the highest lesson of wisdom.”


  98. See RES 3-27 (Emmanuel Patard) for a thorough treatment of the complex textual and historical issues involved.


  99. RES 78.


  100. See OT xxii (Gourevitch and Roth) and JPCM 472n2 (Kenneth Hart Green).


  101. Various explanations have been offered. Green (JPCM 472n1), who refers twice to the “famous paragraph” and suggests that it is “the closest thing we possess to a metaphysical confession of faith by Strauss,” states only that it “was missing from the first English version.” At OT xxii, Gourevitch and Roth conclude: “We can only speculate about Strauss’s reasons for omitting this passage from the subsequently published English versions of this text. It seems plausible that by the time he did so, he had decided to speak out about Heidegger explicitly and at length, and that he wished his public comments to be suitably modulated.” The use of “public” here points to the post-1953 lecture “On Heideggerian Existentialism” which Gourevitch himself attended. See also RES 24n84; Patard offers his own explanation at RES 24: “Strauss may have deleted the long paragraph . . . with the view to make easier the publication of his paper in The Review of Politics.”


  102. Leo Strauss, De la Tyrannie (Paris: Gallimard, 1954). The correspondence between LS and his editor at Gallimard should be investigated; if my theory is correct, LS would have made some effort to have the paragraph deleted in late 1953 and been told that it was already too late. Of course one would also need to determine when he actually read MS’s Einführung.


  103. LS to Kojéve, 4 September 1949, at OT 243; see also OT 250. Note that the Latin phrase from Livy (cf. OT 212) used in the last sentence of “Restatement” is better translated: “They were both humbly slaves and arrogantly masters”; between 1945 and 1953-1954, LS is more inclined to take MH to task for his present subservience to “the last men” (“the Universal and Final Tyrant” at WIPP 133), a subservience that vitiates his earlier attempt, virtuous in itself, to master them.


  104. Cf. WIPP 311 (“Review of Yves R. Simon, Philosophy of Democratic Government” 1951): “We have no right to applaud a situation [sc. ‘the condition created by modern technology’; 310] that was created by a decision [cf. Simon’s words quoted at 311: ‘men might have decided to observe moderation in the conquest of nature’] which, however well intentioned, was not evidently virtuous or wise [note that LS does not write ‘moderate or wise’]. But we cannot escape from that situation [cf. Heidegger, Being and Time, §60]; it is our duty to act virtuously and wisely in it. We must beware of the danger which is now [it is significant that LS ends WIPP with a pre-1953 review that turns on ‘a question concerning technology’] becoming greater than it ever was before, of trying to escape [cf. the critique of MH found in the deleted paragraph of ‘Restatement’] ‘into antisocial dreams’ (273). One cannot but agree with this sober and manly conclusion.” These are the last words of WIPP.


  105. WIPP 32.


  106. WIPP 311: “Man can choose between moderation and audacity.”


  107. Cf. HPP 83: “Thanks to the good fortune which brought about the presence in Crete of the Athenian stranger while the sending out of the colony is in preparation, there is a fair chance that the traditions will be modified wisely. . . . At any rate without the chance presence of the Athenian stranger in Crete there would be no prospect of wise legislation for the new city. This makes us understand the stranger’s assertion that not human beings but chance legislates . . . the possessor of the legislative art is helpless without good fortune, for which he can only pray.”


  108. WIPP 40: “It [sc. philosophy] is the highest form of the mating of courage and moderation.” This sentence represents the replacement of philosophy qua love of wisdom (“humble awe, which is engendered by meditation on the human soul and its experiences”) by “political philosophy,” which abrogates the distinction between the noble and the base: “In spite of its highness or nobility, it could appear as Sisyphean or ugly, when one contrasts its achievements with its goal.” LS has already defined its goal in Hegelian terms at WIPP 11: “Philosophy, as quest for wisdom, is quest for universal knowledge, for knowledge of the whole. . . . It [sc. philosophy] is, therefore, the attempt to replace opinions about the whole by knowledge of the whole.” Cf. Hegel, Phenomenology, 70. In the context of this Hegelian grandiosity, it is scarcely surprising that LS asserts that philosophy “is characterized by the gentle, if firm, refusal to succumb” (WIPP 40) to “the charm of humble awe.”


  109. NRH 167: “Hobbes was indebted to tradition for a single, but momentous, idea: he accepted on trust that political philosophy or political science is possible or necessary.” This is the distilled English essence of LS’s 1931-1932 versäumt.


  110. Since the last words in WIPP are significant, consider also its opening sentence at WIPP 9: “It is a great honor, and at the same time a challenge to accept a task of particular difficulty, to be asked to speak about political philosophy in Jerusalem.”


  111. But see the conclusion of part II at WIPP 40 (following the passage quoted above): “Yet it [sc. philosophy] is necessarily accompanied, sustained, and elevated by eros. It is graced by nature’s grace.” The oxymoronic application of the Biblical word “grace” to “nature,” the anti-Biblical concept par excellence, suggests the same “secularized version of the Biblical faith” that makes MH “much more Christian than Nietzsche” at SCR12/LAM 237.


  112. TOM 5.


  113. See Nasser Behnegar, “Reading What Is Political Philosophy?” Perspectives on Political Science 39 no. 2 (April-June 2010), 66-71 at 71n8.


  114. The “first wave” occupies WIPP 40-50; the “second wave” at 50-54; and the “third” at 54-55.


  115. At PPH, xv, LS announces that he no longer regards TH but M as “the originator of modern philosophy.” SCR 226-35 provides evidence that this shift was strictly tactical; i.e., that LS had long since recognized M’s originating role.


  116. For the Three Waves (of Paradox) in the Republic, see 457b7 and 473c6-7. They are, respectively, (1) the equality of women, (2) communism, and (3) the requirement that either the kings become philosophers (or philosophers become rulers) and that those who pursue either philosophy or political rule without the other are excluded (473c11-d5).


  117. TWM 98.


  118. See RCPR 110: “For instance, one may present an entirely new-fangled Athens [as Aristophanes does], run by women, which is characterized by communism of property, women, and children as the final form of extreme democracy; one can show how the complete equality of the communist order conflicts with the natural inequality between the young and the beautiful and the old and ugly; one may even show how this natural inequality is corrected by a legal or conventional equality in accordance with which no youth can enjoy his girl before he has fulfilled the onerous duty of satisfying a most repulsive hag: the serious conclusion from this ridiculous scene is too obvious to be pointed out.” Cf. the doublespeak at OPS 71-72 with George L. Mosse, The Crisis of German Ideology; Intellectual Origins of the Third Reich (New York: Schocken Books, New York, 1981), 215-17.


  119. WIPP 54: “The delusions of communism are already the delusions of Hegel and even of Kant.” Note the reductio ad Marxem on Kant.


  120. The final notebook of FWN (under the heading “Final Consideration”) contains the words: “Short and sweet, very good indeed: now that the old God [cf. der alte Judengott] has been done away with, I am prepared to rule the world” Nietzsche, Kritische Studiensausgabe, vol. 13, 646.


  121. WIPP 54. From this point forward, every sentence in the final paragraph (54-55) will be quoted in order and then discussed. All quotations in the text are from this final paragraph and will not be cited individually.


  122. Like GWFH, the discoverer of the Third Wave is a historian of philosophy (cf. HPP) whose “philosophy” is meaningless without a conceptual account of his predecessors. LS presents the history of modern political philosophy as a logical and presumably inevitable process where each development creates the problem set for the successor (see chapter 6). In the “second wave” inaugurated by JJR (presented as a reaction to the “degradation of man” embodied in the first wave), Kant and GWFH follow not only chronologically: they are “the German philosophers who took up his [sc. JJR’s] problem” (WIPP 53). This leads seamlessly to the “third wave” initiated by FWN (WIPP 54). As previously indicated, the three-part structure imposed on this step-by-step, causal, problem/response approach to intellectual history is thoroughly Hegelian: the one-sidedness of one philosopher leads to the (ultimately) one-sided response of the next.


  123. Notice the thoroughly Hegelian aspect of this analysis by LS: the transitional place of GWFH himself. GWFH sees his system as—if not the, then certainly as a—synthesis whereby previous antinomies (i.e., Kant’s) are resolved or sublated: movement beyond GWFH is conspicuously absent from the Hegelian system: hence “the end of history.” See Alexander Kojève, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, Lectures on the Phenomenology of Spirit, translated by James H. Nichols Jr. and Allen Bloom (New York: Basic Books, 1969). For LS, although GWFH resolves the antinomy inherited from JJR, that antinomy breaks through again in FWN, reappearing on the historical plane where GWFH had “resolved” it. One is tempted to present LS as a neo-Hegelian who elevates antinomy (qua “moment of antithesis”), rather than synthesis, to the culminating moment of the dialectical triad. But in fact, he is less original than that. I would call LS “a Left Hegelian of the Political Right” or simply “the Hegel of the Third Wave.” The latter term is more applicable to Strauss the Siren.


  124. Cf. OIR 464-69.


  125. WIPP 53.


  126. Hegel, Philosophy of History, 104. Note also that LS resolves the antinomy of the few and the many (discussed by LS in relation to JJR) by the esoteric/exoteric distinction: both the few and the many are addressed in the same text. See PAW 34: “They [sc. those who wrote exoterically] believed that the gulf separating ‘the wise’ and ‘the vulgar’ was a basic fact of human nature which could not be influenced by any progress of popular education: philosophy, or science, was essentially the privilege of ‘the few.’” Notice that the more extreme the distinction between “wise” and “vulgar” becomes, the less there is to be said for the unifying concept “humanity”; it is therefore unclear whether this formula attributes “permanent characteristics” (WIPP 26) to “humanity.”


  127. I.e., both retained and annihilated. GWFH’s influence becomes visible in the writings of the young LS. For the use of “aufgehoben” (the original of “sublated”) by LS, see GS2 452. Consider its use also following sentence (SCR 71; emphasis mine): “This is the attitude that supports Socinus’ attack on the dogma of original sin, and La Peyrère’s re-interpretation of that criticism—a re-interpretation in which Socinus” criticism is both negated and conserved.” For other echoes of GWFH in SCR, see 86, 90, and 203.


  128. Hence the claim that TH’s “philosophy is the classic form in which the positivist mind comes to understand itself” at SCR 86; cf. WIPP 255 and SCR 6/LAM 229-230.


  129. (1) JJR and FWN are founders, (2) Kant and MH express the founder’s insights in academic terminology, and (3) GWFH and LS show the historical connections between the earlier thinkers and how their thought grows out of the problems bequeathed by the predecessor. The willingness of LS to wait patiently for the future fulfillment (hence the Left Hegelian element in LS) shows the influence of Marx rather than GWFH. See Löwith, Meaning in History, 159: “The third dispensation of the Joachites reappeared as a third International and a third Reich, inaugurated by a dux or a Führer who was acclaimed as a savior and greeted by millions with Heil!”


  130. TWM 96: “Nietzsche does not, like Hegel, claim that the final insight succeeds the actualization of the final ideal but rather that the final insight opens the way for the actualization of the final ideal.” This may not be the case with MH (see the second objection at RCPR 38) but it is with LS: hence the importance of patience. See chapter 7.


  131. An obituary for Walter Moses, written by Martin Bandmann, part of the Blau-Weiss Bundesleitung after Prunn, called “Walter Moses zum Gedächtnis” appeared in Irgun Olej Merkas Europa, Mitteilungsblatt, no. 16 (22 April 1955). I have not been able to locate it despite the heroic efforts of the conspicuously diligent researchers at the Leo Baeck Institute, to whom I am in debt. The information comes from Hackeschmidt, “The Torch Bearer,” 70n44. LS was in Jerusalem at this time; I would be interested in knowing whether they re-established contact.


  132. In the 1935 Letter to Löwith (see chapter 3)


  133. Perhaps the evident sympathy LS shows for FWN indicates that he himself is the real subject of the sentence. It is particularly the third and last pairing (“questioning and desiring to be questioned”) that lends credibility to this reading. After all, LS was in love with the “young puppies” of his race: those eager students who would take the time to pose for him questions of their own (PAW 36). LS would rather be unmasked as a criminal than ignored or, worse yet, turned into a harmless liberal. See chapter 1 for the crucial passage from “On a Forgotten Kind of Writing.” LS is like some unholy counterpart of the beautiful woman in the allegory of Torah study from the Zohar that Gershom Scholem quoted in On the Kabbala and its Symbolism (New York: Schocken, 1965), 55-56.


  134. See SPPP 178 and the comments of Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 44-48 on Paragraph 9.


  135. LS is an eloquent anti-communist. See LAM 24-25, CM 4-5, and SPPP 247.


  136. See SPPP 231 (“Review of C. P. Macpherson”): as pointed out earlier, if (1) we reject “the political theory of possessive individualism,” and if (2) “the rational society is not the universal socialist society” (emphasis mine), then (3) the only rational alternative is a national socialist society.


  137. RCPR 31: “Yet there is an undeniable kinship between Nietzsche’s thought and fascism.” Compare GN 372: “The relation of Nietzsche to the German Nazi revolution is comparable to the relation of Rousseau to the French revolution.”


  138. This is not to say that LS is as unaware of FWN’s anti-Semitism as FWN’s apologists (e.g., Walter Kaufmann) profess to be. Rivalling the audacity LS demonstrates here in Jerusalem is his decision to quote the most anti-Jewish passage in FWN (Morgenröte, §205) at the Hillel House in Chicago (1962). See JCPM 323-5. Kaufmann never translated Morgenröte, and included only an edited version of §205 in Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 88-89. He fails to include: e.g., “They themselves [sc. the Jews] know best that there can be no thought of a conquest of Europe or of any violence whatsoever; but also that at some time Europe may fall like a perfectly ripe fruit into their hand, which only casually reaches out” (FWN as quoted by LS at JPCM 325). LS deletes different portions of §205.


  139. WIPP 44: “He [sc. M] seems to have diagnosed the great evils of religious persecution as a necessary consequence of the Christian principle, and ultimately of the Biblical principle.”


  140. The addition takes in the Jewish Old Testament as well.


  141. At WIPP 44 M rejects “concern with the salvation of men’s immortal souls” because M regards the “courses of action” based on this concern “to be inhuman and cruel.”


  142. TOM 11.


  143. See TOM 171: “Machiavelli’s critique of the old modes and orders therefore takes on the character of a war waged by an unarmed man, of a spiritual war. This war can be described, with the somewhat free use of Christian terms, as a war of the Anti-Christ or of the Devil who recruits his army while fighting or through fighting against the army led by God or Christ” (the reader is asked to supply the necessary [mm:]). FWN reveals the link between Christianity and modernity in The Antichrist §62: “the ‘equality of souls before God,’ this falsehood, this pretext for the rancor of all the base minded, this explosive of a concept which eventually became the revolution, modern idea, and the principle of decline of the whole order of society—is Christian dynamite” (Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 655).


  144. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, §202: “Indeed with the help of a religion which indulged and flattered the most sublime herd-animal desires, we have reached the point where we find even in political and social institutions an ever more visible expression of this morality: the democratic movement is the heir of the Christian movement.”


  145. Cf. SA 85.


  146. LS presents aristocracy as “the Classical Solution” at WIPP 40.


  147. FWN makes the same point about Martin Luther with respect to Christianity in §61 of The Antichrist (Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 654). “And Luther restored the church: he attacked it.”


  148. That such a bankrupt regime could be made to “look again like a golden age” once again indicates LS’s real problem with MH: his timing was off. Nazism was correct about democracy but the poor timing of the Nazi Revolution made democracy’s dross seem gold. To this extent, National Socialism requires reform.


  149. This term is of critical importance in understanding LS; see “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” in Friedrich Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, translated by R. J. Hollingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 112-13 (emphasis mine): “If, on the other hand, the doctrines of sovereign becoming, of the fluidity of all concepts, types and species, of the lack of any cardinal distinction between man and animal—doctrines which I consider true but deadly—are thrust upon the people for another generation with the rage for instruction that has by now become normal, no one should be surprised if the people perishes of petty egoism, ossification and greed, falls apart and ceases to be a people; in its place systems of individualist egoism, brotherhoods for the rapacious exploitation of the non-brothers, and similar creations of utilitarian vulgarity may perhaps appear in the arena of the future.”


  150. If the Will to Power can deconstruct every other system of values, e.g., if it reveals Christianity to be nothing more than the revenge of a particular group of power-hungry nerds, why then doesn’t it likewise deconstruct itself?


  151. SPPP 176-77.


  152. Although the specific significance also remains at SPPP 185.


  153. SPPP 177.


  154. SPPP 177. This is revealed in Paragraph 7 (this notation shows my reliance on Lampert, 34-42) of LS’s “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil” (SPPP 176-77).


  155. WIPP 55.


  156. RCPR 36 (emphasis mine).


  157. NRH 26.


  158. WIPP 55 (emphasis mine).


  159. TWM 96.


  160. RCPR 26/REL 152.


  161. NRH 26.


  162. SPPP 177. Notice that LS needs to include the word “suggesting” because FWN never said the will to power doctrine was “true but deadly;” it is LS who is saying that while claiming (at best) that FWN is suggesting it. More importantly, LS describes the response of MH to this difficulty at RCPR 36; not surprisingly LS makes no mention here of MH “renouncing eternity” as he will at the end of his political and strictly exoteric “What Is Political Philosophy?”


  163. Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 43 including n10; cf. Beyond Good and Evil, §36.


  164. My gloss on Lampert’s insight about LS.


  165. SPPP 178 (emphasis mine).


  166. RCPR 29.


  167. NRH 26; brackets mine.


  168. Compare the “fateful dispensation” in “What Is Political Philosophy?”


  169. NRH 26.


  170. Lampert, Nietzsche’s Task, 156n7 (emphasis mine).


  171. NRH 26.


  172. LS discovers enough from FWN both about esotericism (Beyond Good and Evil §30 and §40) and salutary falsehoods (§4) to belie any claim to theoretical originality on this score: it is on the practical level that he goes beyond FWN.


  173. LS calls Judaism a “heroic delusion” at JPCM 327; cf. “religious ‘delusion’” at SCR 29/LAM 255.


  174. In other words, the first alternative described at NRH 26.


  175. The fullest treatment of the theoretical basis for this “religion of the future” (SPPP 178) is in the late “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil;” 178-81.


  176. Cf. Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 45.


  177. SPPP 178.


  178. SPPP 179.


  179. SPPP 181.


  180. SPPP 179.


  181. SPPP 180.


  182. RCPR 43.


  183. RCPR 43.


  184. RCPR 42-4. This neo-Nazi passage (the new religion is needed to combat “a technological world society”) is abounding in strange features. Not least note-worthy is the passage’s abrupt ending (RCPR 44): note that the three paragraphs (beginning with “the meeting of East and West”) were later added by Pangle (see RCPR xxix) and this suggests that he either suppressed the ending or, more probably, that LS himself wanted an ending reminiscent of Plato’s Critias. No more than Plato’s Critias does LS reveal what “the gods” intend. Critias was an atheist. See SPPP 62: “(The Athenians are not presented in the Crito as generated and educated by gods [as they are by Critias]; see Timaeus 24d5-6).”


  185. The emphasis on eternity in the final paragraph of “What Is Political Philosophy?” must be connected with FWN’s doctrine of the Eternal Return which makes possible “the ideal of the most high-spirited, alive, and world-affirming human being who has not only come to terms and learned to get along with whatever was and is, but who wants to have what was and is repeated into all eternity, shouting insatiably da capo” (Beyond Good and Evil, §56). LS emphasizes the importance of eternity in his description of FWN’s atheistic “religion of the future” in “Plan of Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil” at SPPP 180-81: “For the eternal to which Nietzsche says Yes, is not the stone, the stupidity, the Nothing [the references are to Beyond Good and Evil, Section §55] which even if eternal or sempiternal cannot arouse an enthusiastic, life-inspiring Yes [presumably described in Beyond Good and Evil, §56, but see SPPP 189]. The transformation of the world-denying way of thinking into the opposite ideal is connected with the realization or divination that the stone, the stupidity or the Nothing to which God is being sacrificed, is in its “intelligible character” the will to power (cf. aph. 36).” Cf. the paradox that LS affirms nothing.


  186. A felicitous term coined by Michael Gillespie (HPP 889). But Gillespie ignores (1) the antagonism between Nazism and technology and (2) distorts the role of history in MH’s thought (HPP 898).


  187. Notice that (according to LS) FWN undermines both poles of this antinomy in “Progress or Return” (JPCM 99-100). This is a crucial revelation by LS that “Athens” and “Jerusalem” are merely poles in an antinomy.


  188. POS 330: “In all important respects, Heidegger does not make things obscurer than they are.”


  189. WIPP 250: “Whereas all beings come into being and perish, beingness is unchangeable, eternal, timeless.” Cf. POS 324-30.


  190. RCPR 42-43.


  191. Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 125: ““Behold, I teach you the overman. The overman is the meaning of the earth. Let your will say: the overman shall be the meaning of the earth! I beseech you, my brothers, remain faithful to the earth, and do not believe those who speak to you of otherworldly hopes!”” LS frequently echoes this theme: see SPPP 190; RCPR 41 (on FWN); JPCM 471 (on Kojéve); and LAM 8 (emphasis mine): “By becoming aware of the dignity of the mind, we realize the true ground of the dignity of man and therewith the goodness of the world, whether we understand it as created or as uncreated, which is the home of man because it is the home of the human mind.” LS is adept at making the affirmative nihilism of FWN sound inoffensive and even uplifting to liberal ears.


  192. Cf. Laws 661a5-b7.


  193. At WIPP 44, LS has already described M’s rejection of “concern with the salvation of men’s immortal souls” on moral grounds.


  194. Cf. MCL 24 (emphasis mine): “he [sc. M] transforms a group whose best members were men of outstanding piety and virtue into a group whose best members, being perfectly free of vulgar prejudices [cf. ‘the distinction between the noble and the base’], were guided exclusively by Machiavellian prudence [mm: Straussian moderation] that served the insatiable desire [cf. eros] of each for eternal glory in this world”


  195. SPPP 181. “Yes” is the answer to all three questions.


  196. WIPP 133: “From the Universal Tyrant, however, there is no escape. Thanks to the conquest of nature and to the completely unabashed substitution of suspicion and terror for law, the Universal and Final Tyrant has at his disposal practically unlimited means for ferreting out, and for extinguishing, the most modest efforts in the direction of thought.”


  197. It is this “philosophy” that is “graced with nature’s grace” (WIPP 40), that same “undefiled, not corrupt nature” (SCR 351) that CS sought in TH but LS found, by exiting the Second Cave, in an anti-metaphysical Entjudung.


  198. SPPP 33: “Nietzsche claimed to have discovered with finality the mystery of all history, including the present, i.e., the alternative which now confronts man, of the utmost degradation and the highest elevation.” It is a choice between lowest and highest.


  199. NRH 27: “Our choice has no support but itself; it is not supported by any objective or theoretical certainty; it is separated from nothingness, the complete absence of meaning, by nothing but our choice of it.” Although without names, the “radical historicists” of the Third Wave (FWN, MH, and LS) are discussed in NRH 25-28.


  200. NRH 27: “Yet the support of the horizon produced by fate is ultimately the choice of the individual, since that fate has to be accepted by the individual. We are free in the sense that we are free either to choose in anguish the world view and the standards imposed on us by fate or else to lose ourselves in illusory security or despair.” This sentence echoes many passages in Sein und Zeit about inauthentic Dasein (cf. Verfallen; §38).


  201. LS suggests at the end of “Freud on Moses and Monotheism” that embracing science (as opposed to an unstated alternative) leads directly to FWN’s “last man” (JPCM 305-6). For the crucial importance of “the last man” for MH’s defense of National Socialism, see the passages cited by LS in the Heidegger Footnote.


  202. RCPR 41 (“An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism”).


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter Eight

  

  The Three Peoples of the Book


  It fell out that the whole world was suffering, wracked by dissension among the children of the Lord. And the evil one, committed to the murder of the Eternal God of Israel, did arrest the children of Israel in order to annihilate them. Amidst their frightful agonies, from without their innocent pathways to the slaughterer, dawned one day upon a Christian this thought: that the Jews, even the atheists among them, had been led unto the death-camps for the sake of the Lord God by the soldiers of the evil one. “And so my Savior was a Jew just as the Jewish People are God’s Christ, suffering for the sake of the Lord at the hands of those who would annihilate Him.” And the Christian found his way back to the Jew and said: “My brother! I have had a vision and now I prostrate myself before you in bitter anguish at your past, repentance for my part in it, and in veneration of your eternal history and future! In you, I have been called and through you, my brother, I am redeemed.” And the Jew said unto him: “I know you not.” And the Christian said: “In that you make no mistake, for I am lesser than the least. For you, ancient one, I am the blasphemer, the one who makes the Eternal One a man, who desecrates the Almighty and makes the Lord flesh. But in fact, dear brother, it is you who does so, who eternally is so; it is in you that our Lord became flesh. O child of Israel! Do you not see yourself? How eternally beautiful that you do not allow yourself to do so! For it was and is your love of God alone that prevents you from seeing yourself in Christ: Christ is you and you fulfilled yourself not only in the Christ but in the rejection of the Christ since it would have been impious for you to see God in yourself despite the Lord’s holy and eternal choice to make you his only Son. You are, after all, a Muslim, my brother, committed to the piety of the eternal and transcendent Lord!” Fighting back the impulse to love himself and see the Messiah within himself, the Jew silently began to weep for his lost brethren. But the Muslim heard the words of the Christian to the Jew and said: “What sayest thou of me?” And the Christian said unto the Muslim: “I was saying to our Jewish brother that it was in accordance with Islam that he, throughout the ages, had rejected the Christ within him, had prevented him from recognizing the eternal laughter of Abraham’s son, revealed eternally in my risen Lord.” And the Muslim said: “You blasphemer! Only the Lord Most High is God.” “Yes, my brother,” said the Christian, “you speak the truth: when we were gone astray in the Babylonian wilderness, Muhammed, God’s Holy Prophet (may his name be praised!), spoke unto the world and said: “This blasphemous trinity, this unholy effort to make the Lord imminent in your own worldly power, a curse upon you! May your Holy Wisdom become a mosque unto the Most High!” And so it came to pass, Allah be praised! Out of our darkness, you, the youngest of the three of us in merely human terms, did prove to be the eldest after all! Praise be to you, suffering servant of Allah, praise be to you for remembering in the darkness the majesty of the eternal God who spoke from the beginning!” And the Jew said: “And who am I, then?” And the Muslim and the Christian said unto the Jew together: “You are our teacher, noble one, the suffering servant of the Lord, in whom all the people of the earth shall be blessed as we have been! We give eternal thanks to thee, oh child of God.” And the Jew laughed through his tears and speaking with the heavenly laughter of Isaac, son of Abraham, he turned to his long-lost brother and said: “Son of Ishmael, desert wanderer, come back to our father’s bosom in my arms that I may recognize thee.” And then in repentance, love, and brotherly gratitude, to the long-suffering servant of Allah, the Christian and the Jew thus spoke: “When we look at you, our Muslim brother, we can finally see the Lord: your unswerving loyalty to God, His eternal glory and ineffable majesty, may Allah reign forever in perfection, always One!” To which the Muslim replied: “In you, my Jewish brother, I can finally see the Christ, the only anointed Son of the Father; praise be to God Most High for you, sweet wanderer in the desert!” The embracing brothers then turned with compassion and confusion towards the Christian and said: “And you brother? Shall we then see in you the Holy Spirit?” To which the Christian replied, laughing: “God forbid: say rather in the three of us together, in our reconciliation this very day. Now let us repair to Jerusalem, where the three of us shall dance.”


  



  Chapter Nine

  

  Ancients and Nazis


  



  
    Plato refrained from teaching the tyrannical art and entrusted his indictment of tyranny to Socrates.


    Leo Strauss, On Tyranny (1948)1

  


  Strauss began writing about the Ancients shortly after arriving in the New World. His first U.S. article, published in Social Research—the journal connected with the New School of Social Research, where he began teaching in September 1938—was about Xenophon. In “The Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of Xenophon” (1939), Strauss suggests his esoteric intentions from the start: he is an exile who may well find it necessary to praise his adoptive home—just as Xenophon the Athenian did Sparta—but his praise will not be sincere and must be read between the lines2 There is indeed a grand intrepidity to the opening words of this campaign:


  
    Xenophon’s treatise Constitution of the Lacedemonians appears to be devoted to praise of the Spartan constitution, or, which amounts to the same thing, the Spartan mode of life. A superficial reading gives the impression that his admiration of Sparta is unreserved.3

  


  Throughout, Strauss is telling the “charming story”4 of Xenophon’s dissimulation; his “Xenophon” is the hermeneutic progenitor of “Machiavelli” (another of his “imitated characters”) and therefore intermittently accessible by the mutatis mutandis hermeneutic. But more typical instances of the art of writing are also in play; note, for example, the skilful use of the word “is” instead of “would be” in the following sentence:


  
    One may add that this kind of literature [sc. that in which “only a minority of readers will recover from the charm, reflect upon the story and discover the teaching which it silently conveys”] disappeared only at a rather recent date: its disappearance was simultaneous with the disappearance of persecution, just as its reappearance is simultaneous with the reappearance of persecution.5

  


  Given the content of his “silent or secret teaching,”6 Strauss could easily recognize himself as a victim of persecution here in the United States beginning in 1938. Writing about the Ancients was the German Stranger’s solution to this problem.


  Xenophon is also the subject of the first book Strauss published in the United States,7 and by the end, he would complete three books on the subject of this underestimated classical author.8 Why Xenophon? To begin with, the very neglect of Xenophon made him a good choice; the opening sentence of On Tyranny refers to Hiero as “a forgotten dialogue.” In order to find out what Strauss was up to, one would first need to read Xenophon. The days when schoolboys learned Classical Greek by reading Xenophon’s Anabasis were, thanks to the World War, a quickly fading memory.9 As a result, any return to Xenophon would necessarily be mediated by Strauss’10 peculiar concerns: it would be “Strauss’s Xenophon” upon whom the curious would necessarily depend.11 Without access to Strauss’s correspondence, one could only speculate about the advantages Xenophon offered Strauss. For example, Xenophon had been a favorite with Machiavelli and interest in the former would serve to emphasize the latter.12 Xenophon had also defined manly excellence in terms of the friend/enemy distinction:13 even though the name “Carl Schmitt” never again darkened Strauss’s published prose,14 the assault on liberal democracy could continue apace. Moreover, Xenophon had written about tyranny in such a way as to allow Strauss “to take seriously” the possibility of “good tyranny.”15


  Offsetting these advantages is the fact that “Strauss on Xenophon“ sets up one of the strangest spiritual mismatches between modern scholar and ancient author in intellectual history. Using the evil Machiavelli for Strauss’s own purposes is one thing; making “the ordinary Athenian gentleman“16 into his mouthpiece was quite another. Strauss was perfectly correct in claiming that Xenophon was badly underestimated as an intellect. But refuting the claim that Xenophon is a simple-minded fool is hardly the same as proving that Xenophon would have been in sympathy with the aims of his subtle and secretive commentator. Most importantly, Xenophon the warrior would never have tried to avoid conscription as Strauss did: his contempt for Strauss on this ground alone would have been ferocious.17 To be sure Xenophon was neither Jew nor Christian: how could he be? And without any obvious commitment to the Platonic Ideas, there was undoubtedly less for Strauss to delete in the case of “Xenophon.” On the other hand, it would be difficult to imagine anyone less like Strauss than Xenophon; the handsome son of Gryllus was always most popular among aristocrats, gentlemen farmers, and hunters for holding up the mirror to the kind of perfect king Shakespeare had immortalized in Henry the Fifth.18 Different though Xenophon’s values undoubtedly are from those of a twentieth century bourgeois, it simply does not follow that he should be assimilated into a moral universe inhabited by the likes of Machiavelli and Strauss.19


  This is not to say that the traditional image of Xenophon is any more adequate than Strauss’s. Just as even American reactionaries have more of the Declaration and the Bill of Rights in them than they acknowledge, so also was the aristocratic and Sparta-loving Xenophon the most perfect production of Athenian democracy.20 There is at least as much truth in the beautiful chapter that Edith Hamilton wrote about Xenophon as there is in Strauss’s Xenophon trilogy.21 A perfect example is an observation Strauss makes in the only article on Xenophon he republished in a collection: “Xenophon might be thought to mean ‘slayer of strangers.’”22 Confusing omicron with omega is a matter of elementary Greek;23 “Xenophon” actually means the voice of a ξένος.24 But the error is not simply philological; it proceeds from the necessity of the case. Strauss also fails to recognize Xenophon when he appears under another’s name and humorlessly fails to comment on the passage where the origin of his own surname name is revealed.25 One searches in vain for Strauss’s assessment of Theramenes,26 proponent of the kind of hoplite democracy that reaches the sea in Anabasis. Even in the area where a “between the lines” reading of Xenophon is long overdue—Xenophon’s ongoing and marvelously productive rivalry with Plato27 —Strauss contributes nothing of value. It is this quarrel that would have revealed the meaning of Xenophon’s Hiero.28


  For Strauss, a commentary of Xenophon’s Hiero allowed him to raise the issue of “good tyranny” from what he would later call (in Thoughts on Machiavelli) a “publicly defensible base” with perfect safety.29 Thanks to a carefully staged “dialogue” with his long-term accomplice Kojève,30 no one paying attention could think that the “good tyranny”31 that Strauss had in mind was in the tradition of Hegel and Marx. Naturally the book did not mention Hitler. But in his “Restatement on Xenophon’s Hiero” (1954), originally published in French, Hitler is mentioned and another central failing of the tyrant is revealed there: he did not listen to the wise.32 In fact, the two criticisms Strauss levels at Hitler33 —since his longest comment on him might well be taken as praise from a serious student of Machiavelli34 —amount to the same thing. Hitler was too stupid and too captive to “his racial theories” to learn from a man like Strauss simply because he believed—or at least appeared to believe35 —that no indispensable man could be Jewish ϕύσει.36


  In any case, Strauss knew a good thing when he found one: in Xenophon’s Socratic Discourse: An Interpretation of the Oeconomicus (1970)37 and Xenophon’s Socrates (1972), the dying Strauss38 continued to advance his long-term Fabian project against Liberal Democracy.39 Commentary on the Socratic writings of Xenophon offered Strauss the chance to press his claim that the wise man is willing to be an advisor to tyrants, even those whose tyrannies have been “established by force and fraud.”40 In fact “Xenophon’s Socrates,” as understood by Strauss, is a most mysterious figure: similar to his creator in his attitude towards tyranny,41 unlike him in the kinship to the Moderns of the First Wave with respect to the unleashing of acquisitiveness42 and utilitarian individualism.43


  But all of these issues prove to be strictly tangential. Although the value of Strauss’s correspondence has been questioned,44 a good example of why it is invaluable is found in a letter written to Guttmann in 1949 explaining his decision to write On Tyranny:


  
    If my hunch is right, then Maimonides was a “philosopher” in a far more radical sense than is usually assumed today and really was almost always assumed, or at least was said. Here the question arises immediately of the extent to which one may responsibly expound the possibility publicly—a question that certainly makes the problem of esotericism immediately a timely or, as one says these days, an “existential” one. This was one of the reasons why I wanted to present the problem in principle of esotericism—or the problem of the relationship between thought and society—in corpore vili, thus with respect to some strategically favorable, non-Jewish object. I chose Xenophon, partly due to the connection with Socrates, partly because the assumption is that if even Xenophon, this seemingly harmless writer, then all the more . . . The little writing is a preliminary study.45

  


  Because of their intrinsic beauty, there is a natural tendency to think that the writings of Xenophon and Plato constituted the center of Strauss’s interests; this is not the case. The student of his German writings will find in “Cohen und Maimuni” (1931) the earliest literary evidence that Strauss’s interest in Socrates predates the German Stranger’s arrival on these shores; the real object of his interest in the Classics was and would remain the Athenian Stranger.46 This letter demonstrates the continuity of Strauss’s concern with the theological-political problem. His comment on the “far more radical sense” of the term “philosopher” means that Maimonides, as one of the falâsifa, builds on “the unbelieving, philosophic foundation of the belief in revelation”47 found in Plato’s Laws.48 Given Strauss’s own prejudice against “prejudice,” it was inevitable that the pious Xenophon would become a secret atheist, re-enacting Socratic “gentlemanliness”49 as the exoteric cover for the tyrant’s natural virtue.50 Strauss’s “Xenophon” is merely a means to an end and provided him with a way to continue whispering secularization’s last word in the belly of the whale.


  Consider the last paragraph of On Tyranny. Strauss has just introduced two passages, one from Hiero (3.9),51 the other, from the Socratic Oeconomicus (7.16).52 Both passages concern law; the relevant differences between them are that Socrates, the “citizen-philosopher,”53 permits Ischomachus to join the law’s power to persuade and praise with the gods,54 whereas Simonides, a “wise man“ and stranger,55 “never corrects” Hiero, who “replaces ‘the god’ or ‘the gods’ by ‘nature,’”56 and who “describes [law] as compelling.”


  
    The notion linking “praise” and “gods” is gentlemanliness. Praise as distinguished from compulsion suffices for the guidance of gentlemen and the gods delight in gentlemanliness.57

  


  Strauss’s reading of Hiero will allow him to deconstruct the merely exoteric gentlemanliness of Xenophon’s Socrates. Neither Xenophon nor Socrates are gentlemen in the common sense of that term;58 Strauss has already shown how the term can be turned against itself; hence the comical understatement:


  
    Hiero’s and Simonides’ gentlemanliness is not altogether beyond doubt. Ischomachus, on the other hand, who traces the natural order to the gods and who describes in the cited passage the work of the law as praising, is the gentleman par excellence.

  


  Whereas the wise stranger instructs the tyrant in tyranny, Socrates remains in Athens and talks with gentlemen like Ischomachus; hence the origins of “political philosophy.” Just as Strauss will deconstruct Plato’s Socrates on the basis of his Athenian Stranger, so also will he now deconstruct Xenophon’s Socrates on the basis of Hiero,59 the interpretation of which constitutes but the first step of a long-term subversion project announced in the last sentence of On Tyranny:


  
    What the attitude of the citizen-philosopher Socrates was can be ascertained only by a comprehensive and detailed analysis of Xenophon’s Socratic writings.

  


  The tyrannical teaching of Socrates must be concealed; for both Xenophon and Plato, that means it must be entrusted to “a stranger.”60 Going beyond the Eleatic Stranger’s rejection of the rule of law in favor of the absolute rule of the wise,61 the Athenian Stranger, having replaced the gods with nature, will go on to create a “god”-based law that both compels and persuades. This post-Xenophon (or “Athenian”) solution to the theological-political problem is best understood as the final cause of Strauss’s interest in “the Classics.”


  The Jewish context of the 1949 letter to Guttmann merely suggests this theological-political dimension; Strauss makes explicit only the importance of Socrates and exotericism. In fact, the three are one. Consider the fact that our knowledge of Socrates depends primarily on Xenophon, Aristophanes, and Plato.62 This diversity of perspective means that Socrates himself is strangely unknown to us. Because we are given textual access only to Xenophon’s, Plato’s, or Aristophanes’ Socrates, it is only by comparative commentary that “the real Socrates”—who in Strauss’s writings is obviously the never mentioned but omnipresent Strauss’s Socrates—can emerge. Not surprisingly, this hybrid will do and say precisely what Strauss wants him to do or say.63 In essence, Strauss will revive the Aristophanic parody of Socrates as the foundation for a useful version of Socratic development.64 Ignoring Parmenides—where a youthful Socrates has already postulated the Ideas65 —and the role of “mind” in persuading Socrates to abandon Anaxagoras in Phaedo, Strauss refashions the pre-Aristophanes Socrates into an immoralist pre-Socratic physicist;66 Platonic idealism is merely the “political philosophy” of a “citizen-philosopher.”67 Bouncing between nihilism, ϕύσις,68 and an esoteric “wisdom” that combines them, Strauss’s Socrates will not believe in the Ideas and clearly deserves execution at the hands of democratic Athens.69 To be sure he is an Ancient—who could be more so?—but he is really the apparently classical embodiment of the “pure, unpolluted nature” on the basis of which Strauss had created an “horizon beyond liberalism” in 1932.70 In fact, Strauss’s interest in Socrates must be traced back to Germany and to his second master: Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche.71


  Strauss makes the Nietzschean impetus of his own grappling with the Socratic Problem explicit in Socrates and Aristophanes (1966):


  
    The problem of Socrates as we have sketched it, which includes that of the young Socrates, can only be preparatory to “the problem of Socrates” as stated by Nietzsche.72

  


  For Nietzsche, Socrates had been the corrupter of the tragic wisdom of the Greeks:73 his rationalism74 and otherworldly idealism had inaugurated the great disease of the spirit nowembodied in Christianity.75 For this reason, Nietzsche is well understood as reviving Callicles76 against Socrates as well as Heraclitus77 against Plato.78 The attempt to push back behind the Socratic tradition is also a key element in Heidegger’s thought,79 who here, as elsewhere, merely follows and systematizes Nietzsche’s approach.80 But not even Heidegger—the philosopher who openly joined the Nazis in 1933—dreamed of explicitly destroying the principles of liberal democracy let alone explaining the theoretical basis of National Socialism: any such project was far too political (in the conventional sense) for him.81 Unlike Heidegger, Strauss was nothing if not political and he had learned from Schmitt that the essence of politics is the Friend and Enemy distinction. This is the tactical explanation for the twin antinomies in Strauss’s thought: irreconcilable philosophical conflicts are used to destroy alles Mittlere. Strauss would appear to be reviving “the Ancients” and “Athens” against the shallow and relativistic Moderns doomed to the Second Cave; thus he appears to be Nietzschean no longer. But his “Socrates” is no longer Plato’s or even Nietzsche’s—for whom the “Athens” of Plato could be reconciled with “Jerusalem”—but rather a less outspoken, i.e., “political,” version of Nietzsche himself.82 Strauss will use Xenophon and above all Aristophanes to achieve this amazing metamorphosis by purging Socrates of the element Nietzsche had principally abhorred in him: the transcendent Idea of the Good beyond the Cave of Becoming. In fact, the discoverer of the Second Cave hates Plato’s Socrates just as much as Nietzsche had;83 only by situating him “beyond good and evil” can he become Strauss’s hero.84 In short: Strauss saw that a new and refurbished “Socrates”—made possible by a fraudulent account of “Socrates’ development” and redesigned in accordance with Nietzschean specifications85 —could be used not only to gain a perspective beyond liberal democracy but also against “the Judeo-Christian tradition”86 from which liberalism had emerged.


  The justification for Strauss’s Nietzscheanized “Socrates” is Thrasymachus,87 the dominant character—other than Socrates himself—in book I88 of Plato’s Republic. Strauss’s great innovation89 is to give a Thrasymachean interpretation of the masterpiece that Plato wrote in order to refute all that Thrasymachus and his kind had stood and will continue to stand for.90 Because he must not only distort but actually reverse his author’s intent, Strauss’s interpretation of Plato’s Republic is his most important and dangerous interpretative task.91 Aristophanes was clearly a dangerous enemy of Socrates and helped prepare the way for the Athenians to condemn him; Strauss’s revival of “Aristophanes’ Socrates” can only undermine the philosopher Nietzsche had hated. Indeed there is a case to be made for the view that Socrates and Aristophanes is Strauss’s best book, certainly his best American book: there is a genuine sympathy between the Modern commentator and its Ancient author.92 On the other hand, “Xenophon’s Socrates” could only be revealed to be as devious as Strauss himself because there were no longer any cavalry-officers left after the First World War; dulce et decorum est pro patria mori was likewise no longer in fashion. The cultural amnesia required to make Strauss’s Plato plausible had the same historical roots but here the case became critical: divorcing Plato from Platonism—and by extension from “Jerusalem”—was the sine qua non for Strauss’s “revival” of “the Ancients.”


  Consider the case of James Adam, whose two-volume commentary on Plato’s Republic remains indispensable more than a hundred years after it was written. In his note on 517a4-6—”And if it were possible to lay hands on and to kill the man who tried to release them and lead them up, would they not kill him?” (Shorey)—he reveals the tremendous gulf between those who read Plato in 1902 and those who read the Allegory of the Cave in the post-War climate that has reigned until today.


  
    καὶ τὸν ἐπιχειρου̑ντα κτλ. is a manifest and touching allusion to the death of Socrates, whose fate was the most conspicuous example in Greek history of the principle here laid down. [some citations follow]. Read in the light of another and even more momentous sacrifice, the sentence assumes a kind of prophetical import, like the famous passage about the λόΎος θει̑ος in the Phaedo (85 C, D).93

  


  The “principle” in question stands in the sharpest possible contrast to the basic principle of Strauss’s “political philosophy”; it is to avoid the fate of Socrates that Strauss’s “philosopher”—a real atheist and corrupter of youth—must master “the way of Thrasymachus.”94 More importantly, Adam’s analogy between Socrates and Christ is antithetical to the basic principle of Strauss’s thought as a whole: the absolute irreconcilability of “Athens” and “Jerusalem” upon which the need for “an atheistic religion” entirely depends. And the reference to Phaedo likewise stands in the sharpest possible contrast with Strauss’s interest in Plato’s Laws, where a law-breaking “Socrates” who is not motivated by the principle to which Adam refers, will create the archetype of Strauss’s solution to the theological-political problem.


  What is it that persuades us to dismiss Adam’s comments? Surely it is not our superior knowledge of Attic Greek. What entitles us to assume that our post-War cynicism is closer to Plato’s truth than Cambridge was in 1902? I am suggesting that just as the wholesale destruction of cavalry officers trained in the Greek and Latin Classics left Xenophon without defenders, so too enough Platonists, Kantians, and Christians were killed in Flanders and around Verdun to render Platonism vulnerable to a fellow like Strauss. If Socrates went back down into the Cave in full awareness of the physical costs of doing so, if his decision in Crito was based on Adam’s principle, if his last word on the meaning of life was spoken in Phaedo, then Strauss’s “political philosophy” falls to pieces and his enchantment with the Athenian Stranger gives Plato the last laugh. I have no wish to deny Strauss’s services to the son of Ariston: the Classics were clearly in decline and both Heidegger and Strauss have encouraged many, including me, to return to the Greeks. Strauss’s willingness to read Plato as an exoteric writer has made it possible to truly read the dialogues as they should be read once again even though he slavishly employs the technique only to find “the evil doctrine” hidden between the lines. Despite all this, a post-Straussian awareness of exotericism will eventually revolutionize our understanding of the Classics.95


  Before showing the path that led Strauss away from Plato and landed him in Crete, a non-Platonic example of Strauss’s abuse of exotericism will indicate what is alive and what is dead in the German Stranger’s approach to the Classics. Strauss knows three important things about Thucydides’ Diodotus, hero of the Mytilene Debate in book III: he is similar to his creator (“Diodotus’ speech reveals more of Thucydides himself than does any other speech”),96 his observation that Athens’ best advisors must lie is self-referential,97 and therefore that his speech contains a hidden lie. Strauss must therefore reveal the truth:


  
    The subterfuge that Diodotus uses seems to consist in replacing the question of justice (are the Mytileneans guilty?) by the question of expediency (does Athens derive any benefit from killing them?) (III 44).98

  


  But this only seems to be the subterfuge:99 by paying “special attention”100 to Diodotus’ account of capital punishment,101 Strauss shows that Thucydides-Diodotus, is pretending to uphold the idea of progress while actually rejecting it.102


  
    The difference between the wise and the unwise—that difference which makes it impossible for a wise man to benefit his city except by deceiving it—is not affected by the progress of the arts or of the laws.103

  


  In addition to being a trifle anachronistic, Strauss’s argument is viciously circular:104 Diodotus uses exotericism in order to conceal his awareness of the permanent necessity for the wise to use exotericism.105


  Strauss fails to mention that the Mytilene Debate arises from an act of Athenian repentance.106 The Greek word μετάνοια is particularly rich in significance for Christians107 and if we accept Thucydides’ claim to have produced “a possession for eternity,”108 the attempt of an otherwise unknown “Diodotus”—the name means “Gift of Zeus”109 —to save the Athenians from injustice by making it easy for them to show pity is, no less than the War itself, something that will occur as long as human nature remains the same. Strauss fails to point out that Cleon’s speech (3.37.1-40.7) begins by identifying pity as fatal to an empire (37.2) and Diodotus’ speech (3.42.1-48.2) concludes (48.1) with his claim that he is not commending it any more than Cleon is: it does not occur to Strauss or his students110 —as it has to others111 —that it is Diodotus’ rejection of pity that constitutes his self-confessedlie.112 Precisely because Strauss is aware of the connection between Diodotus and Thucydides,113 this omission justifies the need for a post-Straussian approach to reading the ancients between the lines: Thucydides tells us, after mentioning that he contracted the plague,114 that those who recovered pitied the others.115 It is ultimately the pity of Diodotus that compels him to publicly reject pity by saving the Athenians from an unforgivable sin.116 And it is the pity of Thucydides, particularly for the twenty-first century citizens of these States, that led him to create an immortal proof of Cleon’s un-refuted claim: no democracy can hold on to an empire.117


  Strauss’s determination to find an attack on the idea of progress hidden in Thucydides is of one piece with his inability to find altruism in the Ancients:118 both phenomena are best understood in the context of Hermann Cohen. Diodotus cannot recommend pity, Thucydides cannot have recovered from the plague of impiety and selfishness, Socrates cannot willingly return to the Cave, and Plato cannot teach altruism between the lines because Strauss must prove Cohen wrong: “The truth is the synthesis of the teaching of Plato and the prophets.”119 Strauss must destroy this synthesis and uses “history” for the purpose:


  
    More disillusioned regarding modern culture than Cohen was, we wonder whether the two ingredients of modern culture, of the modern synthesis, are not more solid than its synthesis. Catastrophes and horrors of a magnitude hitherto unknown, which we have seen and through which we have lived, were better provided for, or made intelligible, by both Plato and the prophets than by the modern belief in progress.120

  


  If Strauss can find “Thucydides” attacking Cohen’s idea of progress, we need hardly be surprised to find that same “Thucydides” defending the last word in “secularization”:


  
    Thucydides’ theology—if it is permitted to use this expression—is located in the mean (in the Aristotelian sense) between that of Nicias and that of the Athenian ambassadors on Melos.121

  


  The latter, of course, openly reject the gods; naturally Strauss regards “Thucydides’ theology” as the same kind of contradictio in adjecto that Klein discovered in 1934. Strauss’s Aristotelian “mean,” combining the sincere piety of Nicias with the open atheism of the Athenian ambassadors, is another secretly atheistic religion; we would be well advised to recognize it as an avatar—masquerading as a forerunner—of Judentum ohne Gott. Strauss becomes remarkably single-minded once you know what’s on his mind.


  In “The Evanescence of the Weimar Paradox” (appendix to chapter 5), I have tried to delineate the secret relationship between Cohen and Strauss. But the philosophical—as opposed to the theological-political—basis of their antagonism is no secret:


  
    More particularly, Cohen understood Plato in the light of the opposition between Plato and Aristotle—an opposition that he understood in the light of the opposition between Kant and Hegel. We, however, are more impressed than Cohen was by the kinship between Plato and Aristotle on the one hand and the kinship between Kant and Hegel on the other. In other words, the quarrel between the ancients and the moderns seems to us to be more fundamental than either the quarrel between Plato and Aristotle or that between Kant and Hegel.122

  


  About this crucial passage there is a great deal that could be said. To call it historicist neo-Aristotelianism doesn’t get us very far. The essential point is that the difference between Plato and Aristotle is timeless:123 there is either a transcendent reality beyond the sensible world or there is not. This difference annihilates the absolute antinomy of “Ancients” and “Moderns” by revealing Hegel as an Aristotelian and Kant as a Platonist. Plato’s Idea of the Good and Kant’s Ding an sich preserve transcendence; Aristotle and Hegel reject it. And once we acknowledge that Platonic transcendence mediates the God of Israel and Kant’s determination to make room for faith, the “Athens” and “Jerusalem” antinomy, likewise created to destroy Cohen’s project, is leveled with the dust. The same conclusion follows from grasping that while Strauss’s Kant can be a Platonist, his Plato can’t. Only in the case of dualism and its antithesis are we necessarily confronted by a true case of tertium non datur;124 neo-Platonism proves the point. But as important as Aristotle’s rejection of the separate “forms” is for the purpose of recognizing Strauss’s Nietzschean “Plato,” it is Strauss’s insistence on divorcing Plato from Kant that not only emphasizes the defining role that Cohen plays in Strauss’s thought but ultimately reveals the identity of the Athenian and German Strangers.


  Kant makes an important appearance in Strauss’s account of the Allegory of the Cave.125 Building on the distinction between “citizen-philosopher” and “wise stranger” for which On Tyranny has prepared us, the Republic chapter of The City and Man (1964) depends on the incompatibility of philosophy and the city. The philosopher can be both just and happy without the city;126 the city, requiring the philosopher to devote herself “to the service of other individuals,” calls that service “just” and compels it:


  
    Yet justice in this second sense is not intrinsically attractive or choiceworthy for its own sake but is good only with a view to its consequences;127

  


  Given the fate that awaits the philosopher who returns to the Cave, it was not for the sake of hemlock that Socrates served Athens. So Strauss gives us another possibility:


  
    or it is not noble but necessary: the philosopher serves the city, even the good city, not as he seeks the truth, from natural inclination, from eros, but under compulsion (519e-520b; 540b4-5, e1-2).

  


  Since when is there anything noble about following one’s natural inclination? Do not the beasts do this as well?128 As indicated by the texts he cites, Strauss has also forgotten his own valid observation that “the just city is impossible,” i.e., that the only city which makes it necessary for philosophers to serve others does not exist. What makes service to others noble is precisely that it is not necessary: as Cicero proved, only voluntary justice is just. Strauss is more inclined towards Caesar: under the cover of eros,129 Strauss opens the door to Thrasymachus by means of “natural inclination”:


  
    Justice in the first sense may be said to be the advantage of the stronger, i.e., of the most superior man, and justice in the second sense the advantage of the weaker, i.e., of the inferior men. It should not be necessary but it is necessary to add that compulsion does not cease to be compulsion if it is self-compulsion.

  


  Having rendered philosophy’s “justice” Thrasymachean in the first, Strauss appends to the far more enigmatic second sentence a note citing Kant.130


  At the center of Strauss’s interpretation of the Republic is the true claim that it does not contain Plato’s program for an ideal state: “The just city is then impossible.”131 But he fails to divine Plato’s purpose in creating it: to reveal the timeless essence of Justice. In what Strauss calls “the just city,” the city’s founders will compel the philosophers they have nurtured and educated to serve the interests of others. The closest Republic comes to revealing the Idea of Justice is when Glaucon, Plato’s elder brother, defends this compulsion with the words: “we shall be imposing just commands on men who are just.”132 Only in the contrived, impossible city are philosophers compelled to go back down into the Cave;133 for the rest of us, this choice is strictly voluntary. Given the evident superiority of the philosophical life for those who recognize, as every Platonist must, the distinction between Being and Becoming, returning to the latter is never a matter of natural inclination, neither for the Guardians of the impossible city nor for us. But unlike us, the Guardians will be compelled to return whereas our choice to do so is free. This is precisely what makes our choice noble. Strauss, on the other hand, must collapse the distinction between what is noble and what is natural in accordance with Nietzsche’s genealogy of morals; service to the city must be stigmatized as neither noble nor free but compulsory and un-erotic.


  But the moment we realize, as Strauss realized, that “the just city” does not, cannot, and was never intended by its creator to exist, it becomes evident that whenever philosophers regulate their lives by the rules of that city notwithstanding,134 it is only the intrinsic excellence of doing so that compels them to return to the Cave. Strauss temporarily needs Kant to meet this contingency: he finds it necessary—and given the nature of his case, it is necessary—to claim that a just philosopher, whom the intrinsic nobility of justice compels to serve others, is no less a victim of compulsion than the Guardians of the city in speech.135 And that claim is false. Only if we are prepared to emancipate ourselves from historicism entirely are we entitled to say that it is false because Plato is a Kantian; Moderns like ourselves would prefer to say, as Strauss himself said, that Kant was a Platonist. Nevertheless, the first statement is closer to the timeless truth: the intrinsic excellence of the moral law compelling philosophers to return to the Cave is the only thing that compels them to obey it. It is only by recognizing his personal obligation to justice that the philosopher becomes free; only by fulfilling her obligation does she become noble. The “crisis” of the Republic occurs while reading Socrates’ response to the temporarily rebellious, and thereby doubly non-existent Guardians, of the imaginary city:


  
    But you we have engendered for yourselves and the rest of the city to be, as it were, king bees and leaders in the hive. You have received a better and more complete education than the others, and you are capable of sharing both ways of life. Down you must go [καταβατέον] then, each in his turn, to the habitation of the others and accustom yourselves to the observation of the obscure things there.136

  


  I take this passage personally. Although my principal interest as a scholar is the precise nature of the “better and more complete education” that Plato’s readers have already received by the time they will have read these words, the entire basis of my adult life has been my decision to see myself addressed as Plato’s “you.” It should not be necessary to add but it is necessary to add that it is neither a matter of inclination nor of compulsion (except in the Platonic-Kantian sense) that I know what I now know about F. H. Jacobi’s critique of Spinoza, the “Breslau” faction of Blau-Weiss, the significance of 1953 in Martin Heidegger’s putrid career, the error Carl Schmitt makes about Thomas Hobbes, and, above all, the anti-metaphysical basis of National Socialism’s “Final Solution.” This book is a product of the way I understand Plato’s Republic and would not exist without that understanding; Cicero’s Platonic practice is my model and inspiration,137 Strauss is my Thrasymachus, and I experience an obligation to persuade the noble owner of the ship I love to accept no more mandragora from him or his students.138 On a personal level, then, Strauss’s reading of the Republic would annihilate the altruistic basis of this particular philosopher’s freely chosen duty to combat him.139 Although it would be immodest to state that the converse is equally true, I have no choice but to regard the antithesis (to use Strauss’s word from the letter to Guttmann), as “existential.”


  Strictly as a matter of literary strategy, it would probably have been far more effective to keep praise for Plato completely distinct from critique of Strauss; there is sufficient basis for that critique independent of an original interpretation of Plato. As the balance of this final chapter will make clear, identifying Strauss as the German Stranger requires a certain understanding of the relationship between Crito, Laws, Epinomis, and Phaedo. This understanding, in turn, depends entirely on the centrality of the word καταβατέον in Plato’s Republic. Although this procedure is certainly not without risks—a more persuasive strategy is readily conceivable—it has the sole merit of revealing to the reader exactly what I take to be the truth about Strauss: that he is best understood in the context of Plato’s Laws or rather in the context of an innovative explanation—based entirely on Strauss’s own insight that the Athenian Stranger is the fugitive Socrates—of Plato’s own motives for writing Laws (and Epinomis). From the beginning I have suggested—and from now until the end of this chapter I will be undertaking to prove—that Strauss’s “Platonism” rests on a misunderstanding of his own brilliant insight about the Stranger. To put it another way: just as Strauss’s understanding of the Hiero deconstructs Socrates qua “citizen-philosopher” in the rest of the corpus Xenophonteum, so also his understanding of Laws serves the same purpose for the corpus Platonicum. I am operating, then, on the strategically questionable principle that the best way to bring to light the truth about the German Stranger is to understand Strauss’s misunderstanding of Plato on Plato’s own terms, or, expressed more tentatively, on the basis of a new interpretation of Plato’s dialogues.


  What makes this approach less questionable in the present context is that other than the foregoing account of Republic, what makes this “new interpretation” new is primarily Strauss’s own way of reading Plato in general and Plato’s Laws in particular. Consider in this connection Catherine Zuckert’s important new book Plato’s Philosophers.140 Following Strauss, Zuckert does not accept “Plato’s development” as a useful way of thinking about the corpus while she is willing to take seriously, and thus devotes attention to, dialogues long considered inauthentic. These general principles should no longer be regarded as the specific preserve of a “Straussian” approach although an honest account of Plato’s reception in the twentieth century will emphasize Strauss’s decisive contribution to the growing acceptance of both. Another one of these principles is the attention she gives to both “the action” as well as “the argument” of the dialogues; even more than the rejection of developmentalism and attention to supposedly spurious dialogues, thoughtful investigation of dramatic details has long since ceased to be proof of Straussian orientation although here too Strauss’s historical significance should be evident. Part of what makes her magnum opus so impressive, indeed, is Zuckert’s independence from Strauss; her vision is truly eclectic and she is by no means allergic to the transcendent Ideas. Paradoxically, perhaps, I find the least persuasive part of her book to be her deviation from Strauss on the question of the Athenian Stranger. She knows perfectly well that Strauss understood the Stranger as the escaping Socrates.141 But she rejects that understanding: instead of seeing the Stranger as somehow post-Socratic, she makes him, ingeniously, into a literal pre-Socratic by assigning to the conversation on Crete a fictional date—this is the principle guiding her arrangement of the dialogues—prior to the Peloponnesian War.142 In the context of Zuckert’s approach, my own hardly seems all that new: embracing the same general principles, I side with Strauss against her on the fictional date of Plato’s Laws and differ with Strauss only with regard to the way Plato intends us to understand the fiction of the fleeing Socrates. My task, then, is to show why this difference both reveals and defines the German Stranger.


  
    Deeds are more trustworthy than speeches: Socrates did stay in prison, he chose to stay, he had a logos telling him to stay.143

  


  Like everyone else, Strauss knows that actions speak louder than words. Since he situates the Athenian Stranger in the context of Plato’s Crito and since he intends to valorize the teaching of the Athenian Stranger in Plato’s Laws on this basis, he is compelled to reject Socrates’ explanation of his motives for acting as he does in Crito. Simply put: he cannot ignore what Socrates actually does in Crito but he can and does attempt to create a gap between what Socrates does and the logos he presents to Crito in order to explain why he does so:


  
    But is this logos identical with the logos by which he persuaded Kriton? We have indicated why this is not likely.144

  


  Quite apart from Strauss’s prior indications on this point in “On Plato’s Apology of Socrates and Crito,” my claim is that it is the central importance of Plato’s Laws to Strauss’s secret solution to the theological-political problem (i.e., “the theme of my investigations”) that guides him in reading Crito as he does and then placing that reading in his posthumous Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy. In the final analysis, Strauss must somehow make what Socrates says in Crito consistent with the action, i.e., fleeing Athens, that makes the Athenian Stranger possible and, by extension, the solution to the theological-political problem that the Stranger offers in Laws.


  It is only when we realize that valorizing Laws is the telos of his reading of Crito specifically and of Plato generally that we also realize why the next piece in Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy is “On the Euthydemus.”


  
    From the Crito we are led to the Euthydemus by the consideration that the Euthydemus contains the only other conversation between Socrates and Kriton.145

  


  The opening sentence of “On the Euthydemus” elides the Phaedo twice: first because Phaedo is the natural place to follow Socrates after Crito, and second because Socrates’ last words in Phaedo are exchanged with Crito.146 But Strauss is as allergic to a world-transcending Socrates of Phaedo as he is to the maxim of Socrates’ action in Crito; his principal task is to clear the latter out of the way so that “the real Socrates” can become the Athenian Stranger. In another place,147 I have showed that Strauss ignores the only allegory in Euthydemus and thereby misunderstands the importance of Crito’s astute interruption, a unique and priceless moment in the dialogues. What needs to be emphasized here is that Strauss’s failure to attend to logographic necessity in Euthydemus is, given his true concerns, guided by a far more imperious necessity: he must show that the logos in Crito depends on Crito’s limitations as presented in Euthydemus and is therefore not the logos that motivated Socrates’ choice to do as he did. “On the Euthydemus” (1970) should be taken as a reductio ad absurdum on Strauss’s reading of Plato: Crito’s limitation turns out to be that he, unlike Strauss’s Socrates—who recognizes the impossibility of “wisdom in the proper sense”148 —refuses to learn the eristic art from Euthydemus and Dionysodorus.149


  As Strauss had already indicated in Jerusalem, the logos guiding Socrates’ choice to stay in Athens must be anything but Kantian:


  
    He was given an opportunity to escape from prison: he refused to avail himself of this opportunity. His refusal was not based on an appeal to a categorical imperative demanding passive obedience, without ifs and but’s.150

  


  My claim is that Plato presented the logos guiding Socrates’ choice to proceed from Crito to Phaedo in Republic: the fact that the greatest Socratic logos begins with κατέβην reveals that Socrates’ entire life is guided by the καταβατέον, by far the most important of the many verbal adjectives (denoting obligation) in Plato.151 Strauss is no doubt correct that what Socrates says in Crito has the purpose, on the level of drama, of persuading his friend Crito to accept his death. But in accordance with the same hermeneutic that led me to take the word κα–ταβατέον personally, the sensitive reader of Plato must realize that Plato, thanks to logographic necessity, is likewise addressing his sensitive readers on every page, in every word. Take, for example, the Hippias Major: the limitations of this particular interlocutor are obvious to everyone; they are infinitely more crippling than Crito’s. But the ridiculous answers this pompous know-it-all gives to the question “what is beautiful?” also serve to educate the reader, and do in fact prepare the reader for the Idea of Beauty rev-ealed in Symposium. Whether we should call Socrates’ decision to go back down into the Cave Kantian or not is irrelevant; the important point is that Plato uses Socrates as the embodiment of any given philosopher’s free decision to allow herself to be compelled through what might be called “voluntary obedience”152 to act in ac cordance with the Idea of Justice, i.e., to go back down into the Cave.


  Although I do not follow Zuckert in making “fictive chronology” the sole basis for detecting “the coherence of the dialogues,” I follow her in placing the First Tetralogy of Thrasyllus—Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, and Phaedo—at the end of the story. Having understood the opening words of Republic in the context of the Cave, the Platonist already knows what motivates Socrates to do as he does and has therefore opened him- or herself to precisely the same motivation: the intrinsic excellence and nobility of justice makes it choice-worthy even if the consequences of that choice—instantiated by Socrates—are more in accordance with Glaucon’s brutal and prophetic description in book II than the passage glossed so beautifully by Adam in book VII. Crito is therefore something in the nature of a refresher course in justice as well as being a product of Plato’s brilliance as prose stylist, dramatic artist, historian, philosopher, and teacher; hence the central importance of justice in Phaedo.153 But it was Strauss who realized something others had missed: Crito is also intended to prepare the reader for Laws and immediately precedes it in the ideal reading order towards which Zuckert is pointing. In other words, Strauss correctly identifies the passages in Crito that indicate why Socrates would have gone to either Sparta or Crete if he had followed Crito’s advice,154 i.e., if he had not been Socrates. Consistent with his Thrasymachean reading of Republic,155 and above all guided by his long-term obligations to Laws, Strauss fails to realize that Socrates’ decision in Crito identifies and defines Socrates, Plato’s human instantiation of justice. Strauss’s attempt to annihilate that vision by replacing Socrates with the Athenian Stranger—and thus replacing the active obedience of Socrates’ choice to go back down into the Cave with “the argument and the action of Plato’s Laws”—is in turn the project that defines and identifies Strauss.


  The truth of the matter, as every Platonist knows, is that Socrates does not die in the jail-cell: his soul is immortal and is set free from its earthly tomb in Phaedo. In the aftermath of the World War, Platonic idealism is no longer in fashion but that is hardly Plato’s fault. Adeimantus’ younger brother hated the first Great War that had destroyed the democratic city he loved and whose memory he so lovingly and vividly preserved: schooled by the Sign, Socrates expected no good to come of the Sicilian Expedition from the start.156 In short: the son of Ariston needn’t pay the penalty for our own ignorance and folly and Platonism is what it is regardless of historical vicissitude and without regard for the mess we have made of things. As for Strauss, he declined to give a reading of Phaedo but it is obvious that he would have needed to show that immortality is a strictly exoteric doctrine. Had Plato lived in the Middle Ages, this kind of exotericism would have made some sense but Orphism was scarcely the established “Church” of ancient Athens. Given the absolute centrality of the κατα–βατέοτν in Plato’s Republic, “the argument” for the immortal soul that Socrates left for his friends in Phaedo is, in any case, less eloquent and unavoidably less compelling than “the action” that makes it possible: the just decision of Socrates to go back down into the Cave and be killed for the rest of us there. For those who are more interested in escaping from Plato’s Cave than Strauss’s, Phaedo gives ample evidence of the Plato that Nietzsche was still honest enough to hate:157 the dualism of Being and Becoming, the valorization of the soul at the expense of the body, and the world-denying nobility of Socrates’ last words to his oldest friend Crito.158 The dualism of body and soul as taught by Plato from Alcibiades Major straight through to Phaedo makes Crito the classical fons et origo of the separation of Church and State: it is merely the body of Socrates that will remain in Athens, in obedience to her laws; his soul will be justly judged in a higher court. Strauss inevitably misunderstands this:


  
    Both the content and the manner of the speeches of the Laws make it impossible for Socrates to listen to any other speeches and in particular to what Kriton might say. But Kriton has nothing else to say: the speech of the laws has entirely convinced him. Then, Socrates concludes, let us act in this way since it is in this way that the god leads. The voice of the Laws seems to be the voice of the gods.159

  


  This last claim requires Strauss’s “seems” because it is false; it is only the Athenian Stranger’s Laws—should Clinias and Megillus, reconstituted as members of the Nocturnal Council, follow his lead in the Epinomis—that will speak with “the voice of the gods.” Socrates is the antithesis of the Stranger: Socrates is just where his evil Doppelgänger is unjust, brave where the Stranger is cowardly, obedient where the other is imperious, the one a law-abiding citizen-soldier who remains steadfast at his post even to the point of becoming a drinker of hemlock, the other an impious law-giver and devious law-breaker who proves just as flighty as his laws will be permanent and who will compel his subjects to drink wine, hemlock’s antidote.160 Strauss knows perfectly well that the laws of Athens make no claim whatsoever to being divine:


  
    Yet the Laws may be mistaken in what they demand; they do not raise a claim to superhuman wisdom or to be of divine origin (cf. Laws 624a1-6 and 634e1-2) or to be divine—as little as does the woman who appeared to Socrates in his dream.161

  


  The first passage Strauss cites is the opening of Laws, beginning with the word “God.” The laws of Sparta and Crete are believed to be of divine origin; in The Argument and the Action of Plato’s Laws, Strauss will show the process by which the Stranger will leave revelation intact while disposing of the view that the laws of Minos and Lycurgos, at least as Clinias and Megillus interpret them, are divine.162 Thus the second passage Strauss cites will remain in force if the Nocturnal Council should decide to implement the Stranger’s Laws; it reads: “but with one voice and from one mouth all are to say in unison that all things are disposed nobly by the guiding gods.”163 If Plato’s Crito is the classical fons et origo of the separation of Church and State, Plato’s Laws is the first document that shows how a legalistic tyrant can abolish the very possibility of that separation by means of an atheistic re-enactment of religion. This book has attempted to show why such a project was of paramount interest to the German Stranger and why it holds the key to the true relationship between Leo Strauss and National Socialism.


  In the final paragraph of his Between Athens and Jerusalem, David Janssens quotes Seth Benardete to the effect that for Strauss, “the Athens side comprehends the Jerusalem side.” Janssens avoids comment on this remarkable claim: “Whether this assessment is correct is hard to determine, even if it touches the core of Strauss’s philosophic endeavor.” In the darkling light of the Nocturnal Council, Benardete’s assessment does indeed illuminate that core. The key concept, the tertium comparationis between Athens and Jerusalem, is the notion of divine law, as will gradually become clear:


  
    Despite their fundamental disagreement, both opponents [sc. “Athens” and “Jerusalem”] share a common background that differs from the horizon created by modern thought. To begin with, both Athens and Jerusalem acknowledge the importance of morality for human life, but they also point to its insufficiency.164

  


  In the first sentence, Janssens describes the basis of Strauss’s double envelopment of liberal democracy, natural rights, and Cohen’s eternal search for social justice: both Jewish revelation and the Greek classics, having first been presented as antithetical to each other, can be played off against “the post-Enlightenment synthesis.” In the first clause of the second, he reassures the gentlemen in his audience that the “free contemplation” of Strauss’s “philosophers” will not place them beyond good and evil even while admitting that mere morality is insufficient. He then continues:


  
    Their disagreement concerns precisely what is needed to supplement morality: free contemplation or pious obedience.

  


  This disjunction puts the antinomy to work. In order to be “free,” Athenian contemplation must transcend the Second Cave without liberating itself from the first: its last word must be ϕύσις. And the obedience characteristic of Jerusalem cannot be willing, thoughtful, or active obedience: it must be unquestioning, ignoble, un-erotic, compulsory, and free of contemplation.


  
    In this respect, Strauss points to the importance of the theoi nomoi or divine laws, the theological-political order that is central to both classical political philosophy and revealed religion.

  


  An atheist’s law code presented as god-given solves the theological-political problem: this is why Judentum ohne Gott is the last word in “secularization.” Benardete knows that the source of the “divine laws” in question is not the God of Abraham through Moses nor even Zeus through Minos, but rather the Athenian Stranger intent on securing divine sanction for ϕύσις: hence it is the day-long pilgrimage to the cave on Crete, sacred locus of “revelation,” that constitutes “the true argument of the Laws.”


  
    The “and” in the title [sc. of The Argument and the Action of Plato’s Laws] is misleading: it does not mean that some sort of action is represented while the argument is being developed; it means that the action has an argument, and that that argument is the true argument of the Laws.165

  


  Benardete’s remark about “Athens” comprehending “Jerusalem” is found in an extended and revealing interview. Although the topic of National Socialism arises several times, Benardete, aided by his interviewers, never discusses it in the context of Strauss.166 Otherwise, Strauss dominates the conversation. Particularly interesting is the process of “conversion” that Strauss’s disciple, himself a convert, repeatedly describes.167 But surpassing in interest Benardete’s remarkable and almost perfect claim that Strauss “came to see that the Athens side comprehended the Jerusalem side,“168 is a 1961 letter from Strauss to Benardete; here Strauss writes:


  
    In other words, the ideas replace the gods. For in order to do that the gods must be a prefiguration of the ideas. But since the doctrine of the ideas is not simply a myth, that doctrine must contain an answer to the question What is god?169

  


  Despite or rather because of his rigorous anti-Platonism, the “ideas” will finally appear in Strauss’s Laws book despite the fact that the word is used in Laws only on “the sub-Socratic level.”170 More importantly, “the question quid sit deus” are the last words of The City and Man; Strauss also refers to them in On Tyranny.171 Benardete’s editors justly name the section in which both letter and claim are found “Quid sit deus?” Strauss continues:


  
    From this I jumped to the conclusion that the primary and most important application of the question What is? is the question What is god?

  


  What Strauss does not say is that Socrates, creator of the “What is?” question never raises this particular form of it; Plato leaves this impious task to the Athenian Stranger who provides his own answer without even raising the question as a question: his most pious answer is “the cosmic gods.“172


  
    Needless to say, this question is equipollent to the question What is man? This conceit supplies the key to Aristophanes and many more things.

  


  In order to understand this conceptual leap, bear in mind that the words quid sit deus, taken out of context, do not literally mean “what is god” but rather “what might god be.”173 The first word in self-deification was spoken on Crete.174


  Strauss’s solution to what Nietzsche called “the problem of Socrates” is to reduce both Xenophon’ s Socrates and Plato’s Socrates—the first through “gentlemanliness,” the latter through “the justice of the philosopher”—to merely exoteric forms of the true Socrates, the physicist portrayed by Aristophanes.175 In Clouds, Aristophanes had warned Socrates that he needed exoteric cover for his atheism and immoralism; Socrates had complied by becoming Socratic.176 The result of this exotericism is found in Plato’s and Xenophon’ s Socratic writings. In Hiero, Xenophon uses a wise stranger to move beyond Socratic “gentlemanliness” but Simonides merely hints towards a tertium comparationis between tyranny and quid sit deus.177 Strauss’s Plato cashes that hint in Laws: freed from the constraints of the citizen-philosopher, the Athenian Stranger reveals the true form of Strauss’s Socrates: a physicist and theologian for whom, at least as far as he himself is concerned, the questions What is god? and What is man? are truly “equipollent.” Strauss concludes the letter:


  
    There is a very clear remark on this subject in Calvin’s “Institutes,” which I summarized en pleine ignorance de la chose in the first two pages of the chapter on Calvin in my German book on Spinoza. I plan to use the key sentence from Calvin as a motto to my book on Aristophanes.178

  


  As a casual perusal of Socrates and Aristophanes will show, Strauss did not do so, bequeathing thereby an unsolved problem to both defenders and critics.179 Among the former, the foremost is Heinrich Meier, although it is significant that he dedicates Leo Strauss and the Theologico-Political Problem to Benardete.180 Here Meier includes this letter, explains the theological-political importance of Socrates and Aristophanes,181 and points the reader to his own attempt to solve the puzzle, i.e., to identify the passage in Calvin to which Strauss had referred.182 That attempt is found in a footnote to the following passage:


  
    Philosophy appears to such obedience, as in Calvin’s case, to be an act of presumptuous curiosity [note 54] or, as in Luther’s case, to be the beginning of a path at the end of which stands the forlornness of nothingness. [note 55] In this way the question “Obedience or disobedience?” is transformed into the answer “Faith in revelation or nihilism.”183

  


  My book will have achieved its purpose if the reader recognizes in Meier’s second dilemma the enduring influence of F. H. Jacobi, without who m Strauss could never have arrived at his solution to the theological-political problem. Jacobi had used Christ against the Jew Mendelssohn; Strauss uses the “Platonism” of the Athenian Stranger against what we euphemistically call “Christianity”:


  
    The rediscovery of this Platonism [sc. based on Laws] casts an entirely new light on the thought of Maimonides and the falasifa, the interpretation of which up to now was determined by the reception of their work by medieval Christian Aristotelianism. Maimonides and the falasifa, Strauss claims, “are ‘more primitive’ than the modern philosophers, because unlike the latter they are not guided by the derivative idea of natural law, but by the original, ancient idea of law as a uniform, total order of human life; in other words, because they are pupils of Plato and not pupils of Christians.”184

  


  Janssens is here translating a passage from “Cohen und Maimuni,” Strauss’s first serious meditation on Plato. On the same page, Janssens quotes a passage from a 1951 letter Strauss wrote to Voegelin about his second: “With regard to Philosophy and Law [1935], I believe that I basically still stand on the same ground . . . I still believe that the theoi nomoi is the common ground of the Bible and philosophy—humanly speaking.“185 By humanly speaking, Strauss means: when it is the Athenian Stranger, not Moses, who reveals “the divine laws.” But Strauss knows that Moses and Israel’s staunchest Christian defender186 also have their uses; it is only when Calvin’s sentence is spoken “humanly,” i.e., with perfect faith in atheism, that his explanation of what makes humans superior to animals becomes identical (for Strauss) with what makes man equal to “God”: “The worship of God is the one thing which can render us superior, through which alone one is inspired towards immortality.”187 Here the reader may recognize the secularized “eternity” with which he concludes the Jerusalem lectures.


  As for digging more deeply into Strauss’s reading of Plato’s Laws, I am reminded of what Strauss wrote about Cohen’s critique of Spinoza:


  
    Our case against Spinoza is in some respects even stronger than Cohen thought. One may doubt whether Spinoza’s action is humanly comprehensible or demoniac, but one must grant that it is amazingly unscrupulous.188

  


  Cohen had attacked Spinoza; Strauss had defended Spinoza from Cohen’s critique. But Strauss realized that an even stronger case could be made against Spinoza than Cohen had suspected. In the present case, Strauss must reveal what is happening in Laws but must not condemn it; his Stranger must ultimately be consistent with his Socrates. His posthumous explication of “this most ironical of Plato’s works”189 is therefore humorless and strangely restrained. The principal reason for this restraint is his failure to consider Laws together with Epinomis. Having elsewhere acknowledged its authenticity,190 he declines to exa-mine or even mention it in The Argument and the Action and thus fails to re-examine Laws in its light.191 Once seen as a unit, the two dialogues constitute thirteen books, i.e., they acquire a center.192 Once attention is drawn to book VII—where both the cosmic gods and the Stranger’s self-deification first become visible—Laws also acquires two more sub-centers: books IV and X. Strauss is good—and Pangle is better193 —when it comes to explicating the pious atheism of book X’s strictly civic “theology.” But the implications of the Stranger’s call for a pliable young tyrant in book IV—to say nothing of its theological-political context194 —reveal him to be more unscrupulous than even Strauss cares to emphasize.195 Without Epinomis,196 one never witnesses the Stranger’s theological-political coup d’etat and therefore “the argument of his action” throughout both dialogues.197 And one also misses the artistry used by Plato to deconstruct his own Laws,198 including the obvious contradiction between the Stranger’s theologized astronomy in Epinomis and what Socrates teaches Glaucon in Republic VII.199 In short, Strauss’s claim in the quotation placed at the head of this chapter requires qualification:200 Plato does teach the tyrannical art and it has the same theological-political core that will resurface in National Socialism.201 Strauss is even farther removed from accepting what I believe are the Platonic implications of this claim: Plato intended his most advanced students to learn this “art” in Crete in order to defeat those who would try to practice it in Athens, Weimar, or anywhere else there remains a single philosopher who knows that a Socratic descent to the Piraeus eternally remains only a yesterday away.


  Here the strategic risk of examining Strauss in the context of Plato becomes palpable: what kind of Plato would have written a thirteen-book dialogue—the longest in the corpus—that deliberately deconstructs itself in this dangerous way? I call him “Plato the Teacher.” Since the re-construction of “the Reading Order of Plato’s Dialogues” is my life’s work as a scholar,202 I am well aware that three volumes, not one paragraph, are required for making the case. But the core idea can be expressed in shorthand by referring to Aspasia, Diotima, and Phaenarete.203 These women may be taken to represent three kinds of Platonic pedagogy: “Phaenarete” prepares the student to give birth and most of the dialogues that Plato intends the student to read before reading Republic are what Charles H. Kahn has usefully called “proleptic.”204 “Diotima” represents the heart of Platonism, the “visionary” moments where the Idea of the Good—as well as Beauty and Justice—are revealed. Having beheld the beatific vision, Plato’s students must then be tested by the discourse of “Aspasia.” If Aristotle had not vouched for the authenticity of the anachronistic Menexenus, it would have surely shared the fate of Epinomis. But even if only a reader of Xenophon’s Hellenica knows the date of the King’s Peace, every reader of Thucydides knows that Aspasia’s speech is filled with falsehoods, particularly with regard to the pivotal Sicilian Expedition.205 Menexenus is therefore what I call a “basanistic”206 dialogue: it was written in order to test the reader, in this case, the reader’s knowledge of Athenian history necessary for finding tragedy in Plato’s otherwise uproariously comic Symposium207 Timaeus, the Eleatic, and the Athenian Strangers are best understood as Aspasia’s avatars, testing whether Plato’s post-Republic readers have grasped its teaching. The basis for this pedagogy is described in Republic VII:


  
    And is not this true of the good likewise—that the man who is unable to define in the discourse and distinguish and abstract from all other things the aspect or idea of the good and who cannot, as if in battle, through all refutations emerging, not eager to refute by recourse to opinion but to essence, proceeding throughout its way in all of these [sc. refutations] with the discourse untoppled, the man who lacks this power, you will say, does not really know the good itself or any particular good but if he joins himself in any way to some image [εἰδώλον τινὸς] he does so by reputation but not knowledge [δὸξέ οὐκἐπιστήμέ].208

  


  The Athenian Stranger is Plato’s last word in a literary εἴδωλον and Leo Strauss will forever remain his most interesting and instructive victim.


  By rediscovering the dramatic connection between Crito and Laws, Strauss performed an invaluable service to Plato studies, making possible thereby the following insight: just as Sophist and Statesman are obviously interpolated between Euthyphro and Apology, so also are Laws and Epinomis placed between Crito and Phaedo in the ideal Reading Order of Plato’s dialogues. By imbedding two difficult alternatives to Socrates in the midst of the most obvious series in the corpus Platonicum, Plato the teacher makes his intentions visible. Those intentions had been almost completely obscured by the dogma of developmentalism. Here again, Strauss makes a clearer vision possible: the Eleatic and Athenian Strangers were created as unacceptable alternatives to Socrates, not as expressions of Plato’s progress over his youthful Socratism let alone his “middle period” idealism. Strauss’s fascination with the dubia and his love of structure open the door to other insights about the First Tetralogy. By emphasizing the links between Minos and Laws,209 by insisting on the links between Hipparchus and Minos,210 and generally by rejecting neither as simply spurious, Strauss helps us to see that there is a third dyad imbedded between Apology and Crito. When the servant of the eleven bursts into tears after telling Socrates that it is time to drink wine’s antithesis near the end of Phaedo, Socrates remarks that the two of them have been conversing.211 Socrates’ loyalty to the ivy-crowned city is well expressed by the fact that his most anti-Athenian speeches—his reconsideration of Minos and Hipparchus—were made only after Athens herself had rejected the loyal veteran of Potidaea, Delium, and the second battle of Arginusae. Even the insight that the matched portraits of Hipparchus the sophist and Minos the lawgiver are in turn matched with Sophist and Statesman is possible only within the a Platonic universe freed from the shackles of post-Schleiermacher Plato studies by Leo Strauss of Kirchhain, the boy who fell in love with Laches just before the Socratic courage of his generation was about to be squandered vor Verdun.212


  Despite his youthful enthusiasm for Laches, the German Stranger found it a convenient dialogue to ignore. It is characteristic of Strauss’s intentions with regard to Plato and Xenophon that he does everything in his power to cast doubt on the military record of Socrates;213 Strauss the man and Strauss the scholar here can be recognized as being one and the same. Consider the definition of courage given by Laches—Socrates’ commanding officer at Delium—in Laches:


  
    Laches: Good heavens, Socrates, there is no difficulty about that: if a man is willing to remain at his post [ἐν τῃ̑ τάξει μένων] and to defend himself against the enemy without running away [μὴ ϕεύΎοι], then you may rest assured that he is a man of courage. Socrates: Well spoken, Laches.214

  


  With this passage, one must compare Socrates’ account of causality—his rejection of Anaxagoras, the first deist among the physicists—in Phaedo:


  
    Or again, if he [sc. Anaxagoras] tried to account in the same way for my conversing with you, adducing causes such as sound and air and hearing and a thousand others, and never troubled to mention the real reasons, which are that since Athens has thought it better to condemn me, therefore I for my part have thought it better to sit here, and more right to stay [δικαιότερον πα–ραμένοντα] and submit to whatever penalty she orders. Because, by dog, I fancy that these sinews and bones would have been in the neighborhood of Megara or Boeotia long ago—impelled by a conviction of what is best!—if I did not think it was more right [δικαιότερον] and honorable to submit to whatever penalty my country orders [τάττῃ] rather than take to my heels [ϕεύΎειν] and run away.215

  


  The linguistic parallels are clear: Plato’s Socrates remained an Athenian hoplite. And Strauss remains Strauss: having attached himself to a dubious Stranger whose aspirations and hypocrisy are all too similar to his own,216 he will not make the return trip to the prison in Athens. Aside from Socrates’ description of his early interest in physics,217 Strauss has little use for Phaedo.218


  Justice requires giving Strauss his due: having been compelled to argue that Plato has no teaching in order to destroy Platonism, Strauss has nevertheless made possible the rediscovery Plato’s esoteric altruism. By paying due heed to dramatic details, by freeing us from the shackles of developmentalism, and by overlooking the weak arguments that had whittled the immortal thirty-five down to no more than twenty-seven,219 Strauss allows the post-Straussian reader to see that Plato’s teaching emerges from the dialectical arrangement of the dialogues.220 When read in the order suggested by Plato’s dramatic hints,221 the dialogues culminate with the Socratic case for immortality; Plato’s immortality has long since been proved. But before reading Phaedo, the bored and weary reader must first accompany the wily Stranger on an anabasis to the cave of Minos and anyone who judges δόξῃ οὐκ ἐπιστήμῃ might be lulled into thinking that it is Plato who speaks.222 Only the obviously anti-Platonic Epinomis brings enlightenment in such a case; every student can easily recognize that the Stranger doesn’t speak for Plato when he makes pious obedience to those who understand the regular motions of “the cosmic gods” the highest virtue of the Cretan state. But instead of allowing Epinomis to perform its amazing reductio on the Athenian Stranger as Plato intended, the scholarly tradition has unfortunately chosen to deny its authenticity. The nineteenth century theory of “Plato’s development” has only deepened the ensuing darkness.223


  Meanwhile, only the student who has truly understood what it means to freely shoulder the voluntary compulsion of going back down into the Cave—and who therefore knows why the real Socrates stays in Athens—has been wise to the Stranger from the start and has been battling him from the word “God.” Having done so, having learned to see through every legislative trick, every backdoor to legalized tyranny, every manipulation of theologized politics, the cagey philosopher earns the right, according to her temper,224 to laugh or weep through the immortal Phaedo. But Leo Strauss will stay on Crete. His attention to dramatic detail in Crito, his rehabilitation of Minos, and his explication of the philosophic atheism in Laws X, have an entirely different telos. Even those who find Strauss’s reading of Crito compelling will find good reason to reconsider their attraction in the light of that reading’s ultimate purpose and goal.225 Be that as it may be, in the light of Strauss’s insight that liberalism originated in fear of violent death, his discovery of the link between Crito and Laws—as expressed in the 1939 letter to his friend Klein that excitedly records it—brings the German Stranger vividly to life:


  
    It will particularly interest you that in Book I of the Laws there is a hidden connection to the conclusion of the Phaedo such that one understands the passage ἐνεκεκάλνπτο Ύὰρ [“for he had been covered up”] (118a6): even Socrates buckles in the face of death; all human beings suffer a defeat in the face of death (Laws 648d5-e5, together with 647e; the fear-drink [Furcht-Trank] is obviously death!), and it is characteristic of the story-teller Phaedo that he hasn’t noticed this and has therefore also accepted the proofs of immortality (he tells the story even now outside Athens!). The connection is all the more thought provoking because Laws depends on the fiction that Socrates has escaped from prison, first to Thessaly and then to Crete—he escapes because he does not want to die—. Laws is, I believe, clear to me now (the theology of book X is a subdivision of criminal justice!).226

  


  It is should now also be clear that the German Stranger never recovered from his appendicitis.


  Footnotes


  1. OT 68.


  2. LS’s first U.S. publication is not only about an exile’s relationship with his new home but is based on the exoteric writing/esoteric teaching distinction; see SSTX 534-35. LS alludes to the same conceit at Leo Strauss, “Replies to Schaar and Wolin.” American Political Science Review 57 no. 1 (March 1963), 152-155 when he refers to “the Sparta which fate has allotted to one” (155).


  3. SSTX 502.


  4. SSTX 534-35: “If a man tells a charming story, most people will enjoy the story—the imitated characters, the imitated actions or events, the imitated landscape, the imitated speeches of the characters, and even the imitation itself—but only a minority of readers will recover from the charm, reflect upon the story and discover the teaching which it silently conveys.”


  5. SSTX 535.


  6. SSTX 535: “Silent or secret teaching is then certainly possible.”


  7. OT (On Tyranny) was published in 1948.


  8. See Allan Bloom’s “Editor’s Note” (no page number) in XS where the three studies of X’s Socratic writings are specifically linked.


  9. X’s Anabasis was to Greek what Caesar’s de Bello Gallico was to Latin.


  10. Allan Bloom, “Foreword” to On Tyranny; Revised and Enlarged (Glencoe: Free Press, 1963), v: “Mr. Strauss’ [sic] only book devoted to the interpretation of a single Greek text.”


  11. Consider TOM 121-22 in the light of the parallel between M and LS: “Machiavelli expects his reader less to have read Livy and other writers than to read them in conjunction with the Discourses after he has read the Discourses once or more than once.”


  12. LS to some extent justifies his return to X because of M’s dependence on him at OT 23-25, especially at 24: “By confronting the teaching of the Prince with that transmitted through the Hiero, one can grasp most clearly the decisive difference between Socratic political science and Machiavellian political science.”


  13. This is a commonplace of the corpus Xenophonteum; the critique to which this doctrine is exposed in Plato (e.g., Republic 335e) is invisible in X. It is noteworthy, however, that both of X’s Cyruses (OT 31) are infinitely more conspicuous for their kindness to their friends than for their cruelty to their enemies. Cf. Exodus 20:5. Incidentally, X’s “Cyrus the Great” is also the first person to appear in both Greek and Hebrew sources. Just as Augustine appears not to have grasped that it was the glory of Christianity to bring down the Roman Empire, so also can a Jew rejoice that even the greatest achievements of “Athens” are perhaps not completely independent of what anti-Semites call “Verjudung.” Through Cyrus, Herodotus and X would have been among the first Greeks to touch the transformation wrought by awareness of the transcendent God.


  14. Except, of course, when LS attached the translation of his “Anmerkungen” to SCR in 1965. And LS did admit the decisive influence of CS on his view of TH in a 1965 Preface to PPH written in German. See JPCM 453-56.


  15. OT 67: “Yet this choice [X’s choice to have the tyrant in the dialogue disparage tyranny while Simonides praises it], however sound and even necessary, leads to the result that Xenophon’s indictment of tyranny is presented by a man who is not wise and who has a selfish interest in disparaging tyranny, whereas the his praise of tyranny is presented by a wise man who argues in favor of tyranny without an apparent selfish interest.” Bloom calls X “a wise writer” in the Editor’s Note to XS. See also RCPR 147 where LS mentions X’s consideration of “beneficent tyranny.”


  16. This is the traditional view. It is revived in an utterly charming chapter with this name in Edith Hamilton, The Greek Way (New York: W. W. Norton, 1930), ch. 10. X is better understood as “the perfect Athenian gentleman.”


  17. See On Hunting I. 18 in Xenophon, Scripta Minora, translated by E. C. Marchant (London: William Heinemann, 1925), 373: “Therefore I charge the young not to despise hunting or any other schooling. For these are the means by which men become good in war and in all things out of which must come excellence in thought and word and deed.” For what should be perfectly obvious reasons, LS never found the time to attempt an esoteric reading of this charming text or the same author’s Art of Horsemanship and The Cavalry Commander; cf. OT 31. In a letter to Klein of 7 August 1939 (GS3 576), LS admits to having trouble with understanding the Art of Horsemanship and On Hunting with Dogs.


  18. While the failure of LS to carefully consider the minor works mentioned in the last note (cf. POS 162-63) is both understandable and defensible, his failure to give a commentary to X’s Cyropaedia—arguably X’s masterpiece and in any case the work most frequently mentioned by M (see OT 106n3)—is not. As a handy rule of thumb, however, I would suggest that any competent interpreter of X must also be an amateur equestrian.


  19. See, for example, Cyropaedia 8.4.31.


  20. Thucydides 2.41. Pericles doubts that the world could produce a more versatile or “well-rounded” man, when he is on his own, than the Athenian. No famous writer was more εὐτραπελός than the son of Gryllus. Xenophon’s Agesilaus is the first extent biography, his Cyropaedia—a historical and philosophical romance—remains practically unique today; his Socratic writings sparked the genius of the great Plato, he continued the History of Thucydides (cf. GH 663), his Anabasis remains one of the great True Adventure stories, and he is still beloved among equestrians the world over for his On Horsemanship. And of course there is more. For the comparable passage in LS, see POS 161-63; cf. SSTX 536 (last sentence).


  21. Hamilton, Greek Way, 210: “But Xenophon’s truths were true, too.” Perhaps it would be balanced to conclude that each brings out in a one-sided way a single aspect of the doubled sense of ξένος as both “stranger” and “guest-friend” but this seems unfair to Hamilton.


  22. SPPP 106 (“Xenophon’s Anabasis)”.


  23. LS suggests that X’s name is Ξενοϕόν whereas it is actually Ξενοϕόν; ϕωνή means “voice,” ϕόνος “murder.”


  24. Given the value of the man whose style Cicero described as “sweeter than honey” (Orator 32) for introducing the beginner to Attic Greek, I prefer: “the friendly voice of a stranger.”


  25. Anabasis I.v.2. In German, “strauß” means “ostrich.” This passage, which describes the speed of these “big sparrows” shows the side of X that LS ignores. LS also fails to realize, as H. G. Dakyns had, that the beautiful “Euthydemus” who dominates Memorabilia Book IV is in fact X himself. Cf. POS 168: “the handsome Euthydemus, whose characteristic was, not natural gifts, but conceit. Xenophon refrains from presenting his teacher Socrates as engaged in conversation with first-rate men.” Although insisting on X being “bashful” (e.g., POS 173), this solution does not occur to LS.


  26. See Hellenica 2.3.56.


  27. Long overdue is a study of X’s Socratic writings that would demolish the traditional view that Plato wrote before X. I project such delightful work for my old age.


  28. I suggest that the Hiero is actually X’s attack on Plato: the wise Greek “Simonides” (i.e., X’s “Plato”) courts a Syracusan tyrant.


  29. OT 72: “If gentlemen can live happily under a beneficent tyrant, tyranny as corrected according to Simonides’ suggestions might seem to live up to Xenophon’s highest political standard. To see at once that this is the case, one merely has to measure Simonides’ excellent tyrant by the criterion set forth in Xenophon’s, or Socrates’, definition of the good ruler.” The frontispiece of OT (a quotation from Macauley) suggests that LS regards the worst tyrant to be popular opinion.


  30. PPH 58n1.


  31. The manner in which Roth and Gourevitch treat the missing page from Kojève’s letter of September 19, 1950 and above all LS’s reply of September 28, 1950 (see OT 256-57) in their notes (OT 320) is disappointing. For Gourevitch to pass over any comment whatsoever on a letter which actually mentions him is particularly regrettable when that letter also includes the following sentences that demand comment and interpretation; see OT 257: “As regards p. 13 of the Restatement (Hitler), I am perfectly ready to strike the three sentences in the middle of the paragraph: ‘As is shown by his reference . . . under his rule.’ But I cannot accept your suggestion to replace ‘good tyranny’ with some other expression.”


  32. OT 186: “It would not occur to him [sc. Kojève] for a moment to compare the relationship between Hiero and Simonides with the relationship, say, between Stefan George or Thomas Mann and Hitler [the paradox of LS’s choice of this pair—George was dead and Mann hated Hitler—has already been discussed in chapter 6]. For, to say nothing of considerations too obvious to be mentioned [now why would LS write precisely that?], he could not overlook the obvious fact that the hypothesis of the Hiero demanded a tyrant of whom it was at least imaginable that he could be taught” [i.e., unlike Hitler].


  33. The failure to listen to the wise and the more serious charge leveled at the tyrant in “Why We Remain Jews” at JPCM 316-7: “The fact that anti-Semitism is the socialism of fools is an argument not against, but for, anti-Semitism; given the fact that there is such an abundance of fools, why should one not steal that very profitable thunder. Of course, one must not become a prisoner of this like that great fool Hitler, who believed in his racial theories; that is absurd.” Note that LS is actually speaking as Hitler in this important passage: the preceding sentence reads as follows. “But again, one can state the lesson which Hitler gave Stalin in very simple words, as follows. The fact” (JPCM 316). Of all the Nazis there may still be, the most dangerous by far are the neo-Nazis who hate Hitler for being a bungler and a fool.


  34. LAM 225/SCR 1: “The victory of national socialism became necessary in Germany for the same reason that the victory of communism had become necessary in Russia: the man who had by far the strongest will or single-mindedness, the greatest ruthlessness, daring, and power over his following, and the best judgement about the strength of the various forces in the immediately relevant political field was the leader of the revolution.”


  35. Thanks to unusually effective gaydar, Z. C. W. Altman realized the significance of Emil Maurice on the basis of a single photograph in Lorant, Sieg Heil.


  36. OT 75 (emphasis mine): “At any rate, the rule of a tyrant who, after having come to power by means of force or fraud, or after having committed any number of crimes, listens to the suggestion of reasonable men, is essentially more legitimate than the rule of elected magistrates who refuse to listen to such suggestions, i.e., than the rule of elected magistrates as such.” Incidentally, all quotations thus far from “On Tyranny” itself (as opposed to the other texts included by Gourevitch and Roth in OT) have been drawn from the book’s central chapter: “The Teaching Concerning Tyranny.”


  37. Carnes Lord—who was J. Danforth Quayle’s Chief of Staff—reveals another instance of poor judgment by not stating “I’m following Weiske” at XSD, 7n4. The implications of this alteration become clear at XSD 203 (the sentence preceding n16).


  38. The last letters to Scholem are particularly revealing; see GS3 757-71.


  39. I have no reason to doubt that Christopher Bruell is correct in claiming that in XS, his last published work, LS is primarily concerned with the present or even, through his readers, with the future; see Foreword to XS xiii (1972): “Here, in other words, it is not Socrates or political philosophy that is called before the bar (a bar belonging to, if not constituted by, ‘our age’); it is rather ‘our age’ about which one could (from a perspective to be unfolded in the works before one) reach a fitting judgment, provided that one would still be concerned to do so.”


  40. XS 82: “To another objection by ‘someone’ that the tyrant could even kill the man who thinks well, Socrates replies that by doing so he would kill his best allies and thus bring his speedy downfall; Socrates finds no difficulty in his being, in certain circumstances, the advisor and hence the ally of a tyrant.”


  41. Even if that means that according to LS, Socrates (hereafter “S”) deserved to be put to death. The sentence that follows the passage quoted in the previous note at XS 82 somewhat understates the case: “This fact also weakens somewhat the case of Xenophon against Socrates’ accusers.” A tyrannical S put to death by democracy (POS 167) makes LS’s S a hero; LS fails to realize that putting this kind of S to death would make democracy look good: using the trial of S to attack Athenian democracy is predicated on the view that S was not tyrannical.


  42. XSD 203-4: “Or are Socrates and what he stood for only a part of the superstructure of a nascent or even merely divined bourgeois society? In order to find the true explanation of Xenophon’s making his greatest concession to chrematistics [i.e., acquisitiveness] in the Oeconomicus, one would have to consider the parallel work, the Hiero: in both works Xenophon experiments with extreme possibilities—that of beneficent tyranny which was originally established by force or fraud on the one hand [this LS approves], and that of an economics which is about to become pure chrematistics on the other [this he deplores—and not, of course, because he is a Marxist but because he loathes from the very soul das meskine Unwesen]. By the former experiment he paves the way for Machiavelli; by the latter experiment he paves the way for certain post-Machiavellian thinkers [JL and his predecessor TH].” For any of LS’s readers who still has the slightest interest in X himself, the origin (in the Oeconomicus) of this so-called chrematistics (now revealed as the capitalism originating in TH and JL; see chapter 7) is that the father of Ischomachus likes to farm so much that he buys run-down properties, works them up to productivity, and then sells them at a profit. X’s emphasis is on his love of farming; LS emphasizes the entrepreneurial aspect of Ischomachus. In fact, X himself is more interested in teaching the reader how to make both weeds and stagnant pools useful than in the arcane concerns of LS.


  43. Discussing a lighthearted moment in X’s Symposium where S claims that he is beautiful (although physically ugly) because he is useful to his friends, LS comments at XS 167: “The beauty contest proves in fact that Socrates is ugly also in this respect, that his simple equation of the beautiful with the useful is untrue. Taken literally, it leads to a crude, calculating utilitarianism for which friends are pieces of property (Memorabilia II.4-5 and 10; cf. III.4; Oeconomicus I.14). The beautiful (noble) cannot be reduced to the good (useful) in the first place because the city and its interests cannot be reduced to the self-interest of the individuals.” Cf. Beyond Good and Evil §228.


  44. Dannhauser, “Leo Strauss in his Letters.”


  45. LS to Julius Guttmann; 20 May 1949 at Meier, Leo Strauss, 24n32.


  46. PL 124-33.


  47. PL 76.


  48. The “almost” that follows is disingenuous but necessary in order to suggest that LS is not simply making up a RMbM who secretly destroys the essence of Judaism; Redlichkeit compels him to add “or at least was said.” The parenthetical remark on “thought and society” explains what he will call “the sociology of knowledge” at PAW 7. The ellipsis is in the original, and may be intended to make room for “Plato.”


  49. OT 42 and 105.


  50. Making this kind of case will require a peculiar hermeneutic; see POS 333: “Only by following these intimations [sc. ‘Socrates frequently cited the verses from the Iliad in which Odysseus is presented as speaking differently to mean of worth and worthless people’; cf. POS 170: ‘Among all the passages in which Xenophon subtly alludes to Socrates’s chief preoccupation, the most important one is that in which he says that Socrates ‘never ceased considering what each of the beings is.”] by linking them with one another, by thinking through them and by always remembering them . . . only by always remembering Xenophon’s intimations, I say, can one come to see the true Socrates as Xenophon say him.” The third allusion to “intimation” is at 169: “He [sc. S] draws our attention to what he regarded as Socrates’s most praiseworthy activity [sc. ‘studying with his friends the works of the wise men of old and selecting the best from them’], but he demands from a certain kind of readers that they transform the intimation into clear knowledge.” Hence the hermeneutic principle announced at 170 (emphasis mine): “This formula [sc. ‘the peak is missing’] can be applied to Xenophon’s Socratic writings as a whole. The highest does not become visible or audible, but it can be divined. The unsaid is more important than what is said.” LS’s apologists will naturally protest the application of this hermeneutic to LS himself.


  51. OT 104: “Whereas Hiero speaks of the cooperation of nature and law, Ischomachus speaks of a cooperation of the god (or the gods) and law.” Hiero and Oeconomicus have already been linked at 32-35.


  52. LS ignores the words ἔϕνσαν (7.16) and ἔϕνσεν (7.30) in the passages cited at OT 131n7 nor does he tabulate the references to ϕύσις (“or derivatives”) in Oeconomicus at n9. In other words, when LS writes at OT 105: “It is true, both Hiero and Simonides mention ‘the gods,’ but there is no apparent connection between what they say about ‘nature’ and what they say about ‘the gods,’” the same claim could not have been made about Oeconomicus 7.16 (or 7.29-30). LS’s “deduction” (105) presses his assault on the “prejudice” that man “can master and possess nature” (cf. 23, 27, and 106n5): “It is possible that what they [sc. ‘both Hiero and Simonides’] mean by ‘the gods’ is chance rather than ‘nature’ or the origin of the natural order.”


  53. OT 104: “We shall conclude that the silence of the Hiero about piety cannot be fully explained by the subject matter of the work. For a full explanation one would have to consider that the Hiero is a dialogue between an educated tyrant and a wise man who is not a citizen-philosopher.”


  54. OT 105: “Ischomachus, who traces the natural order to the gods, describes the specific work of the law as praising; Hiero who does not take that step, describes it as compelling.”


  55. OT 77: “Socrates did not consider it good that the wise man should simply be a stranger; Socrates was a citizen-philosopher.”


  56. OT 104: “Hiero replaces ‘the god’ or ‘the gods’ by ‘nature.’ Xenophon’s Simonides never corrects him.”


  57. OT 105. The next two block quotations form a continuous passage with this one and therefore will not be cited separately.


  58. OT 42: “In the Socratic meaning of the term, the gentleman is identical with the wise man.” This creates what LS calls “the ambiguity of ‘gentlemanliness’” and allows him to “secularize” the term.


  59. OT 76-77: “The ultimate reason why the very tyrant Hiero strongly indicts tyranny is precisely that he is at bottom a citizen. Accordingly, Xenophon entrusted the only explicit praise of tyranny which he ever wrote to a “stranger,” a man who does not have citizen responsibilities and who, in addition, voices the praise of tyranny not publicly but in a strictly private conversation with a tyrant, and for a purpose that supplies him with an almost perfect excuse.” The passage quoted here and continued in the next two notes is the conclusion of “The Teaching Concerning Tyranny.”


  60. OT 77 (continuing previous note): “Socrates did not consider it good that the wise man should simply be a stranger; Socrates was a citizen-philosopher. He could not, therefore, with propriety be presented as praising tyranny under any circumstances. There is no fundamental difference in this regard between Xenophon and Plato.” This last claim alerts us to watch for a regard in which there is a “fundamental difference” between them.


  61. OT 77 (continuing previous note): “Plato entrusted his discussion of the problematic character of the ‘rule of laws’ to a stranger [LS does not say that Plato also assigned the creation of a ‘divine’ code of laws ‘to a stranger’]: Plato’s Socrates is silent about this grave, not to say awe-inspiring, subject [the reference is to Kant’s words about the starry heavens and the moral law, kept entirely distinct by ‘the Baptist from Konigsberg’; see Jacobi, Main Philosophical Writings, 503] as is Xenophon’s Socrates. Simonides fulfills in the Corpus Xenophonteum a function comparable to that fulfilled in the Corpus Platonicum by the stranger from Elea.” In other words, the Athenian Stranger is not to be found in LS’s X who merely advocates the “Eleatic” move.


  62. RCPR 103: “Of the four chief sources on which we depend if we wish to understand the thought of Socrates, Aristophanes’ Clouds is the first in time.” LS never identifies the fourth. But he mentions FWN (who included a section called “The Problem of Socrates” in Twilight of the Idols) in the second sentence and then mentions (and, more importantly, alludes to) him several times; the expanded comments at POS leave very little doubt on the matter. Other possible candidates for the honor are Alfarabi (RCPR 159), more interestingly JGH (RCPR 125 and 151), and finally, as the fourth of the esoteric list, LS himself. The “problem of the missing fourth” originates in Plato’s Timaeus (17a1). The view that LS intended Aristotle simply can’t be sustained: LS never cites the Stagirite about S in “The Problem of Socrates.” See POS 330: “Aristotle did not know Socrates except through reports oral or written. In fact, what he says about Socrates is a restatement of what Xenophon said. Aristophanes, Xenophon, and Plato knew Socrates himself.” LS does use Aristotle to bolster the identification of Socrates and the Athenian Stranger (AAPL 2) and he is eloquent on the subject when addressing Catholics at CRI 92-93.


  63. The best secondary account of the historical synthesis of conflicting sources that becomes “Strauss’s Socrates” is found in Zuckert, Postmodern Platos, 132-64. Note that LS emphasizes “the young Socrates” (as described by Aristophanes) because, as Zuckert has shown (135), LS’s solution to “The Problem of Socrates” depends on the development of S from unguarded natural philosopher to exoteric political philosopher (RCPR 133). Justifiably hostile to nineteenth century arguments based on Plato’s development (RCPR 154 and 67), LS does the same thing (on the basis of far less evidence) with S’s.


  64. POS 141: “In brief, on the basis of the Platonic evidence it is no more plausible to say that the Clouds are an accusation of Socrates than to say that they are a friendly warning addressed to Socrates—a warning informed by a mixture of admiration and envy of Socrates.” LS’s S takes this “warning” to heart. SA 4-5: “One may say that the Socrates presented by Plato and Xenophon agreed entirely with Aristophanes’ judgment on the Socrates presented by the comic poet.”


  65. SA 4: “The Platonic Socrates speaks on the day of his death about his youthful passion for ‘that wisdom which people call the inquiry regarding nature’ (Phaedo 96a6-8). In the Parmenides Plato goes so far as to present the young Socrates (127c4-5, 130e1-4); this young Socrates seems indeed to be older than the young Socrates spoken about in the Phaedo, since the latter was simply ‘pre-Socratic’ whereas the former had already completed the crucial turn toward the ‘ideas.’” LS’s commitment to Redlichkeit is so sorely tested by the necessity of obfuscation on this point that he even hints at his acceptance of developmentalism at XSD 149n8.


  66. This attempt becomes almost comical at XSD 195-96: “One might also wonder why the Oeconomicus is so severely limited to agriculture and does not at all teach cattle-raising. Phyta (‘plants’) has the same root as physis: by being concerned with farming, Socrates continues, in a properly qualified and subdued was, his early interest in physiologia. One may also say that his early interest in physiologia survives in both the theo-teleology of the Memorabilia on the one hand and in the teaching regarding farming of the Oeconomicus on the other.” It does not occur to LS—indeed it cannot occur to him—that X was genuinely interested in farming.


  67. POS 158: “The philosopher who was the first to realize this [sc. ‘that the human race is worthy of some seriousness’] was Socrates, the Socrates who emerged out of the Socrates of the Clouds.” The context, given the importance of Laws, is noteworthy.


  68. LS to Scholem, Stanford, 11 August 1960, at GS3 743: “Your justification in your letter to me includes the sentence that the ‘philosophic and nihilistic implications’ of your second chapter were not likely to escape me. As you see from what proceeds, indeed they did not. I was very much impressed by them and confirmed in what a simple man would describe as apiquorsut {radical unbelief}. Still, you confirm my diagnosis of you by using ‘philosophic’ and ‘nihilistic’ synonymously: what you call nihil, the falâsifa call physis. Period.” The importance of these equations for understanding LS cannot be exaggerated.


  69. Consider, for example, the last paragraph of LS’s account of X’s Apology of Socrates to the Jury (XS 139-40). X’s Oeconomicus is also crucial in creating LS’s synthetic vision (see “Preface” to XS as well as XSD 164-66).


  70. SCR 351/NCS 107.


  71. My insistence on FWN’s middle name is justified in “Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche: Philosopher of the Second Reich.” As for the emphasis on LS’s second master, note that the period of FWN’s dominance post-dates the dissertation on FHJ. On the other hand, it would have been impossible for LS to re-discover the exoteric FHJ without the prior influence of FWN.


  72. SA 6. For FWN on S as understood by LS see SA 315n6: “See especially the account of The Birth of Tragedy in Ecce Homo and the section entitled ‘the Problem of Socrates’ in the Dawn of Idols [sic], but above all Beyond Good and Evil.”


  73. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy and The Case of Wagner, translated by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage, 1967), 82.


  74. See Twilight of the Idols, “The Problem of Socrates,” §11 in Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 478-79. The role of JGH in creating an irrationalist S deserves consideration.


  75. Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 2: “But the fight against Plato or, to speak more clearly and for ‘the people,’ the fight against the Christian-ecclesiastical pressure of millennia—for Christianity is Platonism for ‘the people’ [denn Christenthum ist Platonismus für’s ‘Volk’]—has created in Europe a magnificent tension of the spirit the like of which has never existed on earth: with so tense a bow [einem so gespannten Bogen] we can now shoot for the most distant goals.” The “secularization” of Plato relaxes this tension and opens the door to Judentum ohne Gott.


  76. See Dodds, “Socrates, Callicles, and Nietzsche,” on courage (§d): Callicles, FWN, CS, and MH combine to refute TH and liberalism.


  77. See in particular the phrase “the innocence of becoming” in “The Four Great Errors”; §7 (Twilight of the Idols). See Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 499-500. In fact, the most Heraclitean of FWN’s book is Also Sprach Zarathustra. MH was particularly prone to quote Heraclitus in 1933-1934; the height of his public embrace of National Socialism. I have treated this in “Martin Heidegger and the First World War: Being and Time as Funeral Oration.”


  78. See Thus Spoke Zarathustra (“On the Afterworldly” and “On the Despisers of the Body”) in Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 142-44 for the heart of FWN’s assault on Plato.


  79. This explains the role Aristotle was to have played in Sein und Zeit; see §6.


  80. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 106: “Nietzsche was right in saying Christianity is Platonism for the people.”


  81. Although MH rejected liberalism under the guise of Gesellschaft, he did so only in passing. The difficulties confronting a search for explicit politics in MH are suggested by a consideration of Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being: The Political Thought of Martin Heidegger (New York: Columbia University Press, 1990).


  82. POS 157: “His [sc. S’s] virtue consists in his daring, his intrepidity, his nonconformity, which enables him not to worship the divinities worshipped by the city, and to worship new divinities worshipped by no one but himself. His vice is his lack of practical wisdom, or prudence. For it would be wrong to say of Aristophanes’ Socrates that he is unjust. He is indifferent to justice.” LS creates a more “political” S in his own image.


  83. Cf. POS 153: “Misled by what the Platonic Socrates says in his apology addressed to the Athenian people about his spending all his time in the market place, some people think that the school house of Socrates is a pure or impure invention of Aristophanes.”


  84. FWN may even have toyed with the idea that S was a Jew. See Twilight of the Idols, “The Problem of Socrates” §3 in Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 474-75. For FWN’s view that the Jews are ugly, see Friedrich Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals and Ecce Homo, translated by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage, 1989), 33-34. A comparison of LS’s and Kaufmann’s attitude toward FWN would offer a tempting theme to an idle psychologist interested in self-hatred and self-deception.


  85. The Nietzscheanization of S has recently been openly completed along the lines that LS indicated much more cautiously in Lampert’s How Philosophy Became Socratic. Before drawing attention to FWN’s omnipresence (16) and the indispensability of LS for his own project (15), Lampert boldly states that his book on three dialogues of Plato could have been called “Nietzsche and Ancient Times” (13). For the triumph of this FWN-based “Plato,” see 417 (emphases mine): “Plato and Nietzsche share great politics because each knew what religions are good for [see 234 and 370]. But they share as well the essential paganism of all philosophy, eros for the earth, and that is the deepest sharing, for each discovered that in being eros for what is, philosophy is eros for eros [his italics] for being as fecund becoming [cf. Philebus 26d8] that allows itself to be glimpsed in what it is: eros or will to power.” My review of this important book is forthcoming in Polis 28 n. 1 (2011).


  86. In “The Law of Reason in the Kuzari” (PAW 104-5 including n29), LS uses S to drive a wedge between philosophy and revealed religion. Consider also the interplay of Aristophanes, Thrasymachus, and FWN in two consecutive sentences at SA 6.


  87. For LS’s claim that Plato uses Thrasymachus (and Callicles) to intimate his acceptance of “the evil doctrine,” see TOM 10.


  88. LS is at his ingenious best in trying to explain how a character who only speaks once after book I is “in a sense” the center of the ten book Republic; see CM 73-74. In fact, the actual position of Thrasymachus in the Republic is indicated precisely by the only time that he speaks after book I: he is the fifth (starting with S) to speak in Book V (450a5-6). That Thrasymachus represents the fifth city (cf. 445d where the fifth city turns out to be tyranny) is also indicated at 545a8-b1. While on the subject of LS’s many distortions regarding Thrasymachus, the idea that Thrasymachus blushes only because of the summer heat (CM 74, RCPR 153) is preposterous as well: the heat explains only his sweating (350c12-d3).


  89. But Lampert, Leo Strauss and Nietzsche, 146, credits Alfarabi for bringing LS to this view (cf. RCPR 159). Cf. Tanguay’s emphasis on “the Farabian turn” in Leo Strauss, 80-98.


  90. Republic 545a9-b1. See also 351b4-5.


  91. The difficulty of this task explains LS’s curious and oft-repeated claim that “each dialogue, we venture to say, abstracts from something that is most important to the subject matter of that dialogue” (CM 62), a claim unique to LS for which there is not the slightest textual basis in any Platonic dialogue or indeed anywhere else. LS seems to have invented this hermeneutic principle in the late 1950s; while stated in general terms and applied to other dialogues (OT 292-93 and SPPP 76), it is employed most insistently to Republic; see CM 116-17, 133, and 138. Its role in justifying the existence of “Plato” is most obvious at RCPR 164: “The abstraction characteristic of the Republic is the abstraction from the body.” Is it necessary to point out that this particular “abstraction” applies to Platonism in general? See Phaedo 65c7-d10 and Symposium 211d8-e4.


  92. Naturally the ancient reactionary gives his modern interpreter little excuse to make explicit connections to the present, but in the context of Knights, LS does what he can with the creation of anti-democratic demagogue at SA 85: “The better people do not run any risk in adopting this policy [sc. ‘they need a demagogue still lower and meaner than Kleon who can out-Kleon him’]: The lowliest of the lowly or—this is the same in the view of the better people—the lowest of the low will always remain dependent on the better people; he is a safe instrument in their able hands [in the attached note, LS cites TOM 342n181: ‘it is unthinkable to him [sc. M] that the great should make a man of the people (say Mussolini or Hitler), whereas it makes sense to him that a great man (say Pericles or Caesar) should become prince through the people’]. This conceit may be described in the language of Spinoza as an eternal verity [cf. EW 151: ‘egoism and prudence’]. We have observed in our time how the Prussian knights attempted to get rid of the demagogues of the Weimar Republic—of the rule of ‘the November criminals’—by using Hitler; the cleverest among them viewed Hitler as Demosthenes [cf. 84: ‘(Demosthenes proves again that he is the spokesman for the poet.)’] views the sausage seller. Yet their attempt was not inspired by an oracle.” LS does not go on to say that “the Prussian knights” were proved wrong but in the last sentence he seems to reproach the Nazis for not using an ‘oracle,’ i.e., for not resolutely speaking the last word in “secularization.” In other words, LS suggests that had either the tyrant or the “knights” invited “Simonides” to “Syracuse,” National Socialism would have secured a solid theological-political basis by means of a more sophisticated use of “oracles.”


  93. James Adam (ed.), The Republic of Plato (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902), vol. 2, 94-95.


  94. FP 383: “In his [sc. Plato’s] treatment of the subjects in question, he combined the way of Socrates with the way of—Thrasymachus. While the intransigent way of Socrates is appropriate in the philosopher’s dealings with the political elite only, the less exacting way of Thrasymachus is appropriate in his dealings with the vulgar and the young. By combining the two ways, Plato avoided the conflict with the vulgar and thus the fate of Socrates.” Cf. QRMF 29n20.


  95. In the light of the reference to Seth Benardete (ix), consider Matthew M. McGowan, Ovid in Exile: Power and Poetic Redress in the Tristia and Epistulae ex Ponto (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 205: “In bearing witness to his own wretched status in exile, to the questionable legality and evident excess of his punishment, and to the aura of state-sanctioned divinity about the emperor and his family, Ovid also enshrines in the Tristia and Epistulae ex Ponto a picture of the princeps as an irrational autocrat whose anger knew no bounds.” LS is aware that republican exotericism exists (see MCL 17 on “instead praised Brutus”) but it runs counter to his project to explore let alone celebrate it.


  96. CM 231: “This belief [sc. ‘the belief in progress’] is questioned not by Thucydides himself but by Diodotus. Still, Diodotus’ speech reveals more of Thucydides himself than does any other speech.”


  97. CM 233: “With an unheard of frankness, Diodotus tells the Athenians that only by using a subterfuge will he be able to plead successfully for the mild treatment of the Mytileneans.”


  98. CM 233.


  99. CM 233: “Yet why is that substitution a subterfuge? In order to lay a foundation for the proposal not to kill the Mytileneans, Diodotus raises the broad question as to whether capital punishment is expedient or wise under any circumstances”


  100. CM 234: “Diodotus’ statement about capital punishment calls for special attention.” It receives it in the ensuing paragraph (234-5), ending with: “The belief in progress must be qualified with a view that human nature does not change.”


  101. CM 234 (emphasis mine): “Replying to Cleon and knowing the nature of the city, Diodotus refuses to appeal to the Athenians’ compassion or mildness (48.1) [‘pity’ and ‘sense of what is fitting’ would be better translations for οἰ̑κτος and ἐπιείκεια; cf. 40.2] without saying however that compassion and mildness have no place whatever in an empire [cf. CM 231-32 (emphasis mine): ‘It ought not to be surprising that the only action recorded by Thucydides which properly reflects his thought on the political plane is an act of humanity which is compatible with the survival of Athens and even of her empire’] and he pretends to outdo Cleon by disregarding justice altogether and by considering expediency alone while taking up the question of justice again after he has put his audience in a mood in which it is willing to listen to a pleas of innocence. He prepares that mood by vaguely suggesting that the Mytileneans might deserve pardon although they were guilty of a capital crime.”


  102. CM 231 (emphases mine): “One is led toward the deepest stratum in Thucydides’ thought when one considers the tension between his explicit praise of Sparta—of Spartan moderation—which is not matched by a praise of Athens on the one hand, and in the other, the thesis of the archeology as a whole regarding the weakness of the ancients—a thesis which implies the certainty of progress and therewith the praise of Athens.”


  103. CM 235; while pretending to believe in progress, a pretence upon which the superiority of “Athens” entirely depends, neither Thucydides’ Diodotus nor LS’s Thucydides actually does so.


  104. Compare Clifford Orwin, The Humanity of Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 161: “Such, however, must be its [sc. Diodotus’ statement at Thucydides 3.43.3] intention: to convey a frankness so complete as to persuade of the honesty of the speaker, even though he is proclaiming the necessity of deception.”


  105. LS regarded the Enlightenment generally and its “idea of progress” specifically as being responsible for eliding the perennial need for exotericism; in addition to PAW 34 (“They believed that the gulf separating ‘the wise’ from ‘the vulgar’ was a basic fact of human nature which could not be influenced by any progress of popular education: philosophy, or science, was essentially a privilege of ‘the few.’”), see PL 137-38n13 on “the semi-theism which was the probity-lacking premise of the post-Enlightenment synthesis, with all its implications, as for example the belief in progress.”


  106. Thucydides 3.36.4; cf. Cleon’s contemptuous μεταμελεία at 37.1.


  107. An awareness that the imperative of the verbal form of this word meant “repent” rather than “do penance” may be said to have sparked the Protestant Reformation: see the first of Martin Luther’s “95 Theses.”


  108. Thucydides 1.22.4.


  109. Christopher Bruell, “Thucydides’ View of Athenian Imperialism.” American Political Science Review 68 no. 1 (March 1974), 11-17; 16.


  110. As the author of “Thucydides” in HPP 7-32, David Bolotin may be taken as representative; see 28-31. Although Bolotin does not cite LS, he does depend (“especially indebted”) to Bruell (see previous note) who is more forthright (11, first note): “I am indebted in many points, both general and particular, to the discussion of Thucydides in Leo Strauss, The City and Man.”


  111. E.g., Michael C. Leff, “Agency, Performance, and Interpretation in Thucydides’ Account of the Mytilene Debate” in Christopher Lyle Johnstone (ed.), Theory, Text, Context: Issues in Greek Oratory and Rhetoric, 87-96 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1997), 94: “If we assume that Diodotus’ motive is simple decency, then the speech itself belies that motive.”


  112. The apparent exception is Orwin’s Humanity, especially in his wondrous closing paragraph (205-6). But the “humanity” of Diodotus turns out to be tout comprendre est tout pardoner (203), i.e., a Nietzschean humanism (201 and 203n8), predicated on “the innocence of becoming.” A less guarded version of the same argument is Clifford Orwin, “The Just and the Advantageous in Thucydides: The Case of the Mytilenaian Debate” in American Political Science Review 78 no. 2 (June 1984), 485-494. The sentence “All offenders are owed the benefit of a kind of insanity defense” (493) is deleted in the later book (156-7). Cf. Kaufmann, Portable Nietzsche, 499-500 (Twilight of the Idols): “Today, we have entered into the reverse movement and we immoralists are trying with all our strength to take the concept of guilt and the concept of punishment out of the world again, and to cleanse psychology, history, nature, and social institutions and sanctions of them, there is in our eyes no more radical opposition than that of the theologians, who continue with the concept of a ‘moral world-order’ to infect the innocence of becoming by means of ‘punishment’ and ‘guilt.’ Christianity is a metaphysics of the hangman.”


  113. Also Bolotin at HPP 28; but see Bruell, “Thucydides’ View,” 16 on FWN and M.


  114. Thucydides 2.48.3.


  115. Thucydides 2.51.6; he also leaves open the possibility that he was one of those who contracted the plague as the result of a kind of virtue or shame at 2.51.5.


  116. Compare Xenophon, Hellenica 2.2.3 on the recollection of Melos. Note the juxtaposition of pity and sin in Cleon’s speech at 3.40.2: he warns them against sinning through pity. It is worth mentioning that it is precisely because the one who counsels terrible things must employ deception that his opponent must lie to gain trust (3.43.2).


  117. Thucydides 3.37.1.


  118. Cf. Grace H. Macurdy, The Quality of Mercy: The Gentler Virtues in Greek Literature (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1940).


  119. SPPP 167 (“Jerusalem and Athens,” 1967).


  120. SPPP 168; these two sentences are preceded by: “Cohen’s thought belongs to the world preceding World War I. Accordingly he had greater faith in the power of Western culture to mold the fate of mankind than seems warranted now. The worst things that he experienced were the Dreyfus scandal and the pogroms instigated by Czarist Russia: he did not experience Communist Russia and Hitler Germany.”


  121. Cf. SPPP 101 (“Preliminary observations on the Gods in Thucydides’ Work”; 1974).


  122. SPPP 168; between this passage and the one quoted in the text above is: “Since we are less certain than Cohen was that the modern synthesis is superior to its premodern ingredients, and since the two ingredients are in fundamental opposition to each other, we are ultimately confronted by a problem rather than by a solution.” HC’s solution is LS’s problem; making “problem” his last word is the Aristotelian mean between his solution to that problem and “political philosophy.”


  123. It may be of some interest that the confusing term “noetic heterogeneity” (RCPR 132-33 and 142) constitutes LS’s attempt to collapse the Plato/Aristotle distinction. When he introduces the term in 1958, it is strictly political: S recognizes “that there is an essential difference between the common good and the private or sectional good” (POS 163). This, of course, is a Straussian commonplace: the fundamental difference between the philosopher and the city. But when he uses the term while speaking about Aristotle to a Catholic audience in 1963, he applies the term to the Stagirite—to whom the Thomists in the audience are sympathetic and with whom they are, of course, intimately familiar—where he really should use something like “ontological heterogeneity” instead; i.e., a term that puts emphasis on “what is” as opposed to the way we know the things that truly are. He then applies it to both Aristotle and Plato at CRI 92 (emphasis mine): “Aristotle took for granted the permanence of the species, and we ‘know’ that the species are not permanent [the quotation marks are required because LS plays it both ways on Darwin vs. the Ancients]. But even granting that evolution is an established fact [for LS to admit that he does so would have been lethal to his position; hence he sidesteps the issue], that man has come into being out of another species, man is still essentially different from non-man. The fact of essential differences—the fact that there are ‘forms’—has in no way been refuted by evolution. The starting point of Aristotle, as well as of Plato [I will continue LS’s problematic usage while discussing this passage below], is that the whole consists of heterogenous beings: that there is a noetic heterogeneity of beings, the common sensible notion on which we all fall back all the time, and this has in no way been refuted.” It would be more accurate to say—and it hwould thus bring out the fundamental difference between Plato and Aristotle—that the starting point for Aristotle is an ontological heterogeneity—the concrete particulars are that of which we predicate the categories—which must then be cognized in accordance with a way of knowing that remains everywhere the same, i.e., the noesis of form in matter. Plato, by contrast, insists on what Aristotle called the “univocity” of that which truly is, i.e. Being, and—thanks to the distinctly Platonic chôrismos that Aristotle, of course, rejects—relegates the heterogeneity of what Aristotle (and we) call “beings” to the realm of Becoming. For Plato, then, true noesis depends not on the heterogeneity of “beings” (as it certainly does for Aristotle, thereby enthroning what LS accurately calls “the common sensible notion;” cf. QRMF 7) but on the heterogeneity of Being and Becoming, a distinction to which LS is dead. A “Platonism” based on eternal species of visible “beings” would be Aristotelianism; true Platonism surrenders the visible Cave to Heraclitus and places the Ding an sich in the noumenal as opposed to the phenomenal realm, as of course Kant does as well. Hence Plato’s joke about the “idea” of couches in Republic X; despite being a single exemplar of a natural kind (597c1-d8), Glaucon at least remembers that there are no couches in the city without luxuries (372d7). Incidentally, by surrendering Becoming to Heraclitus, Plato’s thinking can easily absorb Darwinian evolution as “a likely story”—for a Platonist, no account of Becoming can be anything more—whereas Modern Science destroyed Aristotle’s world-view.


  124. TOM 78: “We may note here that Machiavelli is our most important witness to the truth that humanism is not enough. Since man must understand himself in the light of the whole or of the origin of the whole which is not human, or since man is the being that must try to transcend humanity [note that receptivity to revelation is the means by which man can understand himself in the light of the whole without attempting to transcend humanity], he must transcend humanity in the direction of the subhuman if he does not transcend it in the direction of the superhuman. Tertium, i.e., humanism, non datur.” By means of an atheistic religion, LS performs another double envelopment: humanism is thereby annihilated. Zank, the Mensch among the two of us, is characteristically generous to point out in his “Foreword” that my aim is to defend it.


  125. CM 128n49 is found in a paragraph that begins (127): “That part of the Republic which deals with philosophy is the most important part of the book.”


  126. CM 127: “Hence only in philosophy do justice and happiness coincide. In other words, the philosopher is the only individual who is just in the sense in which the city can be just: he is self-sufficient, truly free, or his life is as little devoted to the service of other individuals as the life of the city is devoted to the service of other cities.” See Catherine H. Zuckert, “Strauss’s Return to Premodern Thought” in Smith, Cambridge Companion, 93-118, at 116: “However, precisely because these philosophers have nothing to gain for themselves by ruling, they will not want to rule.”


  127. CM 128; the other block quotations in this paragraph form a continuous passage and will not be cited separately.


  128. Cf. POS 151: “The just life, as he [sc. Aristophanes] sees it, is the retired life, life on the farm, enjoying the pleasures of farm life, enjoyment of the pleasures of the body, especially of love.” See also WCWL 523.


  129. Until Lampert’s How Philosophy became Socratic, by far the best account of eros in the Straussian tradition—thus heavily indebted to MH and entirely without reference to the Idea of Beauty—was found in Drew Hyland, The Virtue of Philosophy; An Interpretation of Plato’s Charmides (Athens: Ohio University Press, 1981), 120-21 and 134-35. Note that he cites Kruger at xiin2. Cf. CM 138: “The Republic cannot bring to light the nature of the soul because it abstracts from the body and from eros;” As indicated above, Lampert (16, 417) goes back to FWN rather than MH for his account of “Plato’s” eros as Wille zur Macht.


  130. CM 128n49; the best commentary on this footnote is G. R. F. Ferrari, “Strauss’s Plato.” Arion 5 no. 2 (Fall 1997), 36-65; see 49: “Consideration of the first sense in which the philosopher is just, with which Strauss contrasts his service to the city, only confirms the un-Kantian quality of his justice. For as philosopher he is engaged in the most pleasant work there is, work that is intrinsically attractive, regardless of its consequences, and this renders him self-sufficient and free—renders him just in the same sense in which the self-sufficient city is said to be just ([CM]127). The Kantian moral agent cannot be free unless his moral choice is pure of inclination; the philosopher becomes just, in one sense, by choosing to do exactly what he is most inclined to do.”


  131. CM 127. LS then adds: “It is impossible because it is against nature.” This is false: Plato did not intend it to be natural but rather pedagogical. Plato’s last word is not “nature.” Cf. Republic 519a8-b3 and WCWL 521: “For ‘nature’ is the fundamental philosophic discovery.”


  132. Republic 520e1 (Shorey).


  133. Although speaking in a different idiom, albeit one no less influenced by FWN, an equally anti-Platonic approach can be found in Arthur W. H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility: A Study in Greek Values (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), 282-93. Although it is customary to distinguish Anglo-American from Continental philosophy, it may be useful to think of both as post-War forms of anti-Platonism. A revival of genuine Platonism is thus the necessary and sufficient condition for a post-post-War way of thinking, one independent of both Analytic and Continental traditions


  134. See Republic 592b2-5; this text is the contribution of “Athens” to the separation of Church and State and justifies on the political plane HC’s claims about the intersection of Plato and the Prophets, as Augustine’s project suggests.


  135. Unable to show that S was compelled to go down to the Piraeus, LS must insist that S is compelled to remain there, i.e., that his defense of justice in the home of Cephalus is involuntary; see CM 63-64. In response, see Mitchell Miller, “Beginning the Longer Way” in G. R. F. Ferrari (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plato’s Republic, 310-344 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 317-18.


  136. Republic 520b5-c6 (Shorey).


  137. See my “Womanly Humanism in Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 139 (2009), 411-445.


  138. Republic 488c4-5.


  139. See W. Altman, “Altruism and the Art of Writing; Plato, Cicero, and Leo Strauss.” Humanitas 22 nos. 1 and 2 (2009), 69-98.


  140. See my review of Zuckert’s Plato’s Philosophers, in Polis 27 no. 1 (2010), 147-150.


  141. Zuckert, Plato’s Philosophers, 52n5.


  142. Zuckert, Plato’s Philosophers, 51-54.


  143. SPPP 66 (“On Plato’s Apology of Socrates and Crito”; 1976).


  144. SPPP 66.


  145. SPPP 67.


  146. Phaedo 118a7-8.


  147. “Leo Strauss and the Euthydemus.” Classical Journal 102 no. 4 (December 2007), 355-79.


  148. SPPP 70; cf. Seth Benardete, Socrates’ Second Sailing: On Plato’s Republic (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), 179: “Wisdom is an idol of the cave.”


  149. SPPP 86-87.


  150. WIPP 33.


  151. There are four verbal adjectives at Crito 51b5-c1; cf. H. A. Prichard, Moral Writings, edited by Jim MacAdam (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), 172: “There is no obvious word in Plato for ‘ought’ in the moral sense, duty or obligation.” For Prichard’s unfortunate (post-War) influence, see Altman, “Altruism and the Art,” 69-70.


  152. Hence the need for two opposite modes at Republic 399c1-4.


  153. Phaedo 98e4, 99a2, and 118a17 (the last word).


  154. SPPP 64-65. But see Phaedo 99a1.


  155. Hence the repetition ad nauseam of S’s friendship with Thrasymachus (Republic 498c9-d1) at CM 123-133; cf. FP 383n65. The true basis of this “friendship” is that after defending the philosopher’s decision not to compete with Thrasymachus (489b-4), S first denies the possibility of Plato (494c4-7) and then his own salutary influence on him (496d4-5); see Altman, “Altruism and the Art,” 89-98.


  156. Theages 129c8-d2.


  157. SA 8: “Aristophanes’ political posture seems to foreshadow Nietzsche’s political posture. Yet, whereas Aristophanes presents the young Socrates, Nietzsche’s attack is directed against the Platonic Socrates: Nietzsche, whose The Birth of Tragedy is almost silent about comedy, uses Aristophanes’ critique of the young Socrates as if it had been meant as a critique of the Platonic Socrates.”


  158. Naturally LS must resist understanding these words as FWN did, i.e., correctly. Cf. XSD 102n3 and Twilight of the Idols, “The Problem of Socrates,” §1. But the attack on Crito in order to devalue Crito is primordial: cf. POS 170: “We have here a choice between saying that Crito did not belong to Socrates’s friends, and saying Socrates honored a useful informer. I suggest that we choose the former alternative.” At Laws 730d4-6, “the great man in a city and perfect . . . the one who wins the prize for virtue” is not only an informant but (translation Pangle) “the one who does what he can to assist the magistrate in inflicting punishment”; one is compelled to consider the possibility, not discussed by the Stranger, that the perfect citizen will assist in punishing those upon whom he has informed.


  159. SPPP 65-66.


  160. See W. H. F. Altman, “A Tale of Two Drinking Parties: Plato’s Laws in Context.” Polis 27 no. 2 (2010).


  161. SPPP 62.


  162. AAPL 7: “To the Cretan’s remark, which is free from indignation, that this demand [sc. the Stranger’s demand that any competent legislator will aim at ‘the greatest virtue’ in general rather than excellence in war] amounts to a condemnation of the Cretan legislator, the Athenian replies that what is at fault is not the laws of Lycourgos and Minos but their accepted interpretation [i.e., that their aim is excellence in war]. He appeals as it were from the accepted interpretation of revelation to revelation itself, which discloses its true meaning only to those who never forget that being divine, it is supremely reasonable. On the other hand, however, he ascribes the Dorian laws to Lycourgos and Minos rather than Apollon and Zeus.” Once rationalized, revelation will once again be ascribed to the gods; the Stranger is LS’s RMbM empowered.


  163. See Thomas Pangle (trans.), The Laws of Plato (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 14 (the passage cited by LS is in italics): “Because, given that what pertains to your laws has been put together in a measured way, one of the finest is the law that does not allow any of the young to inquire which laws are finely made and which are not but that commands all to say in harmony, with one voice from one mouth, that all the laws are finely made by the gods; if someone says otherwise, there is no heed paid to him at all.”


  164. Janssens, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 193; the other block quotations in this paragraph constitute a continuous passage (193-94) and will not be cited separately.


  165. Seth Benardete, “Strauss on Plato,” in Seth Benardete, The Argument of the Action: Essays on Greek Poetry and Philosophy, edited and with an Introduction by Ronna Burger and Michael Davis, 407-417 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 409.


  166. National Socialism is first mentioned, in the context of P. H. Blanckenhagen, at Seth Benardete, Reflections and Encounters; Conversations with Seth Benardete, edited by Ronna Burger (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 34: “He couldn’t be a Nazi.” For the role of his interviewers, see 82: “Ronna [Burger]: Klein’s interpretation of the cave is interesting, because he always seems to back off from the political implications. Seth: That’s it. This has to do with the whole dispute about the Nazis and a remark of Strauss’s. Robert [Berman]: What was that? Seth: ‘I’m not as moral as Mr. Klein.’ That really shocked Klein. Robert: How did this come up?” Cf. JPCM 464-65; “the whole dispute about the Nazis” is not mentioned again. See also 167-68 (a reassuring passage) and 201: “Michael [Davis]: You have two possibilities [sc. in response to Benardete’s claim that ‘the Jews are an unassimilable element that reveals that the city cannot possibly fulfill what it claims it can fulfill’], total assimilation or Hitler. Ronna: Assimilation or annihilation. Seth: That’s it.”


  167. Benardete, Reflections and Encounters, 44-48. It is noteworthy that LS could not “convert” Blanckenhagen (47-48); see previous note.


  168. Benardete, Reflections and Encounters, 176 (emphasis mine); I say “almost perfect” because LS already knew this in the 1930s; it’s the insight he attributes to Avicenna.


  169. Benardete, Reflections and Encounters, 176; the other block quotations in this paragraph form a continuous passage and will not be cited separately.


  170. The phrase “sub-Socratic” is a Leitmotiv in AAPL; see 17, 27, 61, and 182. For the first mention of “idea,” see 181-82: “That higher and, indeed, highest education must enable one to look [the addition of ‘away’ would be in better accord with Republic] from the many and dissimilar things to the one—the one idea—to see everything in its light and to order everything with a view to it [thus far Socratic apart from the absence of ‘away’; what follows next with respect to ‘the one idea’ is characteristic of the Athenian Stranger, not S]: the precise knowledge of the virtues, which is, as it seems, the highest function of the Nocturnal Council, consists above all in grasping the unity of virtue.” LS cites 965c2 (182) for the word “idea” in Laws: “the capacity to look to one idea from the many and dissimilar things” (Pangle, Laws of Plato, 370). This translation is unacceptable; better would be: “the capacity to look to the one idea out of [ἐκ] the many and dissimilar things.” For “one out of many,” see Republic 443e1 and Epinomis 992b6-7; note the presence of “becoming” in both passages. “One out of many” violates the first principle of Platonic arithmetic; see Republic 525e3-4. According to LS, the Stranger “has now abandoned the sub-Socratic level” (182) at the precise moment that he has “secularized” the Platonic Idea; cf. 184: “We are then forced to conclude that the ideas retain in the Laws, if in a properly subdued or muted manner, the status which they occupy, say, in the Republic.” This claim is false: the Idea of the Good is not mentioned in Laws.


  171. CM 241 and OT 104-5, 131n8.


  172. See OPS 128: “The question of the cosmic gods does not become the theme of the Symposium. It is, however, the theme of the Epinomis, the only Platonic dialogue devoted to the cosmic gods.” Elsewhere, LS ignores Epinomis, for example at HPP 78: “We may then say that the Laws is the only political work proper of Plato. It is the only Platonic dialogue from which Socrates is absent.” The Stranger prepares for “the cosmic gods” of Epinomis in Laws VII. Cf. FP 390-91.


  173. The words are taken from De Natura Deorum; Cicero’s Cotta tells a story about Simonides: “Should you ask me what or of what kind God may be [quid aut quale sit deus], I would use Simonides as my authority” (1.60).


  174. Although Laws 818b9-d1 is the crucial passage (cf. AAPL 113), LS has more fun with a passage from Book XII at 169-70: “The Athenian had last spoken of gods and sons of gods in the preceding discussion, which was likewise incomplete, concerning theft (934c5-6), where he had implied that ‘we’ human legislators are not gods or sons of gods. The reader who draws any inference from this does so at his own peril.”


  175. POS 140: “Plato’s Socrates tells us on the day of his death that he was concerned with natural philosophy in an amazing degree when he was young. He does not give any dates, hence we do not know for how long this preoccupation with natural philosophy lasted—whether it did not last till close to the time at which the Clouds were conceived.” Also 141: “In brief, on the basis of the Platonic evidence it is no more plausible to say that the Clouds are an accusation of Socrates than to say that they are a friendly warning addressed to Socrates—a warning informed by a mixture of admiration and envy of Socrates.” By way of “proving” that S was a physicist, LS asks us (140) “to wonder whether there was not perhaps a little bit of fire where there was so much smoke.”


  176. SA 314: “It is almost equally difficult to say whether the profound differences between the Aristophanean Socrates and the Platonic-Xenophontic Socrates must not be traced to a profound change in Socrates himself: to his conversion from a youthful contempt for the political or moral things, for the human or human beings, to a mature concern for them.” Difficult or no, this is what LS must claim.


  177. Cf. Eric Voegelin, “Review of On Tyranny by Leo Strauss” in Peter Emberley and Barry Cooper (eds.), Faith and Political Philosophy; The Correspondence Between Leo Strauss and Eric Voegelin, 1934-1964 (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), 46: “If I understand him [sc. LS] rightly, he sees the tertium comparationis between Hiero and Prince in the tendency of both works to obliterate the distinction of king and tyrant.”


  178. Meier, Leo Strauss, 27n42; I have cited the letter’s conclusion from this source rather than Benardete because it preserves the French. See SCR 193-94 for the translation of GS1 248-250, the pagination of the original is preserved in the margins.


  179. Cf. POS 324: “The profoundest interpreter and at the same time the profoundest critic of Nietzsche is Heidegger. He is Nietzsche’s profoundest critic {precisely} because he is his profoundest critic.”


  180. Meier, Leo Strauss, vii.


  181. Meier, Leo Strauss, 27: “Next to Thoughts on Machiavelli, the most carefully written treatise on revealed religion, Socrates and Aristophanes is the longest and most astonishing of his books. In it, Strauss makes audible the theologico-political critique that Aristophanes brings to bear against the pre-Socratic Socrates. In this way, he shows with a clarity achieved nowhere else the extent to which the Socratic turn to political philosophy, on which the writings of Plato and Xenophon focus, is a response to this critique. The book as a whole revolves around the question quid sit deus? that the comic poet does not voice but nevertheless raises and treats with his means.” Cf. POS 152: “The basis of Aristophanean comedy is knowledge of nature, and that means for the ancients philosophy.”


  182. Meier, Leo Strauss, 27n42 refers the reader to Meier, Lesson of Carl Schmitt, 87n54. Here Meier offers the reader three possibilities, quoted in Latin. My own suggestion will be found below.


  183. Meier, Lesson of Carl Schmitt, 87. In 87-88n55, Meier offers valuable information on Luther’s acute understanding of the Simonides passage in Cicero’s De Natura Deorum; it is also discussed at Calvin, Institutes, 1.5.12.


  184. Janssens, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 115-16. Cf. QRMF 6 (1935): “The Platonizing politics of Farabi is the point of departure for anyone who wishes to understand (and not merely record) the neo-Platonism of the falasifa and Maimonides which in the last analysis is—like the neo-Platonism of Plotinus himself—a modification of authentic Platonism, i.e., of a philosophy the primordial intention of which is the search for the perfect city.” This Laws-based “Platonism” disappears when LS interprets Republic.


  185. Janssens, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 116; cf. Emberley and Cooper, Faith and Political Philosophy, 78.


  186. EW 144-45 (“Cohen’s Analysis”): “It [sc. the work of Carl Gebhardt; cf. EW 163n6] teaches us that ‘the separation between the spiritual and the secular powers in the Hebrew state was the standing argument for the presumptions of Calvinist orthodoxy. In reply to this, Spinoza denies that this separation was the meaning of the Mosaic Law, and seeks to prove that the inevitable result of priestly independence, and even the institution of prophecy, was a calamity for the state. In this respect Spinoza ’s argument with Judaism is in complete agreement with the innermost end of the Treatise [LS’s emphasis].’”


  187. Institutes 1.3.3: Unum ergo esse Dei cultum, qui superiores ipsos reddat, per quem solum ad immortalitem aspiratur. Cf. FP 391-92 and POS 156: “Men must do what the gods tell them to do, but not what the gods do. This is not altogether satisfactory for those who long with all their heart to imitate the gods.”


  188. LAM 244/SCR 19.


  189. GS2 198.


  190. OPS 12: “If we look over the whole body of Platonic titles we find only one dialogue which has a title akin to that of the Symposium and that is the Epinomis. It is a kind of appendix to Plato’s Laws.”


  191. AAPL 1: “The emphatically political character of the Laws would seem to explain why that work is the only Platonic dialogue in which Socrates does not participate”


  192. XS 58: “We have noted more than once in the Memorabilia and elsewhere that the item which is literally in the center is of special importance.” Cf. LS to Klein, 28 November 1939 at GS3 586 on the authenticity of Plato’s thirteen Epistles: “the Seventh Letter is precisely in the center!”
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  216. The Stranger’s sharp words about the hit-and-run tactics of Athenian marines who do not stand their ground (Laws 706b7-c7; cf. Thucydides 1.143-44) have become particularly important because they invalidates Zuckert’s ingenious claim—most fully developed in Catherine H. Zuckert, “Plato’s Laws: Postlude or Prelude to Socratic Political Philosophy?” Journal of Politics 66 no. 3 (May, 2004), 374-395—that Laws takes place before the Peloponnesian War and therefore is not an alternative ending to the canonical Phaedo. Plato draws attention to the Stranger’s hypocrisy with his characteristic linguistic parallels: cf. Laws 706c3 and Crito 51b8 as well as the use of μένοντας (706c4), ϕεύΎονσι (706c6), and ϕνΎάς (706c7).
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  218. Consider XSD 161n5 in the light of Phaedo 82c2-6 and Laws 709e6-8.


  219. In addition to Hipparchus, Minos, and Epinomis, the fallen angels are: Alcibiades Major (XSD 113n3), Alcibiades Minor (XSD 19), Erastae (CM 51n2), Theages (XSD 89 and SPPP 46-47), and Cleitophon (NRH 109n41). See also OT 275.


  220. Cf. Republic 537b8-c3 (I have modified Shorey’s translation): “‘After this period,’ I said, ‘those who are given preference from the twenty-year class will receive greater honors than the others, and they will be required to gather the studies which they disconnectedly pursued as children in their former education into a comprehensive survey of their affinities with one another and with the nature of Being.’”


  221. As opposed to fictional chronology alone: my “Laches before Charmides: Fictive Chronology and Platonic Pedagogy” is forthcoming in Plato (2010).


  222. But see LS to Eric Voegelin, 4 June 1951, at Emberley and Cooper, Faith and Political Philosophy, 90 (emphasis mine): “Can one call the proper ordering of this polis (in Plato’s Laws) a conversation? Here exists domination by command and legend, but precisely no conversation, which as such is based on the fiction or the reality of equality.” Voegelin evidently agreed and like LS saw no reason to deplore the fact; see his Order and History, vol. 3; Plato and Aristotle (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1957), 234n2. After making the assumption that Plato is the Athenian Stranger (234), he describes a three-stage process in which “the great spiritualists” outgrow a belief in human equality. Although the entire passage deserves consideration (especially Voegelin’s apt reference to “the generosity of the aristocratic soul”), I will quote only his description of the final phase: “The Myth of the hierarchically differentiated psyche, with gradual transitions from humanity to divinity, allows for divinization [cf. Selbstvergottung in the appendix to chapter 1] in this last phase. And this has been the solution of Plato in the Laws. The current interpretations [Voegelin anticipates Bobonich here], which want to see in Plato a development from a more autocratic to a more populist or democratic position, miss this decisive point [this is true]. The atmosphere of the Republic is still that of an appeal to the equals of Plato [this too is true]; in the Laws, on the contrary, Plato [here’s the error; it is only the Athenian Stranger who] has accepted the distance which separates him from other men; he now speaks [note that Voegelin nevertheless describes the Stranger perfectly] as the divine lawgiver to men who are equal because they are equidistant from him.” If we read Laws with both fresh and suspicious eyes, distinguishing the Stranger from Plato by means of S; if we permit ourselves to deplore the lack of conversation that LS justly notes and the self-deification that Voegelin correctly identifies, and then, after all that, dare to assert the reality of our own equality with Plato and enter into a conversation with him about his dialogue, we will bristle (to use no stronger word)—as any good Athenian would—at the Athenian Stranger’s attempted “domination by command and legend” and his fraudulent and un-Platonic conception of equality. As a result, we would then read Laws as Plato intends that we should. The amazing secret of Platonic pedagogy is that both LS and Voegelin read Laws precisely the way Plato intended that they should and reveal themselves thereby.


  223. The natural repulsion any given reader experiences while reading Laws—or rather, while attempting to read it (cf. Bobonich, “Persuasion, Compulsion, Freedom,” 379: “since no writer on the Laws can presume familiarity with its text on the part of his readers”)—is explained away by the developmentalist tale of the aging and declining Plato while stylometric analysis, upon which the most compelling form of developmentalism is based, depends entirely on the presupposition that Laws is Plato’s last work.


  224. The secret of the German Stranger’s amazing skill as a master of English prose—in acquiring eloquence in English as a second language, only Joseph Conrad surpasses him—is his familiarity, evident throughout, with Edward Gibbon.


  225. I am thinking in particular of my friends Peter Minowitz and Roslyn Weiss. It remains for me to express to Roslyn my heartfelt appreciation for her kindness, insight, and unflagging support. Although expressed only late in the book, my gratitude for her humane influence has truly been reflected on every page.


  226. Thanks to Alan Gilbert for drawing my attention to LS to Klein, 16 February 1939 at GS3 567; see “Appendix to Chapter Nine: Strauss’s Letters to Klein; 1938 to 1939.”


  

  



  Appendix to Chapter Nine

  

  Strauss’s Letters to Klein, 1938 to 1939


  The letters to Jacob Klein between Strauss’s arrival in New York on September 12, 19381 and the last one (on August 18, 1939) before the outbreak of the Second World War on the First of September are the most beautiful things he ever wrote.2 Not all of them, of course: there is much in the way of practical details about expenses, and so forth.3 But thirteen of them are literary and it is no exaggeration to say that they teem with brilliant insights; the following account is only the roughest sketch, intended simply to draw attention to this treasury. When I first read them, I noted in my text: “America was good for LS—a burst of creativity!” I’ve come to a more somber conclusion on second thoughts: Strauss was probably euphoric about the imminent war that he then believed Germany was going to win. I’d like to believe, of course, that it was America that made it possible for him to be so creative, to rattle off to Klein this amazing series of insights, intuitions, and suggestions. In fact, I do believe it: America was good for Leo Strauss, and it was this great, big-hearted country of ours—he was, for the most part, in upstate New York during the best days—that was responsible for this unparalleled moment of intellectual flowering. Strauss becomes both human and brilliant in these letters: he even talks about his dogs.4 I believe, in short, that his unparalleled high spirits were—despite himself—his natural response to the United States of America. It required an act of will—a fixed and sovereign decision—to maintain his hatred for us in its pure, pristine, and unshakable form. Naturally, he was all-too-able to accomplish this Glaubensakt. The price he paid for doing so is that never again would he be as creative: these were his best days and he didn’t even know why. Thanks to Freud, by the way, it is perfectly obvious that it is possible to understand someone better than they understand themselves, a fact any fool can prove with the acquisition of a modicum of self-knowledge. Like Heidegger,5 Strauss was well armored against anything of the kind.6


  The bursting flood, and then the diminution of his creativity, can best be illustrated by his treatment of Xenophon. He’s reading Xenophon voraciously at this time, and not simply “The Constitution of Sparta” but all the writings, “sweeter than honey,” of the bashful “Euthydemus.” Most of the insights about Xenophon that these letters reflect will never be published, least of all in the 1939 article that constituted his American début. The reader will recall that “The Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of Xenophon” is a veiled attack on Strauss’s adopted country, in which he is now an exile. In the letters, however, his canvass is at first infinitely broader: he dreams of explicating all of Xenophon, and that is already a telescoping of two even larger projects: On the Study of Classical Political Philosophy,7 and History of Greek Political Philosophy.8 Part of the reason that I remarked in chapter 9 that Socrates and Aristophanes is Strauss’s best (American) book is that he tackles all of Aristophanes and understands his chosen subject well: there is genuine sympathy and that yields consistently accurate insight. Aristophanes and Strauss were very similar politically: there’s no need for Strauss’s version of Fârâbî’s “Plato.” In short, Socrates and Aristophanes is a true book and, it should be added, Straussians in general are at their best when explicating reactionaries: it’s a good thing about them. In the case of Xenophon, Strauss hardly grasps the real man but what’s remarkable, especially in the somber light of “Fârâbî’s Plato,” is that he’s honestly trying to do so. The fact that he fails, failed, and was finally forced to consider only a portion of his favorite author,9 is truly lovable. The wide-open honesty of America made him try for the whole; only his crooked objectives made this impossible.


  Perhaps it’s puerile, but I’m particularly fond of the letter he wrote in Latin on March 10, 1939 from Manhattan.10 But the only legitimate place to begin is with the letter of February 16:11 it’s the first time he mentions that he’s writing “The Spirit of Sparta and the Taste of Xenophon.” This crucial letter—it contains the passage about Laws and Phaedo with which chapter 9 ends—will constitute the center of this appendix: both its beginning and its end. We will follow Strauss from the conception of his first American article12 until the period of stunning creativity that is my focus, coming to end shortly after the outbreak of war.13 From there, the narrative will return to September 12, 1938,14 when Strauss arrived in New York City on the Normandie,15 and then work our way back to February, from whence we set out. The over-arching theme of this circular narrative will be the consistent diminution of the scope of his intellectual vision; this will become obvious from simply listing the topics he mentions in his letters to Klein between September 12, 1938 and February 16, 1939.


  For now, however, he’s settled at the New School16 and Klein is already teaching at St. John’s in Annapolis;17 that’s where Strauss would eventually deliver a lecture on Xenophon.18 The lecture was at this time going to be called “The Study of Greek Political Philosophy” dealing principally with Xenophon’s Cyropaedia;19 in its final form, of course, it dealt only with Xenophon’s “Constitution of Sparta.” The terminus ad quem of this process (the article) has been discussed; the terminus a quo will be discussed further below; for now, it is the emergence of Xenophon out of the Greek Historians project that will be considered. In other words, I intend to trace the trajectory of his comments about Xenophon.


  Although most of these are found in three beautiful letters he wrote during the summer of 1939,20 the interval was filled with incident: he announces the deadline for the article, discovers Xenophon’s obscenity,21 determines the true relation between the Xenophontine and Platonic Socrates,22 and then travels to Annapolis to deliver a lecture on “The Constitution of Sparta” in the first week of May;23 a lovely time of year to visit this beautiful old port city of ours. It’s important to keep in mind three things from the start: (1) Strauss was a born teacher, (2) he had never really been given the chance to teach before and certainly had never taught at a German university,24 and (3) that it was the United States that gave him the chance when he was forty years old—for the first time in his life—to do the thing he was born to do. Obviously harassed with the well-known exertions of teaching, it’s only during the summer that the lightning strikes: the three letters about Xenophon of July 25, August 7, and then the last pre-War example (August 18) deserve serious attention.


  In the first of these, he announces: “As for what concerns Xenophon, I have not—by Hera!—exaggerated: he is an entirely great man, not less than Thucydides or even Herodotus.”25 And he explains what’s so special about him:


  
    The so-called deficiencies of his Histories are exclusively the result of his sovereign contempt for the laughable deeds of “the noble and the good.”26

  


  What an amazing statement! But then again we must remember that Strauss turns to Xenophon to find an “horizon beyond the tradition”: he’s seeking that “natural” indifference to morality that must characterize the pristine, healthy world of Greek Warriors, un-feminized by the warping influence of “God” and “the knowledge of Good and Evil.” And amidst the open beauties of New York’s lushly rolling hills, at leisure in our lazy summer heat, he turns to the elegant Greek of the son of Gryllus—sublime example of “the noble and the good”—and can do nothing more than project himself onto what stands there right before him, handsome and healthy to be sure, but also good, decent, and true. “In short, he is completely wonderful and from now on my absolute favorite.”27 The true and the false dance circling together: Xenophon is great, he didn’t write Anabasis in his own name,28 his Socrates is Plato’s,29 he is the equal—more than the equal as a man—of Herodotus and Thucydides,30 and yet: Strauss is throughout completely wrong, or yet better, right for the wrong reasons. Xenophon doesn’t sever truth from justice31 and only calls Socrates a fool to show that he was one before he met him. The readings are precise, brilliant, and bold; the interpretation only vitiated by Strauss’s own sovereign decision for “philosophy,” i.e., for atheistic immoralism.


  Before leaving this letter, its last sentence must be discussed: it raises an essential question. Although the name “Dostoyevsky” has barely appeared in this book, the spirit of “the Grand Inquisitor” reigns as the prototype of Strauss’s “atheistic religion.” In this first summer letter, Strauss joins Dostoevsky and Xenophon (were ever two men so different?) in the following way:


  
    In general, you’ve made good progress in understanding Xenophon to the extent that you want no more from Dostoyevsky.32

  


  Perhaps I’m missing something, but this seems to pretty completely unmake Strauss’s entire case: Dostoyevsky, that most troubled of Christian non-Christians, is completely enmeshed in the Tradition from which Xenophon is—thanks to the absence of the Second Cave in ancient Athens—by nature free. In other words, even if Strauss were right (which, of course, he isn’t) that Xenophon was a duplicitous contriver of a fraudulent Socratic “Messiah” imposed upon the vulgar to keep them honest, while the “philosopher”—beyond good and evil—laughed in contempt at the “gentlemen” who would heed the words of his “Socrates” and try to do “the right thing” (what a laugh!), wouldn’t that prove that Xenophon too was enmeshed in the same Tradition from which Strauss seeks to extricate us? Isn’t it precisely the priestly-prophets who have foisted Biblical morality on “natural ignorance"? Isn’t Xenophon being remade in the image, not only of Strauss and Ivan’s Inquisitor (as told to all-too-trusting Alyosha!)33 but also of the vengeful, dwarfish “re-evaluators” that both Strauss and Nietzsche hate but that Strauss has now decided—or at least will have decided (by the time of “Fârâbî’s Plato”)34 —to become?


  Strauss fails to see that the greatest threat that Xenophon poses to the Tradition is that he is “noble and good” without the Law or the Christ. Strauss can love Xenophon only by turning him into precisely that which he isn’t: the progenitor of a priestly Tradition. If the Tradition were really merely “the priestly Tradition,” Xenophon would represent an alternative to it: radically independent and utterly disconnected from it.35 But by tacitly identifying Xenophon with the priests—albeit with the atheistic ones—Strauss is admitting that the real Tradition is independent of both Athens and Jerusalem. It is wonderful that he stubs his toe on precisely this along the mighty Hudson: these States owe their freedom to a Tradition written in the unwritten script of “the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God.” Of course, it’s no accident that he can’t see either what he’s discovered (he’s unaware of his own self-contradictions) or that he’s stumbled against the essence of America in the wet summer heat of Fishkill: instead of America or Xenophon, Strauss sees only himself. The crowning paradox—in relation to which “Xenophon the Grand Inquisitor” is merely farcical—is that it is ultimately Strauss himself, the “philosopher of the future,” who advocates, as his solution to “the theological-political problem,” re-enacting “God” from a position of purely Machiavellian duplicity; in order to destroy the fiendish world-hating priests of the Tradition, the first Straussian necessarily becomes the very thing he hates and would destroy.


  The second letter was mentioned in a note to chapter 9: it is here Strauss admits that he’s having trouble with “the dog and horse writing.”36 How could he not? He needs Xenophon to regard men as beasts, justice as a fraud, and Socrates as a fool. But when Xenophon—drenched with sweat just as she was—gave the apple to his mare in the paddock,37 he was treating her as he would be treated: with benign, pedagogic respect. The qualities that led the Ten Thousand to turn to this handsome commander of the rear guard—his respect for men and animals both—are invisible to Strauss: he lacked them himself and, in fairness, had probably not seen them in the starved and brutalized Germany where he turned seventeen in 1916. Despite Thucydides, Hobbes, and Strauss, there is no good reason to think that war reveals human nature better than does the way that Xenophon—in the few remaining human moments that the world’s first democracy was permitted to enjoy—treated his dogs and horses. Xenophon’s altruism, like that of Thucydides and Plato, is that he kept humanitas intact through his books during the long years when nihilist philosophers would foist false “gods” on the Greco-Roman world: Cicero the Platonist, deadly enemy of the first Caesar and archetypal victim of the second, loved Xenophon the Athenian.38


  
    In any event, I believe I essentially grasp Xenophon’s Socratic writings; also the Anabasis, the Hellenica, the Cyropaedeia, and several of the shorter works. The most difficult are the dog and horse writings. Only thus far do I believe I’m seeing: the essay about “The Cavalry Officer” handles the problem of the writer: the individual mounted men are the individual discourses. Further will the future teach [Weiteres wird die Zukunft lehren].39

  


  It is striking that Strauss doesn’t even mention the Hiero, about which he would write On Tyranny ten years later. Perhaps it was as he said: the future would teach him the way and Hiero was part of that learning process. But it would be silly to think that Strauss didn’t read the Hiero at this time; he seems to have made a clean sweep of Xenophon. It appears, then, that he wasn’t attracted to it on first (or shall we generously say “second"?) acquaintance. I can’t help regretting that he didn’t follow through on the intuition about “The Cavalry Officer”: that deserves some thought. And that’s just the point: we see Strauss thinking, probing, and trying to break Xenophon’s code. He’s looking for a key; not using Xenophon as a pretext for his trans-Atlantic subversion project with M. Kojevnikoff.40 In this single letter, there are far too many things of interest to be treated here but a few of them must be mentioned. When, for example, he finally came to write about Memorabilia 3.11 in Xenophon’s Socrates (1972),41 he was not half as interesting and provocative as he is in the summer of 1938: the allegory of Virtue and the whore in this letter is bold and creative.42 On the other hand, his instincts are what they are: the single passage in “Hunting with Dogs” that he mentions (in a P.S., he calls it its name) is one from which he can extort a reading that justifies the Sophists.43 Xenophon’s admiring readers will appreciate the irony by examining the context.


  The third letter indicates that Strauss is reading Xenophon with characteristically German philological precision: he’s keeping statistical records of various word usages.44 But what’s striking is that he can’t find what he’s looking for: his intuitions aren’t paying off.45 One can blame him for trying to make Xenophon into something he’s not but Strauss must be praised for admitting that he’s making no headway with the project. In point of fact, he’s having fun. If the counting project fails, the insights bubble nevertheless: to understand a book is to understand its structure,46 Plato and Xenophon are so closely related that he toys with the (highly creative) idea that they’re the same person,47 and speculates that their similarities depend on more than the influence of Socrates. This is true, and a very important insight.48 Then follows a nifty reading of Xenophon’s Symposium—once again, far more creative an account than he will offer the public in Xenophon ’s Socrates—in which he sketches out a veritable roman ò clef.49 Xenophon emerges as a laughing trickster, Plato as a sycophant, and even Nietzsche’s Dionysius puts in an appearance: it’s as if we’re listening to the ravings of an inspired genius, genuinely in love with literature.


  As if this weren’t enough, Strauss (in this same letter) announces that he has solved the riddle of Don Quixote:50 “I am proclaiming myself [Greek] to have understood Don Quixote.” the fact that the book is authored by both a Christian (Cervantes) and a Muslim (Cervantes’ “source” is called “Sid Hamed”) proves to Strauss that Cervantes—who has artificially divided himself, of course—is really saying that he’s neither Christian nor Muslim but . . . a Philosopher (in Strauss’s sense of course: a nihilistic and secretly scoffing immoralist):


  
    The key is this: the book is the work of two authors, of Cervantes and Sid Hamel, i.e., of a Christian and a Muslim. Now take back the artificial bifurcation of the author, and then you see that the author is as much Christian as Muslim, i.e., neither of the above [keines von beides]. The author is therefore a philosopher, and Don Quixote represents the religion-maker [Religionsstifter] and Sancho Panza the believer. And indeed Don Quixote is the synthesis of Christianity (woeful countenance) and Islam (holy war); he is superior through his roots; very well educated and polite. Dulcinea is Mary. The allusions to the Reformation, for example, are legion. Consider also the role of books in Don Quixote: Christianity and Islam rest on books. The deeds of Don Quixote are miracles.”51

  


  The reading is ingenious: Quixote is the priest-prophet—the fraud that founds a “religion”52 while Sancho represents the believer. Cervantes scoffs at both from his own post-Revelation perspective. It is noteworthy that Quixote is a combination of Muslim and Christian; Strauss is strangely silent about any Jewish element in Don Quixote. Isn’t it strange that he can’t see a role here for the wise-cracking, down to earth, big-hearted, faithful, skeptical, aphoristic, realist the whole world loves in Sancho Panza? Nor does he grasp the essence of the true American solution—not “neither of either” but the best of both—where all three meet in the sister-brotherly kiss of justice.53 Unfortunately, his oversight on “the Sancho Problem” is anything but unrelated to the fact that, in Strauss’s hands, reading Cervantes’ masterpiece becomes an adventure in “the theological-political problem.” He invites Klein to read it again with the neweyes Strauss has given him. I wish I could have given him ours.


  And then comes the War.


  It would be too much to say that the war simply destroyed Strauss’s creativity. In two letters written from Clinton,54 charming home of Hamilton College—a teacher’s dream55 —he maintains the pre-War genius with no visible abatement. And a final letter of November 28, 1939 rises to the level of the previous year as he delivers himself of a series of brilliant insights about Plato’s Epistles: (1) all thirteen Letters are genuine,56 (2) they are the counterpart of Xenophon’s Anabasis (i.e., an author’s personal account of himself as an author),57 (3) both Xenophon and Plato therefore reveal that they have not been utterly corrupted by the consistently veiled Socrates: had they been, they would have written only dialogues and neither the Anabasis nor the Letters,58 (4) that because their veiling themselves is strictly voluntary, the self-veiled is perfectly normal and harmless,59 and (5) the thirteen Platonic Epistles are arranged in order.60 The exposition of this ordering, based on (6) the crucial insight that seven is the center of thirteen, is creative and eminently worthy of further study.61 Strauss is still searching, probing, filled with creativity and play.


  And he’s also teaching! It bears repeating that this born teacher—no matter howevil the lesson plan undoubtedly was—had never been given so much opportunity to teach. The United States were so good to him! He’s not only preparing a lecture on Plato’s, Aristotle’s, and Hobbes’ “political philosophy” (not yet, perhaps, in Strauss’s sense), but teaching courses in Latin (natural law and the law of nations), Greek (the trial of Socrates), teaching Xenophon at the Classical Club, and Maimonides at the Synagogue.62 It’s easy to see how much we gave him! He’s still happy and creative but it’s already evident that his thoughts are elsewhere, infinitely far removed from where all of us wish that they were:


  
    Teaching is really great! And I believe I’m doing it to the delight of my auditors. It’s especially charming when one introduces, without a wink, the obvious teaching of Socrates [this part is in English] and then, in Blitzkrieg [im Blitzkrieg] against these primitive field-works, over-runs them.63

  


  Ecce homo! This is evidently the spirit in which Strauss prepared for the “German Nihilism” lecture in February 1941 (see chapter 6). There are, however, no more letters with this kind of creativity. I suggest that his dark purposes choked off the unconscious, undiscovered wellsprings of his creativity: above all, America and his eager, trusting, bright-eyed students, the “obvious teaching” of the Classics our welcoming institutions paid him to teach, and finally the peaceful summer evenings in New York’s perfectly beautiful upstate. There will be no more interesting letters to Klein for the balance of the War, and there will never be anything even remotely like them to Klein or anyone else, ever again.


  In a last effort to see this man, let’s return, then, to those halcyon pre-War days and watch the Dionysiac frenzy of the most creative period of Strauss’s life. As I’ve insisted, it was America that did it, even if Strauss blinded himself to that fact. In England, he’d been busy conflating Maimonides with Nietzsche:64 that sounds far less pleasant than decoding Don Quixote, the Platonic Epistles, the relationship between Xenophon and Plato, the riddles of the Timaeus,65 Xenophon’s “Cavalry Officer” marshalling his books, to say nothing of the projects and interests that flood his letters during that first autumn in the States. As for his self-conscious view of these events, there’s no word of the coming war in 1938-1939 so it’s unfair to assert that Strauss was euphoric because the Germans were about to over-run the field-works of the Maginot line (which indeed they were not). On the other hand, the creative flood pouring into these letters begins on October 15, 1938. While it’s perfectly true that this was one month after arriving in New York, it was also only a couple of weeks after Munich. Not being a Nazi myself, it’s hard for me to be sure about this, but I suspect that sympathizers were feeling pretty damn good after the Munich Conference. After all, didn’t Munich prove that the Gentile analogue of the most radical form of “Political Zionism”—one so committed to extirpating every trace of Jewish culture that it was willing to use the most sacred hopes of Judaism against itself—was now going to join forces (temporarily) with “Liberals” to defeat “Orthodoxy”? It was 1928-1929 all over again for Strauss (see chapter 2): Nazi Germany was now implementing the “Russian” phase of the Schlieffen Plan by allying with France and Great Britain against the Bolsheviks. With “Orthodoxy” out of the way, it would be easy “to bump off”66 the Liberals.


  In the first five weeks in the United States, the creative flood consists of the following: (1) new insight into Plato’s Laws,67 (2) the discovery that Herodotus is an esoteric writer thanks to the ring of Gyges,68 (3) that Herodotus is the forerunner of Plato (and not the tragedians as we’ve been taught),69 and that, as a result, (4) the doctrines in Plato “that are close to my heart” are “independent” from “Platonic Philosophy,”70 (5) just as Herodotus has composed speeches against speeches, Plato has made Laws against laws,71 (6) and finally, Strauss announces (with his “customary honesty and naivete”)72 that “the riddle of Herodotus is solved!”73


  
    Kurz [in short], I am perfectly happy in spite of the great financial troubles. Did you hear anything from Warburg? So long, my dear friend! Yours forever, LSt.74

  


  Yes, America was good to Strauss, and the insights continued. In February he holds in his hand the whole pack of the Classic Historians and discovers that: not one of them actually is . . . a historian!75 The Funeral Oration in Thucydides is a parody of Pericles,76 Plato’s dialogues are all comedies,77 “radical ignorance” is Plato’s teaching,78 and the Laws prove the point. “I begin to understand how un-comprehended the Ancients are!”79 The last three discoveries are interrelated. Strauss’s insight that the (other) Platonic dialogues are comedies follows from his valorization of Laws: just as true Platonists can see through the Stranger’s tricks in Laws (and Epinomis) if they have previously absorbed or rather recollected the visionary teaching of the previous dialogues, so also do the previous (Socratic) dialogues—as well as, or rather in particular, Phaedo—become jokes if Laws is “the most political work of Plato. . . . his only political work.”80 A dogmatic insistence on Socratic ignorance—first asserted in “Cohen und Maimuni” (1931)—is necessary for destroying the Ideas, recollection, and the immortality of the soul, i.e., Platonism. Not surprisingly, “The Laws is the greatest art-work of Plato.”81


  The flood continues: in the next letter, Strauss fully explains the Cyropaedia?82 and even contemplates writing The History of Greek Political Philosophy.83 For those who have read the letters of Nietzsche in his last year of sanity (1888-89), the mood is terribly familiar. In fact, Strauss uses Nietzsche’s own word for the audible rush of creativity: “ich befinde mich in einem Zustand mich konsummierenden Rausches.”84 For Plato, Nietzsche, and Strauss, madness brings insight, and insight yields riches in this case. Such a frenzied rush of plans, proposals! Plato is in dialogue with Aristophanes,85 Philosophy itself (through the Symposium) becomes Tragicomedy,86 Socrates wants to die,87 the Phaedo proves he was guilty as charged,88 the Laws depends on the fiction that Socrates escapes from prison,89 and Strauss discovers that the dialogues that take place outside of Athens conceal the fact that Socrates taught “nature”;90 thus Aristophanes was right!91 In fact, Aristophanes only missed one point: unlike Anaxagoras, Socrates knew that there was no νoυ̑ς:92 he was an a-deistic Anaxagoras, an Epicurean, in short: “a philosopher.”93 It’s December 12, 1938: ten weeks after Munich.


  Let’s end with Plato: perhaps he can return our narrative to some semblance of sanity. Once again, it’s February 16, 1939—the circle has come round—and Strauss is living on the Upper West side, on 123rd Street.94 The letter begins calmly: he has made a discovery about the Cyropaedia,95 and another about the Memorabilia96 He discusses the coming St. John’s lecture: it will primarily concern the Cyropaedia.97 But then his Dionysiac frenzy returns and he begins in earnest with Xenophon; it is the first time he mentions working on the Xenophon article:


  
    I have an awful lot to do: Graduate lecture about Aristotle (Ethics and Politics), Seminar on Book II of the Laws, and an Open Course on Utopias and Political Science. All this and now to write an article about Xenophon’s “Constitution of Sparta,” in which I’m planning to prove that this apparent hymn to Sparta is in reality a satire on Sparta, in particular on Athenian Laconicism.98

  


  The substance of these observations will be incorporated in his “Spirit of Sparta” article and that article will conclude with the following insight:99


  
    Xenophon is my special favorite, because he had the guts to dress himself up as a fool and thus endure through the ages: he is the greatest sneak that I know—I believe that he did in his writings exactly what Socrates did in his life.100

  


  It may seem odd that Strauss doesn’t mention F. H. Jacobi’s name in this context: he knew perfectly well (having quoted Jacobi’s own words in 1937)101 that this is precisely what Jacobi had dared to do. But Strauss was always very cautious when it came to Jacobi;102 he never mentions him to Klein (or Löwith, Scholem, or Krüger for that matter). That’s interesting as well but hardly inexplicable: Jacobi was Strauss’s secret weapon, his ace in the hole.


  
    In any case, in his case [sc. Xenophon’s], morality is purely exoteric, and practically every word is ambiguous [zweideutig]. “Beautiful and Good” was an insult in the Socratic “circle” like “Philistine” or “Bourgeois” in the Nineteenth Century.103

  


  Xenophon is the double-talking immoralist who despises the aristocratic conception of virtue? One would be more inclined to take such a proposal seriously if one didn’t already know that Strauss himself was all of these things. He conceals his own “Socrates” (i.e., Jacobi) even from Klein, his best friend, but reveals, through unconscious projection, that he is his own “Xenophon.” Xenophon had a Socrates, but where is Strauss’s? He’s hidden. But the real Xenophon must also remain hidden: he has vanished into Strauss. Truth and falsehood continue encircled, dancing in their lethal embrace.


  
    And prudence [Greek] is essentially self-control in the expression of one’s opinions—in short, there is an entire system of secret code-words here just like in Maimonides and a fine carcass to devour [ein gefundenes Fressen für mich].104

  


  Strauss is willing to picture himself as a scavenging animal; that would seem the very essence of philosophic imprudence. But the suppression of Jacobi’s name proves that—even with his closest friend Klein—he’s really in complete control. Could it be that even a vulture can provide “cover” for what Strauss really is?


  The last portion of this wonderful letter shifts towards Plato. Strauss is working on the principle that the Athenian Stranger is Socrates: hence the connection he makes between Phaedo and the Laws.105 The doctrine of immortality is strictly exoteric; the foolish Phaedo narrates the story without knowing what he’s saying.106 Socrates, like everyone else, fears death: this is why he flees Athens and becomes the Athenian Stranger.107 Strauss has recently changed his mind on this point,108 and that’s always good to see in a “resolved” character like Strauss’s.109 But the 1916 “appendicitis” makes this particular locus of interpretive indecision—especially when such a flip-flop is otherwise unexampled in Strauss’s writing110 —telling from a psychological vantage point. In any case, the Laws have now become clear to Strauss.111 But then, with fateful words, he turns to bigger and far more dangerous game: “The Republic is beginning to become clear to me.”112 Thus begins the great passage with which this final appendix may justly end.


  To begin: the distinction with respect to level of certainty between the Republic and the Laws is revealing. Strauss is on shakier ground with Plato’s masterpiece and he knows it. But he’s not aware of why this is the case. In fact, he nerves himself to a compensatory security in the face of the doubt he has just registered with the false bravado of self-confirmation:


  
    My conjecture from the previous year, that its actual theme is the question of the relationship between the political and theoretical life, and that it is dedicated to a radical critique and condemnation of the political life, has proved completely right.113

  


  Here Strauss is stating the exact opposite of the truth, as is so often the case. From the opening word (“I went down”), Plato is offering the world the great justification of the political life precisely because the theoretical life is more attractive and thus more advantageous in a purely selfish sense for the philosopher.114 Only on this basis can the esoteric essence of Platonic justice be revealed as altruism.115 As a radical immoralist, Strauss can’t or won’t see this, and it hardly matters which of the two you are willing to grant him. But Strauss is perfectly consistent: the Socrates who fears death is unjust, and therefore this Socrates must reject the political life and refuse “to go back down.” Moreover, this attitude is consistent with the Eleatic Stranger, so Strauss is on to something.116 But he misses the point that Socrates is precisely not the Stranger, does not fear or flee death, and does in fact—and this is the essence of the esoteric teaching of the Republic—“go back down.” Hence, when his reading is simply flipped, it yields the truth: Plato’s Republic is dedicated to a radical critique and condemnation of the theoretical life when lived selfishly. Indeed (and this is the burning question that takes the lovely form of the passed λαμπάδια of 328a3:) if Platonic philosophers were not persuaded to overcome their natural inclination to selfishness, who would be left to fight the Nazis?


  And thus Plato son of Ariston—almost two and a half thousand years later—flushes out his prey and shows that it’s not only Xenophon, outdoorsy son of Gryllus, who can hunt with hounds:


  
    It has therefore defined itself with utmost precision: the Republic is indeed an ironic justification [Rechtfertigung] of ἀδικία [injustice], for Philosophy is injustice—that comes out with wondrous clarity in the dialogue with Thrasymachus.117

  


  It is essential to realize—this constitutes my only advance on Löwith—that the Grenzfall of decisionist nihilism is necessarily a self-contradiction. But in the “limiting case,” the self-contradiction was embraced by the decisionists willingly, manfully, in full self-knowledge of the sober necessity—lest Nietzsche’s Will to Power deconstruct itself—for their ruthlessly and unblinkingly “faithless faith.” This is the philosophical essence of “the triumph of the will.” It is from this self-generating Glaubensakt that all the rest follow: a moral rejection of morality, the knowledge of ignorance, an atheistic religion, and Judentum ohne Gott, i.e., the last word in “secularization.” With the essence of falseness imprinted in his soul and very being—not because he’s a demon, mind you, just because here too he counts as “Nazi”—Strauss must make crooked everything that’s morally straight. There can be no question that Strauss illuminates the dark recesses of F. H. Jacobi and Spinoza, he’s often useful on Hobbes, awe-inspiring on Machiavelli, and no one knew Nietzsche and Heidegger any better. But Plato and Xenophon are a different story and that goes double for Plato. He’s wrong about Xenophon, to be sure, but not to the point of true falsehood: unself-conscious self-contradiction. In trying to speak the truth about Plato’s Republic, Strauss must unwittingly contradict himself.


  As Plato pointed out in the Epistles, the True and the False must be learned together.118 And so it happens that true falsehood can only be the negation of the truth. As everybody knows, particularly in this confusing post-War world of ours—this world that is now, thank God, finally coming to an end—the Truth is hard to find. But Strauss is so devoted to a falsehood that he drives himself on to find the truth so that he can negate it. This is what gives “Jerusalem” the last laugh on Leo Strauss; we tend to neglect the fact that “Isaac” means laughter}119 In the comical but relentlessly sturdy spirit of Sancho Panza, one would do well to hear in the descendents of Isaac the laughter of the LORD. It is worth mentioning that Sancho repeatedly denies that he is a Jew.


  To escape Revelation, Strauss turns to the “natural” Ancients of Athens. Committed to “natural right,” he is determined to find it in a world unpolluted by the Second Cave. He can’t teach the Pre-Socratics, as Heidegger does: if he did that, they’d know he was a Nazi. Instead, thinks Strauss, he’s going to pull it off with Plato and Aristotle, at the very least with Xenophon. But he’s irresistibly drawn to Plato: he must make Plato his, must find his own immoralism precisely there, in the Ancient par excellence. He wants something everyone else thinks is beautiful and perfect, free and manly, something radically un-Jewish on his side. After all, immoralism must be there because Strauss’s whole scheme is false if it isn’t: if it isn’t in Plato, then Plato would be—a Jew! So Strauss studies the Republic with care and grasps the truth: philosophy is injustice, is injustice, that is, if the philosopher—like the watcher of the skies on the Ship—allows the deaf but noble owner to be drugged by the forces of darkness. Star-gazing—culmination of Epinomis—is injustice; hence the need for “the Longer Way.” Cicero was right: Socrates had brought philosophy down into the cities120 and he gave his life attempting to halt the proto-Nazi Caesarians from installing their august “Messiah” in Rome by “going back down” from the heavens with Scipio. And long before Augustus annexed Egypt, Moses had destroyed Pharaoh’s solution to the theological-political problem by descending from Horeb and leading the children of Israel out of the Cave.


  So Strauss states the truth and then negates it. He must. The Nazis were, are, and always will be evil. But even worse for them, they will also always and forever be wrong. Nor is this “a matter of opinion”—that cess of radical uncertainty that made them possible in the first place—it’s a matter of certainty and of truth. Having discerned that a resolutely apolitical and selfish philosophy is unjust, nay, is injustice, Strauss next asserts that Plato is asserting just that. Except he doesn’t use the word “assertion,” he writes “justification.” Perhaps not entirely unaware of the problem, he tries using two different languages. But the problem is intractable and it won’t be translated out of existence: Strauss’s “Plato” must be saying that it’s right to do wrong, that it’s good to be bad, and (this is what he actually writes:) that injustice is justified. In turning to Plato, Strauss picked the wrong Gentile: I, for one, can still hear Plato’s laughter.


  It’s Plato, of course, who persuaded me to write this book: Strauss is my Thrasymachus. Since I’m at war with him, I say he’s a bad fellow. But I also say that he’s wrong. As far as he’s concerned, that’s far worse than being the secret theoretician of National Socialism. I can only hope that you will see things differently.
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  Conclusion

  

  Of Enemies and Friends: A Liberal’s Response


  Writing this book has been like peeling an onion, not least of all because it has occasioned plenty of tears. It is seldom remarked that not all tears share the same chemical properties; crying for joy or in response to beauty leaves the eyes clear and fresh while stripping away the layers of this particular onion has created tears of the bitter and burning variety, leaving my eyes bloodshot for days and weeks at a time. Inspired by Löwith’s footnote and the terrible hypothesis it engendered, I began searching Strauss’s writings in complete albeit unconscious agreement with the pre-1934 Klein: anti-Semitism was a strictly secondary phenomenon where National Socialism was concerned. This explains the false start preserved in the Introduction, when I still thought that Strauss was lying about National Socialism’s only principle being a murderous hatred of Jews. Before Löwith, I had regarded the real essence of National Socialism as (1) anti-Communism and had assumed that Karl Marx was the principal Jew the Nazis had wanted to murder. As a naive American, I was terribly slow to realize the intellectual depth of anti-Enlightenment thought but Strauss soon set me straight; by peeling back the first layer, I came to regard National Socialism as (2) the simultaneity of anti-Communism with a no less virulent and infinitely more original and philosophically sophisticated form of anti-Liberalism.


  Reading as much of Strauss’s published work as was readily available in book form (I had not yet encountered “German Nihilism”) soon enough convinced me that the core of his thought—and therefore, if my hypothesis was correct, the core of National Socialism as well—was (3) nihilism, i.e., a radical critique of Enlightenment rationalism. In fact, I didn’t discover Rauschning’s book through Strauss’s lecture but rather by Googling “nihilism nazi.” The insights of Rauschning immediately persuaded me to peel off another layer: (4) National Socialism was a two-tiered movement in which the elite is purely nihilistic while all the other dogmas associated with the Nazis, including anti-Semitism, were strictly peripheral and intended only for the vulgar. This brought me face to face with the fact that Strauss’s exotericism provided the theoretical basis for the elite-masses distinction that characterizes Rauschning’s eye-opening portrait. It was at this stage that “Leo Strauss and National Socialism” took on its original form: a five chapter manuscript including what are now the appendix to chapter 7, chapters 3, 4, 7, and 9 with chapter 4 as its center. At this early stage, the Schmitt-Heidegger connection—the critique of liberalism based on vorlaufende Entschlossenheit—was denominated “The Secret Synthesis.” As it turned out, there were many more secrets yet to be discovered.


  In Michael Zank, translator of the early Strauss, I found a bemused but not altogether unsympathetic reader for this version of my “book.” He encouraged me to publish some articles that would establish my credentials as a Strauss scholar before even dreaming of gaining a hearing for what I had shown him. What is now chapter 1—the encounter with F. H. Jacobi—was the result of following this excellent advice. And I only discovered “German Nihilism” because I cited Rauschning in a heated argument—our first face-to-face meeting, one made possible by Zank—with Eugene Sheppard. “Did you know that Strauss gave a lecture about Rauschning?” Imagine my surprised delight at Sheppard’s amazing question! The reader will easily grasp how little shaken was my hypothesis by studying “German Nihilism.” It was in the flush of this certainty that the second form of this book was written in seven chapters, beginning with Jacobi. And at this stage, it was the Chapter 6 that constituted the center, i.e., what I then assumed was the heart of darkness.


  It proved not to be so: the onion was determined to make me cry. Wherever the reader encounters references to “GS3”—where the letters with Klein, for example, are found—this will indicate steps beyond “(4).” The encounter with Klein revealed (5) National Socialism as “Judaism without God.” This brilliant insight brought Judaism and National Socialism together on the philosophical plane for the first time and immediately brought Strauss’s early writings back to the center of my attention; I reread them with fresh eyes. It may be of some interest that in the first two versions of the book, Strauss’s Zionist phase was relegated to a single footnote. The idea that the Nazis had used Judaism against itself raised the question of Verjudung and Strauss’s campaign against Cultural Zionism provided plenty of evidence that he viewed the Enlightenment as its manifestation. This began to make visible (6) National Socialism as metaphysical anti-Semitism. Ironically it was Janssens, one of Strauss’s ablest defenders, who drew my attention back to the Second Cave; his literal translation (“the artificial impediments to philosophizing must be cast out of the world”)1 opened my eyes. Those eyes filled with the most toxic kind of tears while I was writing chapters 2 (especially its appendix) and 5; it was while doing so that I first allowed myself to think that (7) the National Socialism in question was not only committed to destroying Judaism in theory but Jews in practice. This was when I finally realized that Strauss had not been lying. As the reader is aware, chapter 5 constitutes the center of the book in its final form. This explains why the argument in chapters 6, 7, and 8, the bulk of which were written earlier, retreats from the deepest penetration into the heart of darkness reached in chapter 5, where Nazism’s Final Solution becomes the “possible and necessary” means to speak “the last word” in the “secularization” of God.


  Although I have argued that “the first word” in this process was spoken by the Athenian Stranger on Crete, it is important to point out that the prototype of National Socialism’s political theology—and this explains why National Socialism is best understood as Klein’s “perverted Judaism”—is the Biblical Egypt.2 It was not only from physical but also from mental slavery, i.e., from Pharaoh’s solution to the theological political problem, that the Lord, through Moses, delivered His Chosen People and, through them, all of mankind. In this primal contrast, Law stands in sharp opposition to the fraudulent God-man of Egypt. The probable reason that Strauss was less attracted to the “Eleatic” solution of the wise man ruling without laws is that he knew that fire could only be fought with fire: the “Athenian” solution must use the concept of “divine laws” against itself. John Ranieri has shown that Strauss’s notion of Judaism and “Jerusalem” emphasizes thoughtless obedience;3 he judiciously points to the indispensable work of Michael Walzer as a liberating corrective.4 But no matter how old and deep are the Egyptian roots of an anti-Jewish solution to the theological-political problem, it must not be forgotten that it was in German philosophy, and most lucidly in Hegel, that its rebirth occurred.


  Amidst the many remarkable moments along the path traversed in Hegel’s lectures on The Philosophy of History—that infinitely rich pageant that only high school history teachers are given the boon of treating synthetically5 —one moment in particular stands out in vivid, brilliant, and ultimately terrifying clarity: Hegel’s Crusaders, drenched in Saracen blood, have fought their way to the Christ’s sepulcher in Jerusalem and discover there that the object of their brutal and relentless quest is gone, that the tomb, the locus of their longing, is null and void6 and thus (for it is only what happens next that constitutes the great Hegelian moment) realize in an abstraction-concretizing flash7 that it is only they themselves who are the object of their search: that the risen Lord is immanent (and imminent) amongst themselves, that they are the very God for whom they seek. If the reader is willing to catch a glimpse—within this erudite historicization of self-deification’s “truth”-moment—of F. H. Jacobi’s nihilistic (and strictly esoteric) wink, then the alien abstraction of “eliminationist anti-Semitism” becomes concretely clarified in the distant echo of the ominously “rational” closing of a well-oiled Hegelian Schluβ. In murdering the Jews,8 in extirpating once and for all the Chosen People of the Lord, the übermenschen would be permanently rid of any memory of the God who is not within, the “error” that constitutes the basis of Hegel’s “Unhappy Consciousness.”9


  In retrospect, it is easy to see that had I not already been a Judeo-Christian Platonist, it would have been impossible for me to see why the Nazis would have sent me, along with my sons, to the gas chambers: one might say that it was precisely the piety of the Kluft that they aimed to annihilate. I came to realize that my own relationship to the “philosophic” National Socialism Strauss was forcing me to see was “existential”; I was its life and death Enemy. Thanks to a careful reading of Strauss, the possibility of an intentionalist, non-instrumental, future-oriented, and positive explanation for the Holocaust (see Introduction) has, for better or worse, come into teary-eyed sight. The cutting edge of my thinking is now what might be called “the re-theologizing of the Holocaust”: even if every Jewish victim of the Nazis had been an atheist, we were—because of the deepest intentions of our murderers, not our own, and least of all our God’s—dying for the sake of God or rather for the sake of mankind in the Holy Name of God. It is this redemptive thought that informs the most recent additions to this book, the appendices to chapters 1, 5, and 8. I am now able to understand myself as the most advanced Nazis understood me and am prouder than ever to be what Strauss has helped me to see that I have long been without knowing it: a distinctively “Jewish” thinker.


  If an onion illustrates how, what I have learned about National Socialism can best be expressed with another image: imagine an Environmentalist Party whose attractive and amiable foot soldiers are green, crunchy, and infinitely sincere; they have appropriated British Petroleum’s beautiful emblem and have sincerely emblazoned it upon their banners. With the Gulf of Mexico reborn as Phlegethon, they now march against technology. Nobody would suspect that this movement is crypto-Nazi. But listen more carefully: decrying the murder of our beautiful planet, they trace the origins of this crisis to the disruption of the primordial symbiotic union of humans with the earth, our mother. Only by objectifying the earth, by disrupting the unity of soul and body, female and male, and above all earth and “God,” did a false tradition lay the foundation for the global disaster we now face. Even if such a movement did not call for the murder of a single Jew, even if its leading spokesman were all Jewish, it would still be the avatar of National Socialism at level “(6)”: its enemy is der alte Judengott. In the United States, of course, this kind of movement is presently unthinkable, not least of all because our “atheistic religion” must now masquerade as Christian. But when Avatar is the best alternative to “Off-shore drilling for Christ,” we are dangerously close to the abyss and history proves that the core of the phenomenon called “National Socialism” can adapt itself to most any occasion. It is with this abyss in sight that I have written The German Stranger.


  As for Strauss’s embrace of what I have called “(7),” it is necessary to invoke the same hermeneutic principle he applied to Xenophon: “the highest does not become visible or audible, but it can be divined.” But even if Strauss never took this terrible step, there are far too many steps along the National Socialist path that he did take, not all of them as follower. From Paris, Strauss welcomed the advent of National Socialism for the same reasons that anybody welcomes anything: it pleased him. He grasped its essence, he hated its Enemies—“God,” Communism, Liberal Democracy, and das meskine Unwesen—and he was the disciple or instructor of its Friends, i.e., of Heidegger and Schmitt. He was angry and it was angry, he was proud and so was it. It strove for power just as did he. It was not mealy-mouthed. It did not pussyfoot about; it was given to speaking “the last word.” It was also quickly apparent—Schmitt’s failure to answer his letters was enough to prove it in 1933—that National Socialism under Hitler was making serious mistakes: it was certainly clear to a master of double envelopment that it might lose the Second War by December 7, 1941. If there was one thing that Strauss knew about war, it was that you cannot effectively fight Orthodoxy and Cultural Zionism—or Stalinism and the Western “Democracies"—at one and the same time. But National Socialism’s prospects were by no means dim when Strauss arrived in New York on September 10, 1938. Although the Nazis were ultimately defeated and “the Last Men” of both the East and West sat in judgment, the corn-fed mediocrity of the westernmost of the western victors was palpable and our stupidity was a standing invitation. We would squander our treasures with profligacy and merely blink. But our shortcomings were not the cause of his assault on us and his was not a crime of opportunity: Strauss had a job to do and his actions were premeditated.


  But it is altogether wrong to think that Strauss meditated the rise of National Socialism in his adoptive home: his goal was less ambitious although no less dangerous as a result. Strauss was patient, far more so than some of his followers have proved to be. His purpose was simply to take Germany’s western enemy out of the picture: to destroy Liberal Democracy’s faith in itself. In this project, he has been remarkably successful. In the First World War, a single man in a sealed train had eliminated Germany’s eastern enemy: Strauss should be understood as the westward-bound “Lenin of the Right” in the Second. Lenin had accomplished his objective almost immediately; Strauss would require somewhat longer. But what is time to a German philosopher? While the “Bolsheviks” remained in power, he’d counsel fighting fire with fire in the West: a tolerant and self-doubting pluralism was no match for brainwashed millions, armed to the teeth, and committed to World Conquest.10 But Strauss’s real enemy never changed and he’d long since discovered his “horizon beyond liberalism.” Despite their short-term strategic defeat, Nazis were strong, manly, and brave. Despite or rather because of his fraudulent appendix, Strauss proved himself true to type. Armed with a long-term strategic plan, unblinking courage, and an unparalleled tactical mastery, Strauss never allowed himself to be seduced by the tolerant, openhearted generosity with which these States welcomed, nourished, and entrusted him with our youth.11 He never really left Weimar and he never forgot his lonely mission, especially after being reminded of it by Heidegger in 1953. He was German, of course: he didn’t really know how not to stick with a good plan on the basis of what was only, after all, happening right before his eyes.


  Strauss’s ineradicable hatred for Liberal Democracy becomes visible in an extraordinary passage from the 1965 “Preface.” Considering that he had lived in the United States for twenty-four years when he wrote these words in 1962, he must have made a concerted effort never to let himself forget “the truth” that was so palpably and obviously false:


  
    To realize that the Jewish problem is insoluble means never to forget the truth proclaimed by Zionism regarding the limitations of liberalism. Liberalism stands and falls by the distinction between the state and society or by the recognition of the private sphere, protected by the law but impervious to the law, with the understanding that, above all, religion as particular religion belongs to the private sphere. As certainly as the liberal state will not “discriminate” against its Jewish citizens, as certainly is it constitutionally unable and even unwilling to prevent “discrimination” against Jews on the part of individuals or groups.12

  


  In 1962, long-overdue winds of change were blowing in the United States even for formerly enslaved African-Americans. And thanks to the reductio ad Hitlerum that Strauss rejected, Nazism had finally made anti-Semitism unfashionable in these States. By the time of his death, Strauss could at best force himself not to forget a truth he remembered from Weimar at the expense of blinding himself to a truth he had seen on a daily basis during the past twenty years in his generous, trusting, and big-hearted adoptive home. This would have been even more palpable during the last ten years (between 1964 and 1973) of his life. This explains why Allan Bloom denounces the nineteen-sixties with such virulence in The Closing of the American Mind. Liberal Democracy—inspired and revived by our black St. Francis13 —had shown itself to be far too pragmatic to destroy itself between the two mutually exclusive but artificial alternatives of yet another antinomy created by an apparently logical but in fact deluded, post-logical,14 and self-blinded German Stranger. In fact, Strauss continued to embrace the same rigid extremes that characterized his thinking from his youthful polemics against Cultural Zionism in Weimar Germany, via the unbridgeable gulf between “Jerusalem” and “Athens,” through to his devious revival of the quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns.


  
    To recognize a private sphere in the sense indicated means to permit private “discrimination,” to protect it, and thus in fact to foster it. The liberal state cannot provide a solution to the Jewish problem, for such a solution would require the legal prohibition against every kind of “discrimination,” i.e., the abolition of the private sphere, the denial of the difference between state and society, the destruction of the liberal state.15

  


  Alas that it is not such problems as these that now threaten to hasten “the destruction of the liberal state”: we have far more to fear in this regard from the students of the students of Strauss. Although I have avoided speaking of the present, I will venture to offer a prediction about the future in the desperate hope it will thereby be proved wrong: it is among the students of the students of Strauss that Sarah Palin will find her most influential advisors and wordsmiths.


  There are only three texts in Strauss’s writings suggesting that he fell into the gutter of active sympathy for the “final solution”—which is not to state categorically that his articulation of National Socialism’s theoretical basis as “the last word in �secularization’” deservedly places him anywhere else. The first two operate only on this theoretical level and have already been discussed in the text. The first is the 1930 passage where he first introduced the Second Cave: the reader will recall that Strauss claims there that “the artificial difficulties” blocking our recovery of “natural ignorance” must be aus der Welt geschafft werden.16 This is a peculiar and utterly radical phraseology. From one already familiar with Rosenzweig’s claims about the Jewish People, these terrible words suggest that Strauss understood the philosophical basis of the Final Solution long before the Nazis began to implement it.


  I have argued that the Second Cave alone constitutes sufficient proof that Strauss should be regarded as the principal theoretician of Entjudung on the metaphysical level. In the second text, Strauss’s last restatement of the Second Cave in 1948, he appears to advance beyond that level by mentioning for the first time those who have imprisoned us there:


  
    People may become so frightened of the ascent to the light of the sun, and so desirous of making that ascent utterly impossible to any of their descendents, that they dig a deep pit beneath the cave in which they were born, and withdraw into that pit.17

  


  In the context of the Verjudung-hypothesis, it is easy to see why all of us, Jews and Gentiles alike, are “descendents” of these unnamed conspirators.18 Presumably because they feared the natural superiority of a warrior-king, mendacious and cowardly priests and prophets promulgated a “slave morality” designed to prevent the naturally superior from becoming “gods.” There will necessarily be vigorous enemies of this particular “philosophy” as long as the word “Pesach” remains on the lips of a single Jew.


  The third and final text is far more vivid if also infinitely less profound. It comes from “German Nihilism” (1941) and was buried in a footnote back in chapter 6:


  
    To explain German nihilism in terms of mental diseases, is even less advisable than it is to explain in such terms the desire of a cornered gangster to bump off together with himself a couple of cops and the fellow who double crossed him; not being a Stoic, I could not call that desire a morbid desire.19

  


  To begin with, German Nihilism was a mental disease; nor does it require a dispassionate Stoic to abhor the German Gangster’s murderous rampage, to say nothing of his own self-destruction. As for the unnamed “fellow who double crossed him,” the imagery can only suggest that that the mystery man reported the gangster to the cops, i.e., was in collusion with France and Great Britain. In other words, the image takes the Dolchstoβ legend one better: after all, a Socialist could have gone on strike in 1918 simply for his own selfish benefit (and that of his kids) with no thought of directly collaborating with the Allies; no more could a Spartacist be accused of favoring the capitalists of the West. Strauss’s imagery justifies the nihilist gangster’s decision to “bump off” the German Jews.


  Ironically, it is only the most vulgar form of value-free historicism that rescues the German Stranger from demonization. It’s true that his beliefs, his teachings, and the end towards which he worked (in Goethe’s words) “ohne Hast, ohne Rast,” are forever and timelessly false and even villainous. The sheer nihilism of the project is breathtaking: a purely decisionist rejection of “Jerusalem” is ipso facto the destruction of “Athens” as well. Examples of this kind could be multiplied. But the fact of the matter will always remain that Leo Strauss was born in Kirchhain in 1899 and was fifteen years old when his country entered that terrible War. In the cauldron vor Verdun, young men were shoveled into the jaws of death with a blithe unconcern for anything beside a few meters of mud. Jewish soldiers were treated even worse than the others20 and certainly knew at least as well as anyone else that this war was unworthy of a whole-souled willingness to make oneself into a burnt offering for its sake. But precisely this willingness became the litmus test of manhood after the Germans had lost it. Strauss was smart, sensitive, and ambitious: he sensed the direction of events and—thanks to the enduring influence of F. H. Jacobi—he was able to ride their crest. The role of guilt and self-hatred cannot be ruled out in Strauss’s own personal case but it was unquestionably Germany’s defeat that led to National Socialism. What Strauss did, what Strauss was; these things could only have happened where and when they did: he was, in short, a product of his times.


  On the other hand, he also deliberately sought to smash up every bulwark that could have halted the flood toward “the revolution of nihilism” or which could have kept him apart from its rising tide. Perhaps not surprisingly, he seems to have recognized more clearly than anyone else that the principal and primordial bulwark against nihilism was the God of Israel. Since he admired the Kings and despised the Prophets, let’s call him “Ahab.” But “call me Ishmael” will simply not do: it is only by following Socrates back down into the Cave that this Thrasymachus, reborn as the Athenian Stranger,21 can be beaten once again.


  In “On War and Warriors,” Nietzsche’s Zarathustra taught his disciples some truths about enemies: “You may have only enemies whom you can hate, not enemies you despise.” There is no point in pretending that Strauss is not my Enemy. But I by no means despise him: his intelligence, skill, and power have struck me to the bone again and again while writing this book. “You must be proud of your enemy: then the successes of your enemy are your successes too.” Certainly I could not have written this book without learning much from him: this redemptive thought has often crossed my mind and sometimes weakened my resolve. His vulgarity of purpose has acted as an immeasurably productive catalyst for cleansing but unquestionably reactive insight. He has been my teacher and this knowledge might even engender love for him, particular in one who calls himself a Christian. Was there really, after all, a kindly “Father Leo” who had led me on by posing as evil only in order to lead the likes of me to re-discover some light? Was he some divinely appointed advocatus diaboli? I have decided, not entirely without reluctance but yet with as much manly firmness as I can muster, to reject Nietzsche’s teaching on this point: my Enemy’s successes are not really mine and I will not make my own successes his.


  Leo Strauss was hardly the first Jewish Apostate. Before mentioning once again the relevant historical examples, a chilling and highly suggestive commentary on “the Strauss Problem” was glimpsed by Thomas Mann as early as 1924.22 In The Magic Mountain, a young German Everyman named “Hans Castorp” finds himself caught between an amiable liberal democrat and nationalist named Ludovico Settembrini and a hateful Jesuit and Communist. Leo Naphta is of Jewish origin but has firmly and expediently rejected the faith of his fathers. Naphta’s ironic polemics against liberal democracy, his ruthless use of logical antinomies—even his personal affect and appearance—must seem strangely familiar to those who have studied Strauss. The conceivability of an apparent anomaly like “Leo Strauss as Jewish Apostate to National Socialism” is indeed vindicated by Mann’s contemporary creation of the equally anomalous “Leo Naphta as Jewish Apostate to Marxist Catholicism.” As for the more obvious Jewish Apostates—the ones to whom Strauss himself gave careful consideration, in particular Spinoza23 and Maimonides24 —they, or rather Strauss’s reading of them, offer far more tangible clues to the problem of der Fall Strauss. About the ongoing attempt to find “Jewish Philosophy” in Leo Strauss, it would be uncharitable to comment but also uncharitable to pass over in complete silence;25 he has said enough on the subject.26 For what little it’s worth, I consider it a real loss for intellectual life that Strauss spent so much of his energy on Xenophon; I’d have loved to see how he’d have read the Letters of Paul.


  As for the “theological-political problem,” it would be a fatal mistake to let our enemies—least of all this particular “German Stranger”—set our intellectual agenda for the twenty-first century. Once one begins to realize that National Socialism actually has a “philosophical” basis, one becomes less and less inclined to accept the intellectual guardianship of those who came of age at the same time that it did. Where intellectual guidance is concerned, I suggest we start thinking for ourselves. We need to dispense with the services not only of Strauss and Heidegger but also of whoever else may be the Weimar-era intellectual du jour.27 It is neither Germanophobia nor anti-Semitism that motivates me to make such a remark: let’s by all means reconsider Kant and Cohen, Rosenzweig and Mendelssohn. The important thing is that it’s never too late for teshuvah and jihad, i.e., for the repentant commitment to self-conquest that must always precede principled action. Even if it should be too late and Minerva’s owl already on the wing, there’s nothing worthwhile to be gained (some German obstinacy could prove a blessing here) “at the price of servitude and shame.” The United States have lost their way, it’s true, but they’ve had plenty of help from some very skilful enemies, not even half of them German. In other words: despite our own indolence, ignorance, and greed, we are not entirely to blame for succumbing to the intellectual equivalent of the influenza epidemic that emerged after the Great War in beaten Germany.


  Despite our perilous situation, we are hardly helpless even now: every time we spend a dollar, we transmit a memorable heritage more precious than gold. As long as we maintain our solution to “the theological-political problem” as the final one, every greenback will remind us that there’s always been benevolence north of the unfinished pyramid that asserts His approval only to our beginnings. Despite the rarity of our two-dollar bill, the Jeffersonian legacy of limited and liberal government—instituted by Men who were “well aware that Almighty God hath created the human mind free”—must be a pretty powerful idea in order to earn for itself so devious, duplicitous, and determined an enemy: an Enemy who could truly “set the murderous Machiavel to school.” Even if we’ve forgotten Clement of Alexandria (and his distasteful opponent, the proto-Straussian Tertullian), let’s discover a new reason for rejecting the eternal antagonism between Jerusalem and Athens: they’re eternally united in opposition to National Socialism. Once we grasp that, we will not only understand why Strauss needed to uphold their “radical opposition” but also why the United States provide the Final Solution to “the theological-political problem.”


  It is useless for me to pretend to myself that I will not make many enemies by writing this book. It would require a heart more stalwart than mine to revel in the realization that the greater the ensuing enmity, the more imperious was the necessity of voluntarily incurring it. The more I read of Strauss, the more I knew that it was both my duty and my right to expose him. Although my personal and civic motives for doing so may not be entirely irrelevant, I can assure the reader that it hasn’t been particularly pleasant work. In writing this book I have learned that the discovery of one Enemy leads to the discovery of more. It was Heidegger, for instance, who led me to Strauss in the first place. Research into Heidegger’s conduct during the World War and its influence on Sein und Zeit had not endeared this ruthless careerist to me in any way. But it had never occurred to me—perhaps because I was working with texts written up to 1935—that he remained a Nazi until the end of his days.


  On the other hand, I knew no more of F. H. Jacobi when I began this project than I knew of Reinhold: he was a mere name associated with the young Hegel. I hate him now.28 His treatment of the noble Mendelssohn repulses me and I can only hope that someone will come along with the stomach to bring to light his various crimes: literary, political, and otherwise. My affection for Hegel—already a philosophical opponent to be sure but still a treasured teacher and an undoubted genius—diminished considerably when I realized that his “emancipation” from the Nürnberg Gymnasium was probably made possible by “crawling to the cross” of F. H. Jacobi, godless “Pope” of German academics in his day. But the most mysterious new Enemy I made was J. G. Hamann. His Christian masquerade—he was, after all, Jacobi’s teacher—is what got the ball rolling: the übermensch was born in Königsberg or rather in London. And then there’s Schmitt: unlike Hamann and Jacobi, Carl Schmitt wasn’t even a name to me until I read Löwith during my Heidegger studies. Naturally the pseudo-Catholic founder of “political theology” strikes me as utterly repulsive: his handsome longevity, his appropriation of Hermann Melville, and now his current “re-birth:”29 all are pretty sickening. But how do you fight Carl Schmitt without proving him right? There it stands: Schmitt and Strauss are necessarily my Enemies. And thus my writing this book requires embracing their “logic of the political.”30 So be it: the very fact that the Nazis cold-bloodedly assumed that liberal democrats would never fight warms my blood.


  I will probably be called an anti-Semite. To begin with, it doesn’t require a Ph. D. to recognize “Altman” as a Jewish surname. Despite the fact that my mother is a Gentile—and that few, apart from my sons and me, recognize me as Jewish—I am myself a Jew. I don’t really think I could have written this book had I not been: without the Lord as my Shepherd, I could not have walked as I have “through the valley of the shadow of Death.” And for what it’s worth, I have made many new Jewish friends while writing this book. Moses Mendelssohn (and his biographer Alexander Altmann), the brilliant Franz Rosenzweig along with his principled critic Steven Schwarzschild, and that great educator and bridge-builder Ernst Simon31 were strangers before: now they are Friends. My admiration for Kant has also sensibly increased; although I’d known him all along, reading Beiser’s account of his encounter with Hamann—having discovered through Strauss and Jacobi what Hamann really was—brought the man who never left Königsberg into my heart: every student of German Philosophy needs to read the first two chapters of Frederick Beiser’s The Fate of Reason. But standing at the top of the list, the man who now occupies the place vacated by my own father, my earthly father who died when I was so very young but whose tender fatherly regard provided me with the principal impressions I would later need, is Hermann Cohen. I love this man. Without Strauss’s enmity toward him, I’d have never have met my Jewish “God-father.” May your praise live forever,32 noble Cohen, and may the next great German Philosopher draw her inspiration from you.33


  Since I’ve claimed repeatedly that the best way to understand Strauss as he understood himself is in opposition to Cohen, a final example will not be out of place. Although Strauss’s last critique (1972) attacks Cohen on the “French” flank—i.e., by insinuating that “correlation”34 does not do justice to God35 —his first critique, the 1924 “Zur Auseinandersetzung mit der europäischen Wissenschaft,” attacks him on the “Russian” flank by making the claim “that the entire context of Cohen’s system rests on religious presuppositions.”36 Thanks to his enmity toward God and more specifically toward the transcendence of the God of Israel, Strauss has a very good eye for “religious presuppositions,” i.e., for Verjudung in a metaphysical sense. As the prototype of my imaginary environmentalist, Strauss knew from the start that Israel’s “God” disrupts the primordial or rather mythic feeling of being completely “loyal to the earth” or at home in the world, what he calls here das Heimliche.37 Strauss identifies “the branding of the canny as an abomination” as the essence of “the struggle of the prophets against “human” customs.”38 In other words, the very idea of God stigmatizes the mythically “canny” as das Unheimliche:


  
    And “rationalization” asserts itself not only simultaneously with this cutting oneself off from the canny {Abstich vom Heimlichen}, not only beside it, but as identical with it. The identity of these two moments governs the work of Herman Cohen from the beginning, even and especially his Logic of Pure Cognition, which was “designed irrespective of religion.” Here the term is: “Cutting off from the given” {“Abstich vom Gegebenen”}. And, proceeding from this particular “systematic” approach, Cohen summarizes the peculiar quality of the prophetic development in the formula: struggle against myth as that which remains within the “given,” within the human, seeking in it security against the uncanny.39

  


  It is only when one grasps what makes this Abstich vom Gegebenen “religious” or “prophetic,” that one begins to understand how a thinking Nazi could regard Husserl as not only a Jew (despite his conversion) but also as a distinctively “Jewish” thinker. Strauss’s awareness of and assault on the “religious presuppositions” of Cohen’s thinking depends on an anti-dualistic anti-metaphysics that recognizes the Abstich vom Heimlichen as distinctively Jewish.40 And once we recognize that Strauss regarded every Abstich vom Gegebenen as characteristic of “the innermost Jewish tendency,” it then becomes possible to understand all the details of the occultatio passage about Verjudung found in his first Zionist publication:


  
    For the moment, let us completely set aside the question of whether “science” and “state”—those fruits of the anti-Catholic spirit—are perhaps more closely related to the innermost Jewish tendency [innersten jüdischen Tendenz] than is the decidedly more familiar ideal of our organologists—a “perhaps” at which one may very well arrive if one thinks of the biblical origins of modern science, of the equally uncanny [unheimliche] character of the biblical world and of the worldview of the seventeenth century, of the role Spinoza plays in the formulation of the modern view of the world and the modern view of the state, as well as of several other things.41

  


  By attending to the radical character of Strauss’s critique of Cohen, it finally becomes obvious why he thought from the start that Modern Science had a biblical origin: both render the natural world unheimlich. The continuity of Strauss’s thought on this point is illustrated by his ongoing attack on the apparently modern but in fact originally biblical attempt “to become the master and owner of nature.”42 It is therefore not to his complex manner of reading texts but rather to his resolutely superficial defense of φύσις that Strauss refers in one of the most confusing and important passages in his writings:


  
    There is no surer protection against the understanding of anything than taking for granted or otherwise despising the obvious and the surface. The problem inherent in the surface of things, and only in the surface of things, is the heart of things.43

  


  Who would have thought that the recovery of “the surface of things” would demand nothing less than the eradication of both Platonism and Judaism?44 The answer is: the founder of Marburg neo-Kantianism, Hermann Cohen.


  There are three more Jews I’ve come to admire with considerably less enthusiasm, but to admire nevertheless: Jascha Klein, Gershom Scholem, and Karl Löwith. Klein was Strauss’s loyal friend and knew what was best in the man. For Klein, his friend’s good qualities—his brains, his passion, all the little things and shared experiences that made him human; above all, his bursts of brilliance—outweighed his wicked thoughts. As a commentator on Plato’s Meno, Klein is inadequate but as a scholar of Greek mathematics45 he deserved Klein is inadequate but as a scholar of Greek mathematics45 he deserved the respect of Thomas L. Heath. And his courageous letter from Copenhagen shows that his heart was in the right place—or rather a little left of center, where it should be—in fundamental matters. But if Klein is admirable because of his loyalty to a deeply flawed friend, Scholem is admirable for knowing Strauss to be, when all is said and done, a danger. Less attractive as a man and a thinker than Klein,46 Scholem nevertheless “had the goods” on Strauss and that’s important. Heinrich Meier couldn’t have found “Towards an Ideology of Political Zionism” without Scholem: Gerhard never forgot Prunn. As for Löwith, this book could not have been conceived or even imagined without him.


  In the last analysis, of course, there can be no Jewish Nazi. As long as Jews are committed to the God of their Fathers, they are immune to National Socialism no less than they are anathema to it.47 They can be neither the nihilistic leaders who lie nor the deluded led who follow them blindly. Above all, the belief in the God of Abraham precludes the radical autonomy of the übermensch who, as “Athenian Stranger” to the weak and malleable masses, dares to create what he is—derived from himself alone—because he knows no other Creator exists.48 Thousands of years ago, the Holy One of Israel revealed His Mighty Name on the Mountain. It is only the Lord God who first and evermore can say: “I AM WHAT I AM.”49 This Name is the solemn and sufficient refutation of self-deification, nihilism, and the insidious political offspring to which they gave birth in Weimar; its compatibility with our own Liberal Democracy is symbolized on the Great Seal of the United States of America and embodied in the ultimately Platonic separation of Church and State. May God Bless the United States of America! May God Bless this refuge where “Athens” and “Jerusalem” join hands in upholding the only human solution—and therefore the only solution to which God too nods in approval—to “the theological-political problem.”


  At the end of chapter 7, I proposed administering to Strauss’s recruitment effort the chastisement it deserves. The only punishment within my power—exposure and denunciation of its instigator—I have now, to the best of my ability, administered. I will therefore close with an exhortation to the sympathetic reader. The plain truth is that it is those on the left who must change: it is as resolute defenders of Liberal Democracy that they must chastise themselves. At this stage of the game, relativism is a dog that just won’t hunt: a benign and tolerant relativism will never be able to defeat a political and self-conscious nihilism masquerading as the defense of Absolute Truth and employing the banner of “Jerusalem” to cloak its atheistic crusade. Moral relativism cannot stand up to the defenders of Truth and Absolute Moral Standards even when those defenders are hateful and duplicitous hypocrites. The relativist’s creed—“there are no Absolute Truths”—is the mother of all unintentional self-contradiction; Strauss’s project cannot be defeated by those who regard anyone who attacks relativism and upholds eternal values as ipso facto an elitist “Nazi.” In fact, a benign and tolerant relativism is doubly self-contradictory: if there are no absolutes, there would be no firm basis for the resulting relativism to be any more “benign and tolerant” than malicious and authoritarian. Between a relativist and involuntarily self-contradictory Left and a decisionist and deliberately self-contradictory Right, there is still plenty of room for Philosophy, the old but eternally young love of wisdom.


  I therefore implore my friends on the Left to return to Plato and the Bible: it is not the writings of Strauss and his followers that should be burned but our own love of the Great Books that must be rekindled. The Right is wrong about these texts but we will never prove this true without believing in Truth. Genesis teaches equality and individual freedom, Leviticus grounds the perpetual maintenance of social justice in Divine Law, and Samuel reveals God’s everlasting opposition to kingly power. As for Christ Jesus, His teaching on camels, beams, and throwing stones is completely antithetical to the principles and temper of the Radical Right. Those who invoke Christianity to support their impieties presently encounter feeble opposition because their opponents on the Left have surrendered Scripture, the Classics, and Philosophy without a fight. This spiritual tradition we must now reclaim: the wider world no less than our now embattled Republic demands it. Nor are we entirely without a political tradition of our own: Samuel Adams, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson, William Jennings Bryan—even a righteous measure of Old Hickory—may yet inspire us to drive these cynical moneychangers from the Temple of American Liberty.
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